
File No.   220312 Committee Item No. 2 
Board Item No.   

COMMITTEE/BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
AGENDA PACKET CONTENTS LIST 

Committee:       Rules Committee Date   April 4, 2022 

Board of Supervisors Meeting Date    

Cmte Board 
Motion 
Resolution 
Ordinance 
Legislative Digest 
Budget and Legislative Analyst Report 
Youth Commission Report 
Introduction Form  
Department/Agency Cover Letter and/or Report 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
Grant Information Form 
Grant Budget 
Subcontract Budget 
Contract/Agreement 
Form 126 - Ethics Commission 
Award Letter 
Application 
Form 700 
Information/Vacancies (Boards/Commissions) 
Public Correspondence 

OTHER (Use back side if additional space is needed) 

Completed by:  Victor Young  Date  Mar 31, 2022  
Completed by:   Date    

x

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
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(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 # (Required - 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.

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

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

Covid-19 Vaccinated: 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:

San Francisco Police Commission
Seat 2

Kevin Michael Benedicto
94108

Attorney
415.442.1340 Morgan Lewis & Bockius LLP

One Market, Spear Tower 94105
kevin.benedicto@morganlewis.com

As a proud San Francisco resident of Filipino and Chinese descent, it would be an honor to
represent the Asian American Pacific Islander (AAPI) community while serving on the
Commission. I have a long history of representing and advocating for the AAPI community in
San Francisco. As an active member of the Asian American Bar Association of the Greater
Bay Area (AABA) and the co-chair of the AABA Civil Rights Committee, I have fought to
protect AAPI rights in San Francisco and across the country.

Recently, in partnership with the San Francisco Bar Association, I helped coordinate pro bono
representation for dozens of San Francisco Chinatown businesses facing frivolous and
extortionate lawsuits, and was recognized with awards for this work.
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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:      

I have been practicing law in San Francisco since 2015, as both a civil litigator and as a civil rights attorney. In this capacity I have valuable
experience in dispute resolution, in solving complex problems, and in serving as a committed advocate for my clients. When I worked at the
Lawyers' Committee for Civil Rights Under Law, I helped protect civil rights, defend our elections and voting rights, and advocate for criminal justice
reform.

I also have extensive pro bono practice and community involvement in criminal justice reform. I served as pro bono counsel to the Blue Ribbon
Panel on Transparency, Accountability, and Fairness in Law Enforcement on the subject of use of force. I have provided representation and advice
to law enforcement agencies across the country on criminal justice reform, including assisting the police department in Madison, WI assess their
response to the 2020 protests in the wake of George Floyd's murder.

I serve on the Bar Association of San Francisco (BASF) Criminal Justice Task Force, where, on behalf of the Bar, I have helped advise SFPD and
city leaders on issues such as use of force, body cameras, bail reform, community policing, police union negotiations, and bias. I have been part
of multiple SFPD policy working groups on issues such as use of force, bias, and community policing. I provided pro bono advice to BASF when it
prepared an open letter to Supervisor Gordon Mar on a police reform ballot initiative that was eventually placed on the ballot and approved by
voters. Recently, I aided the Bar Association and the San Francisco Superior Court on the jury reform pilot program, "Be The Jury."

Over the years I have attended dozens of Police Commission meetings, and testified both as a member of the public or as a representative of the
Bar Association or the Blue Ribbon panel numerous times. I am familiar with the Police Commission's work and with the critical issues that face the
Commission as it continues to advance the cause of police reform and criminal justice reform.

As discussed above, I am an active member of the Bar Association of San Francisco (BASF). I am on the Board of the Bar
Association's Barristers Club, one of its largest sections. Since 2016 I have also been a member of the BASF Criminal
Justice Task Force, as discussed above. I have been awarded the BASF Award of Merit, and the Barristers Club Diversity &
Inclusion Award.

I also serve as a co-chair of the Civil Rights Committee of the Asian American Bar Association of the Greater Bay Area
(AABA), and devote significant time and resources protecting the civil rights of the AAPI community in the Bay Area. For my
pro bono and volunteer work on behalf of the AAPI community, in 2021 AABA awarded me the Joe Morozumi Exceptional
Legal Advocacy Award. I also serve on the Legal Advisory Board of Swords to Plowshares, which does tremendous work on
behalf of military veterans returning to civilian life, and have represented veterans in pro bono matters.

I have twice received the Excellence in Pro Bono Service award from my law firm, Morgan Lewis. Once for the police reform
work discussed above on behalf of the Blue Ribbon Panel for Transparency, Accountability, and Fairness in Law
Enforcement, and the second time for a pro bono representation where I successfully gained asylum for a transgender client
fleeing persecution in Central America that was detained by the Trump Administration.

Recently, I was appointed by the San Francisco Superior Court to be one of four non-judicial members of the Court's
Committee on Elimination of Bias, where I hope to do my part to help the Court combat the bias that still disproportionately
impacts people of color in our courts.

March 18, 2022 /s/ Kevin M. Benedicto



STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS 
COVER PAGE 

A PUBLIC DOCUMENT

 Leaving Office: Date Left 

    Schedule C - Income, Loans, & Business Positions – schedule attached
    Schedule D - Income – Gifts – schedule attached
    Schedule E - Income – Gifts – Travel Payments – schedule attached

/ /
(Check one circle.)

  The period covered is January 1, 20212021, through the date of 
leaving office.

  The period covered is / /

 Annual: The period covered is January 1, 2021,2021, through 
  December 31, 20212021.

       The period covered is 

, through 
the date of leaving office.

/ /

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

 State  Judge, Retired Judge, Pro Tem Judge, or Court Commissioner           
(Statewide Jurisdiction)                                                                         (Statewide Jurisdiction)
 

 Multi-County   County of 

 City of   Other 

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

, through 
December 31, 20212021.

 Assuming Office: Date assumed 

 Candidate: Date of Election     and office sought, if different than Part 1: 

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

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

Date Signed 
 (month, day, year)

/ /

Agency Name  (Do not use acronyms) 

NAME OF FILER    (LAST)                                                (FIRST)                   (MIDDLE)

1. Office, Agency, or Court

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

MAILING ADDRESS STREET CITY STATE ZIP CODE

DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER

(Business or Agency Address Recommended - Public Document)

EMAIL ADDRESS

5. Verification

Signature 
 (File the originally signed paper statement with your filing official.)

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

Agency:  Position: 

-or-

-or-

4. Schedule Summary (must complete) ► Total number of pages including this cover page: 
Schedules attached  

         Schedule A-1 - Investments – schedule attached
         Schedule A-2 - Investments – schedule attached
         Schedule B - Real Property – schedule attached

-or-   None - No reportable interests on any schedule

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

Page - 5

Date Initial Filing Received
Filing Official Use Only

Please type or print in ink.

700
FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION

CALIFORNIA FORM



SCHEDULE C
Income, Loans, & Business 

Positions
(Other than Gifts and Travel Payments)

(Real property, car, boat, etc.) (Real property, car, boat, etc.)

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED No Income - Business Position Only GROSS INCOME RECEIVED No Income - Business Position Only

Name

CALIFORNIA FORM
FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION

700

 $500 - $1,000  $1,001 - $10,000  $500 - $1,000  $1,001 - $10,000

 $10,001 - $100,000  OVER $100,000  $10,001 - $100,000  OVER $100,000

► 1. INCOME RECEIVED
NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME

 ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

► 1. INCOME RECEIVED
NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME

 ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

NAME OF LENDER*

 ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER

INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years)

%  None 

HIGHEST BALANCE DURING REPORTING PERIOD

 $500 - $1,000

 $1,001 - $10,000

 $10,001 - $100,000

 OVER $100,000

Comments: 

► 2. LOANS RECEIVED OR OUTSTANDING DURING THE REPORTING PERIOD

* You are not required to report loans from a commercial lending institution, or any indebtedness created as part of
a retail installment or credit card transaction, made in the lender’s regular course of business on terms available
to members of the public without regard to your official status.  Personal loans and loans received not in a lender’s
regular course of business must be disclosed as follows:

SECURITY FOR LOAN

 None  Personal residence

 Real Property 

 Guarantor 

 Other 

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED
 Salary  Spouse’s or registered domestic partner’s income 

(For self-employed use Schedule A-2.)

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

 Sale of  

Street address

City

(Describe)

 Other 

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED
 Salary  Spouse’s or registered domestic partner’s income 

(For self-employed use Schedule A-2.)

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

 Sale of  

 Other 

Loan repayment Loan repayment

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

(Describe) (Describe)

(Describe) (Describe)

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

Page - 13



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

BOARD of SUPERVISORS         San Francisco 94102-4689 
                                                                                                                                                      Tel. No. (415) 554-5184 
                                                                                                                                                      Fax No. (415) 554-5163 
                                                                                                                                                 TDD/TTY No. (415) 554-5227 
 

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

          

Zip Code: 

  Occupation:        

Work Phone:        Employer:        

Business Address:          Zip Code:     

Business Email:       H  

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

Resident of San Francisco:  Yes   No  If No, place of residence:       
18 Years of Age or Older:  Yes   No  
 
Pursuant to Mayoral Order, members of boards/commissions are required to be Covid-19 vaccinated and attend in-
person meetings. 

Covid-19 Vaccinated:  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: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

San Francisco Police Commission

#2, #5

Katherine Hodge

94122

Starting new business

Self

NA

NA

■
■

■

I am a core team member of Wealth & Disparities in the Black Community, which has been
working on police reform since 2016 and has been a major force in ensuring the existence of
the current Department of Justice reform program. I joined the Wealth & Disparities team as a
volunteer in 2020, shortly after I began attending and live tweeting police commission
meetings. You can view my tweets at #sfpolicecommission; I’ve been at almost every meeting
over the last two years. I also often summarize the police commission meetings on my blog at
http://blog.kithodge.com, and share those summaries with relevant stakeholders. I am a white
woman, homeowner, mother of two kids in SFUSD schools, and resident of District 7. I used to
own a business in the Mission, serving families. I am in the process of starting up a new
family-oriented business.
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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:     

I’ve worked at the following places: Vie Bikes - my own business, San Francisco Parent
Coalition, San Francisco Bicycle Coalition, San Francisco Great Streets Project, Metropolitan
Planning Council (Chicago), Transportation Alternatives (New York City), and EMI Strategic
Marketing (Boston).

My professional background is largely in the realm of issue advocacy, but I pivoted (with one
brief exception) to the world of business in 2014. I learned a little bit about the work of SFPD
when I worked in the world of transportation advocacy, where I worked on a couple joint
initiatives with the department.

I graduated magna cum laude from Harvard University in 2000, with a concentration in
American History. I also audited graduate-level classes at Columbia Univeristy and NYU.

I've sat on the following boards: San Francisco Parent Coalition, Walk SF, Duboce Triangle
Neighborhood Association, and the Richard M Daley Pedestrian Advisory Council.

I also enjoy volunteering for causes and candidates, including Wealth & Disparities in the Black
Community, Myrna Melgar for D7 Supervisor, San Francisco Literacy group, Chinese
Immersion School PTA, Warren for President, Jane Kim for Mayor, the Clarendon Elementary
School Site Council, Lakeshore Elementary, Redding Elementary, Rep. John Fritchey's Office
(Chicago), etc.

■

3/7/2022
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(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
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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
 

David W Rizk
Keker, Van Nest & Peters LLP
633 Battery Street
San Francisco, CA 94111-1809
415 773 6648 direct | 415 391 5400 main
drizk@keker.com | vcard | keker.com
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I. INTRODUCTION  

Settled case law from the Supreme Court and the Court of 

Appeal teaches that the constitutional power to manage police 

departments by placing policy restrictions on the use of force is 

vested in accountable public officials, and is not subject to 

collective bargaining.  Claremont Police Officers Ass’n v. City of 

Claremont, 39 Cal. 4th 623, 632-33 (2006) (citing San Jose Peace 

Officer’s Ass’n v. City of San Jose, 78 Cal. App. 3d 935, 946 

(1978)).  Formulating policies that preserve life and promote 

trust between police agencies and the communities they serve is 

a fundamental duty of local government.  Id.  “‘[T]he heavy 

responsibility and delicate balancing . . . involved in a use of force 

policy, are best exercised by the appropriate legislative and 

executive officers, who are then directly responsible to the people 

for such decisions.’”  San Jose, 78 Cal. App. 3d at 948-49 (quoting 

Long Beach Police Officers Ass’n v. City of Long Beach, 61 Cal. 

App. 3d 364, 371 (1976)). 

The San Francisco Police Commission properly exercised 

its managerial duty and prerogative when it announced, with the 

Mayor’s support, that it would commence a process to “re-

engineer” San Francisco Police Department’s (“SFPD”) use-of-
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force policy, Department General Order 5.01 (“DGO 5.01”).  The 

policy, which had not been revised in over 20 years, had become 

the subject of great public controversy and community outrage in 

the wake of the officer-involved shooting of Mario Woods, a 26-

year-old African American man, in late 2015. 

To revise the policy and restore eroding community trust, 

the Police Commission created a Working Group comprised of 

police officials, police union representatives including the San 

Francisco Police Officers Association (“SFPOA”), and community 

stakeholders including the Bar Association of San Francisco 

(“BASF”) and the American Civil Liberties Union of Northern 

California (“ACLU”).  For five months, the Working Group 

members proposed revisions, submitted written comments, and 

met to discuss drafts.  Ultimately, based on consensus, the 

Working Group recommended sweeping reforms to the policy, 

which the Commission unanimously endorsed in June 2016. 

Although SFPOA was deeply involved in this entire 

collaborative process, it disagreed with two policy provisions 

approved by the Police Commission: (1) the ban against carotid 

restraint, and (2) the ban on shooting toward or from moving 

vehicles.  The City and County of San Francisco’s labor 
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negotiators therefore voluntarily met and conferred with SFPOA, 

while reserving the City’s position that the disputed policy 

provisions were management matters not within the scope of the 

union’s representation.  After five months of such meetings, 

during which time the new policy was held in abeyance, the City 

concluded that no agreement was possible.  The City ended talks 

over the two disputed issues, and only then did the Police 

Commission formally adopt the new use-of-force policy. 

With this litigation, SFPOA seeks to subject these 

fundamental policy decisions, made by the Police Commission in 

an open and inclusive public process, to reconsideration, so that 

SFPOA may try to overturn the Commission’s ban on the carotid 

restraint and prohibition against shooting toward or from moving 

vehicles.  Through grievances filed under its labor contract, 

SFPOA seeks a ruling by an arbitrator that would, at minimum, 

suspend the use-of-force policy pending further meet-and-confer 

talks, and absent an agreement between the parties, lead to 

impasse resolution procedures and binding interest arbitration.  

In other words, SFPOA ultimately aims to have arbitrators 

review—and potentially rewrite—SFPD’s use-of-force policy.  

Amici urge this Court to affirm the Superior Court’s judgment 
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that use-of-force matters do not belong at the bargaining table or 

in arbitration, consistent with fundamental principles enshrined 

in the Constitution, California’s labor laws, long-standing case 

law, and the San Francisco Charter.  

II. ARGUMENT 

A. The Supreme Court and the Court of Appeal have 
held that use-of-force policies are the prerogative of 
management, not subject to collective bargaining. 

The Meyers-Milias-Brown Act (“MMBA”) governs labor 

relations for local government employees in California.  It 

distinguishes between “wages, hours and working conditions,” 

which are within the scope of union representation, and matters 

of “merits, necessity or organization of any service,” the 

determination of which is a fundamental managerial 

responsibility and not subject to collective bargaining.  

Claremont, 39 Cal. 4th at 629 (citations and internal quotation 

marks omitted).  A body of case law has developed to delineate 

the contours of these two categories, but the latter generally 

refers to “fundamental management or policy choices.”  Id. at 

631-32 (citations and internal quotation marks omitted).  In the 

context of policing, the Court of Appeal, First Appellate District 

has held that formulation of use-of-force policies are 
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fundamentally managerial in nature, because they govern 

matters of life and death for the public as well as the officers and 

implicate public trust in law enforcement.  Id. at 632.  Use-of-

force policymaking is therefore committed to the discretion of 

government officials who are accountable to the public. 

For example, in San Jose, the city proposed a new use-of-

force policy to limit the circumstances in which officers could use 

deadly force and firearms.  The union claimed that the new policy 

implicated officer safety, and therefore impacted working 

conditions, and triggered the city’s obligation to meet and confer 

with the union.  78 Cal. App. 3d at 945–46.  The Court of Appeal 

rejected that position, holding that the power to regulate deadly 

force is an “exercise of the police power granted by Article XI, 

section 7 of the California Constitution,” which “a governmental 

agency may not suspend, bargain, or contract away.”  Id. at 947 

(emphasis added).  The Court held: “[W]e can imagine few 

decisions more ‘managerial’ in nature than the one which 

involves the conditions under which an entity of the state will 

permit a human life to be taken.”  Id. at 946.  “The forum of the 

bargaining table with its postures, strategies, trade-offs, 

modifications and compromises [citation omitted] is no place for 
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the ‘delicate balancing of different interests: the protection of 

society from criminals, the protection of police officers’ safety and 

the preservation of all human life, if possible.’’”  Id. at 948 

(quoting Long Beach, 61 Cal. 3d at 371).  The Court therefore 

reversed the Superior Court’s judgment that the city must meet 

and confer. 

 The Court of Appeal subsequently recognized that, even 

without life-and-death consequences, policies that implicate 

community trust in law enforcement also require publicly 

accountable decision-making processes, not bargaining with a 

union behind closed doors.  In Berkeley Police Association v. City 

of Berkeley, 76 Cal. App. 3d 931 (1977), the city authorized a 

citizen police review commission to participate in disciplinary 

proceedings against police officers accused of misconduct.  The 

Court held that because these policies dealt with “a matter of 

police-community relations,” the city’s challenged policies 

“constitute[d] management level decisions which are not properly 

within the scope of union representation and collective 

bargaining[.]”  Id. at 937.  “To require public officials to meet and 

confer with their employees regarding fundamental policy 

decisions such as those here presented, would place an 
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intolerable burden upon fair and efficient administration of state 

and local government.”  Id.   

 Similarly, in Claremont, the California Supreme Court, 

citing the foregoing authorities, considered a data-collection 

policy designed to determine whether police officers were 

engaging in racial profiling.  See 39 Cal. 4th at 628.  The Court 

noted that the city’s racial-profiling study was intended to 

“improve relations between the police and the community and 

establish the Claremont Police Department as an open and 

progressive agency committed to being at the forefront of the best 

professional practices in law enforcement.”  Id. at 632-33.  The 

Court accordingly held that such a “fundamental managerial or 

policy decision” was beyond the scope of representation and did 

not trigger an obligation to meet and confer.  Id. at 632.   

Finally, in Association for Los Angeles Deputy Sheriffs v.  

County of Los Angeles, 166 Cal. App. 4th 1625, 1644 (2008), as 

modified on denial of reh’g (Oct. 6, 2008), the Court likewise held 

that because a new policy of restricting officers from “huddling” 

with counsel before speaking with homicide detectives or internal 

affairs was meant “to foster greater public trust in the 

investigatory process,” it was “a fundamental or managerial 
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decision, and, thus, was outside the meet-and-confer 

requirements of the MMBA.”  Id. 

B. The Police Commission properly exercised its 
managerial power to recalibrate SFPD’s use-of-force 
practices in a manner that promoted accountability 
in the face of eroding public trust.   

The Police Commission’s Working Group process for 

revising DGO 5.01 was designed to balance many interests and 

respond to community demands regarding transparency and 

accountability, public safety, and SFPD’s use-of-force practices.  

It is a paradigmatic example of a police commission exercising its 

managerial authority to regulate law enforcement’s use of force 

in order to maintain public trust.  

On December 2, 2015, Mario Woods, a 26-year-old African 

American, was shot to death by SFPD officers.  A video of the 

shooting provoked protests and calls for change to SFPD’s 

policies.  A week later, on December 9, 2016, scores of community 

leaders and protesters attended the Police Commission’s meeting 

to demand reforms at SFPD and changes to its use-of-force 

practices.1 

                                         
1 See S.F. Police Comm’n, Meeting Minutes (Dec. 9, 2015), 
available at http://sanfranciscopolice.org/meeting/police-
commission-december-9-2015-minutes.  Such government records 
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In an effort to restore public trust, the Police Commission 

immediately initiated a process to review DGO 5.01, which had 

not been revised since 1995.  See Appellant’s App. (“AA”) (prior 

use-of-force policy).  To develop recommended reforms, the 

Commission, with the support of the Mayor, established a 

collaborative process that included extensive input from police 

and community stakeholders.2  AA 181-82.  According to the 

Mayor, the goal was to “fundamentally re-engineer the way police 

officers use force” in order to “help our sworn officers strengthen 

their ties with the community and keep our City safe through a 

culture change in how we handle conflicts on our streets.”3  

                                                                                                               
are subject to judicial notice and not reasonably subject to 
dispute.  See Cal. Evid. Code § 452 & cmt (records of county 
planning commission subject to judicial notice); see also Fremont 
Indem. Co. v. Fremont Gen. Corp., 148 Cal. App. 4th 97, 113 
(2007) (courts may take judicial notice of the existence of 
statements or documents, without accepting contents as true). 
2 The participants included SFPD, SFPOA, officer affinity groups 
such as Officers for Justice and Pride Alliance, the S.F. Office of 
Civilian Complaints (now the Department of Police 
Accountability), the S.F. District Attorney/Blue Ribbon Panel, the 
S.F. Public Defender, the U.S. Department of Justice, and amici 
BASF and ACLU, among others. 
3 See News Release, “Mayor Lee Announces Comprehensive 
Police Department Reforms” (Feb. 22, 2016), available at 
http://sfmayor.org/article/mayor-lee-announces-comprehensive-
police-department-reforms; and Letter from S. Loftus and G. 
Suhr to E. Lee, (Feb. 19, 2016), available at 
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SFPOA participated fully in this process.  Its representatives 

regularly attended meetings, submitted written comments, and 

succeeded in having many of its recommendations incorporated 

into the policy.  

The Working Group reached consensus on the vast majority 

of the changes to DGO 5.01, and the Commission unanimously 

voted to endorse the recommended revisions on June 22, 2016.  

AA 182-83.  The new policy effected sweeping changes to SFPD’s 

practices.  The new DGO 5.01 emphasizes “minimal reliance” on 

the use of force, and thus establishes a higher bar than the 

constitutional “reasonableness” standard in Graham v. Connor, 

490 U.S. 386 (1989).  AA 189.  The policy also incorporates key 

modern policing principles, such as de-escalation, crisis 

intervention, and proportionality.  Id. at 189-90. 

The policy, and the transparent public process that 

produced it, were publicly hailed by the Mayor, the Board of 

Supervisors, and the U.S. Department of Justice, as important 

steps to restoring public trust in SFPD.  AA 233-34 (Mayor’s 

press release); AA 236–238 (S.F. Board of Supervisors 
                                                                                                               
http://sfmayor.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/484-
Suhr%20_%20Loftus%20Letter1.pdf.  See infra n.1 (judicial 
notice).  
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Resolution).  The reforms to DGO 5.01 also became the 

centerpiece of a larger package of reforms, conceived by the 

Commission and the Mayor, that included an exhaustive review 

of SFPD by the U.S. Department of Justice.4  When the 

Department of Justice eventually released the results of its 

review in a report highly critical of SFPD, it noted that the 

Commission’s process for reforming DGO 5.01 was a positive step 

in the right direction: “The process of redrafting the SFPD’s use 

of force policies entailed significant public and stakeholder 

discussion and input,” and “bodes well for the transparency of the 

guidelines that direct police officers’ actions in San Francisco.”5 

C. The Court should reject SFPOA’s attempt to use 
grievance arbitration to undermine the Police 
Commission’s managerial responsibility to regulate 
SFPD’s use of force. 

Following the Police Commission’s endorsement of the 

Working Group’s recommended reforms in June 2016, the City 

                                         
4 The U.S. Department of Justice report outlined 96 findings and 
272 recommendations for reform—and specifically recommended 
that SFPD ban the carotid restraint and shooting to or from 
moving vehicles.  U.S. Dep’t of Justice, Collaborative Reform 
Initiative: An Assessment of the San Francisco Police Department 
(“Assessment”) (Oct. 2016) at 46, 49, available at https://ric-zai-
inc.com/Publications/cops-w0817-pub.pdf and at AA 211–31.  See 
infra n.1 (judicial notice). 
5 Assessment, at 8-9. 



 

16 
1227961 

voluntarily agreed to meet and confer with SFPOA over the ban 

on the carotid restraint and the prohibition against shooting 

toward or from moving vehicles.6  AA 183.  When it became clear 

that no agreement was possible, the City ended the discussions 

and the Commission moved to finalize the policy.  AA 186.    

SFPOA immediately filed this suit, in an effort to prolong 

the policymaking process and divert it into a forum outside the 

public’s view, where the union might find a more favorable 

audience than the Commission and other responsible public 

officials.  SFPOA hopes to convince an arbitrator to force the City 

to adopt its positions on the carotid restraint and shooting to or 

from moving vehicles.  The union also seeks a ruling that would 

immediately suspend the policy pending further meet-and-confer 

talks and impasse procedures, which would include a final and 

binding arbitration over the policy provisions at issue.7 

                                         
6 The parties met and conferred and eventually reached 
agreement concerning training and discipline issues raised by the 
SFPOA, see AA 176-77; the remaining issues in dispute here are 
subject to management decision-making. 
7 SFPOA’s papers filed below reveal the layers of procedural 
complexity that it hopes to import into the policymaking process.  
Through its present grievances, SFPOA seeks, in part, a ruling 
that the use-of-force matters at issue here are subject to 
bargaining.  If successful, SFPOA will then attempt to compel the 
City into binding interest arbitration under the San Francisco 
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The Commission’s policy decisions to restrict SFPD’s use of 

force are not subject to meet-and-confer requirements or final and 

binding arbitration, for the reasons set forth in San Jose and like 

cases.8  See, e.g., 78 Cal. App. 3d at 947.  SFPOA therefore goes to 

great lengths to avoid arguing—at this stage—that the ban on the 

carotid restraint, and/or the prohibition against shooting toward 

or from moving vehicles, are subject to bargaining and the final 

and binding decision of an arbitrator.  Instead, it claims its 

grievance is directed to a mere “preliminary procedural dispute” 

that arises from the City’s failure to meet and confer in good 

faith.  See SFPOA Reply at 10.  SFPOA basic contention is that, 

regardless of whether the City had any duty to meet and confer 

                                                                                                               
Charter, and ask an arbitration panel to rewrite SFPD’s use-of-
force policy.  See AA 11 (Complaint requesting compelled 
arbitration on grievance and compelled compliance with impasse 
procedures under San Francisco Charter or MMBA), and AA 444 
n.3 (SFPOA Opp. to Demurrer) (acknowledging that binding 
interest is the next step in SFPOA’s strategy). 
8 SFPOA’s preemptive effort to distinguish San Jose as 
concerning the obligation to meet and confer under the MMBA, 
rather than the obligation to arbitrate under California Code of 
Civil Procedure § 1281.2 is without merit and misses the 
fundamental point of the opinion, which is that a city may not 
“bargain or contract away its police power” over use-of-force 
matters.  See, e.g. San Jose, 78 Cal. App. 3d at 947.  Here, no 
agreement to arbitrate was possible because the Commission’s 
managerial powers are non-delegable. 
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at all, once it voluntarily elected to do so, the union won the right 

to have an arbitrator determine whether the City must continue 

to meet and confer, and whether the policy must be held in 

abeyance in the interim.  This suggestion makes no sense as a 

matter of public policy, and does not comport with the reasoning 

of San Jose. 

Allowing SFPOA to unwind the process now by sending it 

to final and binding arbitration, despite settled law to the 

contrary, would undermine public trust and deter the community 

from engaging with the Police Commission in future 

policymaking efforts.  The U.S. Department of Justice’s report, 

issued in October 2016 while the meet-and-confer process was 

ongoing, noted that that the Commission’s Working Group 

process presented a model of reform.  See infra at 15 & n.5.  But 

the report urged all stakeholders to move “quickly and 

proactively” to ensure that the policy was immediately 

implemented and “[t]he process was not drawn out.”  Id.   

Amici agree that the time for repose has come in this 

matter.  San Franciscans demanded change on a matter of 

paramount public concern, and the Police Commission 

delivered—while affording SFPOA every opportunity to 
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participate in the process.  This was the right result; the law 

requires no more and no less. 

III. CONCLUSION 

For all the reasons set forth above, amici respectfully urge 

this Court to affirm the Superior Court’s denial of SFPOA’s 

petition to compel arbitration. 
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I. APPLICATION AND STATEMENT OF INTEREST 

The Bar Association of San Francisco (“BASF”) and the 

American Civil Liberties Union of Northern California (“ACLU”) 

respectfully request permission to file the attached joint brief as 

amici curiae in the above-captioned case. The attached brief 

supports Defendants-Respondents, the San Francisco Police 

Commission, et al., and provides legal and factual context that 

will assist this Court in deciding the present appeal. While the 

attached brief supports Respondents’ position, amici believe it 

includes new information and authorities that will assist the 

Court in deciding this important case.  

This litigation is indeed very important to amici and their 

members. Both amici have invested significant time and 

resources as community stakeholders in the San Francisco Police 

Commission’s Working Group process that led to reforms to San 

Francisco Police Department’s (“SFPD”) use-of-force policy, 

Department General Order 5.01 (“DGO 5.01”). Representatives 

from BASF’s Criminal Justice Reform Task Force and ACLU 

attended numerous Working Group meetings over five months, 

researched and analyzed the law and policies from other law-

enforcement agencies, submitted written comments and proposed 
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revisions to the policy, and negotiated with other stakeholders, 

including the Police Commission, SFPD command staff, and the 

San Francisco Police Officers’ Association (“SFPOA”) in order to 

reach consensus.  

Amici believe the reforms to SFPD use-of-force practices, 

including the specific provisions at issue in this litigation, are 

critical to supporting ongoing reform efforts at the SFPD and to 

maintaining trust between SFPD and the San Francisco 

community. As set forth in the brief, granting SFPOA’s requested 

relief by unwinding the Police Commission’s Working Group 

process and sending this matter to arbitration would contravene 

settled law, undermine public trust in SFPD, and deter the 

community from engaging with the Police Commission in future 

policymaking efforts. 

Finally, besides having invested significantly in the 

Working Group process and the specific policy reforms challenged 

by SFPOA, both BASF and ACLU have additional organization 

interests at stake in the subject matter of this litigation, as set 

forth below.  
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A. The Bar Association of San Francisco’s 
Criminal Justice Reform Task Force 

The Bar Association of San Francisco is a nonprofit 

voluntary membership organization of attorneys, law students, 

and legal professionals in the San Francisco Bay Area. Founded 

in 1872, BASF enjoys the support of nearly 8,000 individuals 

from law firms, corporate legal departments, government 

agencies, and law schools. BASF’s mission is to champion equal 

access to justice and promote humanity. Through its board of 

directors, its committees, and its volunteer legal-services 

programs and other community efforts, BASF has worked to 

promote and achieve equal justice for all, and to oppose 

discrimination in all its forms, including discrimination based on 

race, sex, disability, and sexual orientation. BASF provides a 

collective voice for public advocacy, advances professional growth 

and education, and attempts to elevate the standards of integrity, 

honor, and respect in the practice of law. 

The BASF Board of Directors created the Criminal Justice 

Reform Task Force in January 2015, following protests in 

Ferguson, Missouri after the officer-involved shooting of Michael 

Brown, and just prior to the officer-involved shooting in San 
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Francisco of Mario Woods, a 26-year-old African American man 

suffering from mental illness. The goals of the Task Force, as 

they relates to policing, are to support meaningful police reform, 

and to address deteriorating community relations with law 

enforcement,  as well as the role of racial bias, and other 

shortcomings in the criminal-justice system. The Task Force is 

composed of judges, prosecutors, defense attorneys, civil-rights 

attorneys, law professors, members of law enforcement, and 

representatives from police-oversight agencies.  Its members 

deploy legal skills such as legal research, writing, and advocacy, 

in support of the Task Force’s reform work. 

The Task Force has played a significant role in facilitating 

reforms locally and on a statewide level on a number of key 

criminal justice issues, including grand-jury reform, bail reform, 

use-of-force policy, body-camera policy, civilian oversight, and 

racial bias. For example, in 2016, the Task Force successfully 

advocated for the passage of California Senate Bill 227, which 

prohibits the use of criminal grand juries in cases where it is 

alleged that the use of excessive force by police officers resulted 

in a death. In 2016, the Task Force worked in conjunction with 

the ACLU and the San Francisco Public Defender’s Officer to 
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negotiate with the San Francisco Police Commission and SFPD to 

formulate a body-camera policy that prohibits officers from 

reviewing body-camera footage in officer-involved shootings or 

where the officer is subject to a criminal investigation. As noted 

above, also in 2016, representatives from the Task Force’s Use of 

Force Committee participated in the Police Commission’s 

Working Group concerning SFPD’s use-of-force policy and 

negotiated the final language in DGO 5.01 with SFPOA. In 2017, 

representatives from the Task Force’s Use of Force Committee 

participated in the Police Commission’s Working Group on Tasers 

to develop a policy governing the use of Electronic Control 

Weapons. Since 2017, representatives from multiple Task Force 

Committees have participated in all of SFPD’s Executive Sponsor 

Working Groups, which are overseeing reforms to SFPD 

recommended by the U.S. Department of Justice.  Finally and 

relatedly, a representative from the Task Force currently serves 

as an External Senior Advisor for SFPD’s Strategic Plan. 

B. The American Civil Liberties Union of 
Northern California 

The American Civil Liberties Union of Northern California 

is a regional affiliate of the American Civil Liberties Union, a 
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non-profit, non-partisan membership organization with more 

than 1.4 million members nationwide. The ACLU is dedicated to 

protecting liberty and equality assured by the United States and 

California Constitutions. The ACLU has participated in hundreds 

of cases in federal and state courts that involve the interplay 

between police policies and procedures and the protection of 

individual rights and liberties. 

In 1974, the ACLU of Northern California began a Police 

Practices Project whose specific focus was to work with San 

Francisco police and city officials and community members to 

advocate for police policies that reflected modern best practices 

and met constitutional standards. As part of this advocacy work, 

which has continued unbroken for over 40 years, ACLU was a 

participating stakeholder at the inception of the San Francisco 

Office of Citizen Complaints (now the Department of Public 

Accountability), in the adoption of a comprehensive SFPD Crowd 

Control Policy, and the promulgation of a SFPD General Order 

that limits police surveillance of First Amendment activities. The 

active role ACLU played in the Working Group that was 

established to revise San Francisco’s use-of-force policy was a 

direct extension of the police advocacy work that has been one of 
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the organization’s core activities for decades. 

The ACLU has also been involved in litigation that 

addresses the core issue raised by this case, namely, determining 

the correct balance between the power of local government to 

decide fundamental policy and managerial issues, and the right 

of labor unions to bargain over issues involving working 

conditions. In Berkeley Police Association v. City of Berkeley, 76 

Cal. App. 3d 931 (1977), for example, ACLU intervened to argue 

that city policies involving the role of a citizens’ review 

commission in police disciplinary proceedings were not within the 

scope of representation and collective bargaining. In Claremont 

Police Officers Association v. City of Claremont, 39 Cal. 4th 623 

(2006), ACLU filed an amicus brief in the California Supreme 

Court to argue that a police-department policy of collecting data 

on racial profiling was a fundamental managerial decision 

outside the scope of the mandatory bargaining. The ACLU’s 

positions in both cases were adopted by the courts. 

II. CONCLUSION 

For all the reasons set forth above, BASF and ACLU 

respectfully request that this Court grant permission to file the 

attached joint brief as amici curiae in the above-captioned case. 
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Dated:  January 30, 2018 

Respectfully submitted, 

KEKER, VAN NEST &  
PETERS LLP 

By: s/ John W. Keker   
JOHN W. KEKER 
STEVEN A. HIRSCH  
DAVID W. RIZK 
Attorneys for Amici Curiae  
The Bar Association of San 
Francisco 

AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES 
UNION FOUNDATION OF 
NORTHERN CALIFORNIA 

By: s/ Alan L. Schlosser  
ALAN L. SCHLOSSER 
Attorneys for Amici Curiae  
The American Civil Liberties 
Union of Northern California 
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DISCLOSURE OF AUTHORSHIP OR MONETARY 
CONTRIBUTION 

(CAL. RULE OF COURT 8.520) 

No party or counsel for a party authored the proposed brief 

in whole or in part; and, no party, counsel for a party, or any 

other person or entity, made a monetary contribution intended to 

fund the preparation or submission of the proposed brief.  

(Cal. Rule of Court 8.520(f)(4)(A) & (B)). 

Dated:  January 30, 2018 

s/John W. Keker  
JOHN W. KEKER
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PROOF OF SERVICE 

I am employed by Keker, Van Nest & Peters LLP, 633 

Battery Street, San Francisco, CA 94111. I am over the age of 

eighteen years and am not a party to this action. On January 30, 

2018, I served the following documents:  

APPLICATION OF AMICI CURIAE THE BAR ASSOCIATION OF 
SAN FRANCISCO AND AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION OF 
NORTHERN CALIFORNIA TO FILE JOINT BRIEF OF AMICI 
CURIAE IN SUPPORT OF DEFENDANTS-RESPONDENTS SAN 
FRANCISCO POLICE COMMISSION, ET AL. 

 
by FEDEX, by placing a true and correct copy in a sealed 

envelope addressed as shown below. I am readily familiar with the 

practice of Keker, Van Nest & Peters LLP for correspondence for 

delivery by FedEx Corporation. According to that practice, items 

are retrieved daily by a FedEx Corporation employee for overnight 

delivery. 

Clerk of the Court for delivery to 
the Honorable Newton Lam 
San Francisco Superior Court 
400 McAllister Street, Dept. 303 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State 

of California that the above is true and correct. Executed on 

January 30, 2018, at San Francisco, California. 

s/Laura Lind  
Laura Lind 
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Check at least one box. The period covered by a statement 

are completing a 2019  change the 
2020.

used for reporting the  economic interests.  

2020 2020
2021. 

Combining Statements: Certain types of statements may be 

FPPC.

Complete the Schedule Summary after you have reviewed 
each schedule to determine if you have reportable 
interests.
Enter the total number of completed pages including the 
cover page and either check the box for each schedule you 
use to disclose interests; or  if you have nothing to disclose 

 
Please  attach any blank schedules. 

entering the date signed.  All statements must have an original 

has authority to sign the statement.  An unsigned statement 

penalties.  

Instructions

number in the spaces provided.  
 

or court.  Consultants must enter the public agency name 

Enter your position title.  (Examples:  Director; Chief 

expanded statement.

  
Attach an additional sheet if necessary.  Complete 

for all positions.  Each copy must contain an original 

make a copy for each agency.  Sign each copy with an 

city council member who assumes a position with a county 

include both positions.

Brian Bourne is a city council member for the City of Lincoln 

Brian will complete one Form 700 using full 

Brian will make a copy 

 State  

 Multi-County   County of 

 City of   Other 

(Check at least one box)

Agency Name  (Do not use acronyms) 

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

(Do not use acronyms)

  

x Yuba & Sutter Counties

Board MemberN/A

N/A

Feather River Irrigation District
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entity (including a consulting business or other independent 

in margin or brokerage accounts and managed investment 

Sole proprietorships

investments even if they are legally separate property

ownership interest in a business entity or trust (including 

Business trusts

G

Annuities
Commodities
Shares in a credit union

Retirement accounts invested in non-reportable interests 

Certain interests held in a blind trust (See Reference 

the investment is not a stock or corporate bond.  (See second 

Disclose the name of the business entity.
Provide a general description of the business activity of 

Check the box indicating the highest fair market value of 

interest during the reporting period.  The date of a stock 

Examples:
Frank Byrd

Frank 

as well as those stocks held by his spouse or registered 
domestic partner and dependent children.

Alice Lance
Alice 

must disclose the partnership on Schedule A-1 and income of 
$500 or more received from the partnership on Schedule C.

Did you hold investments at any time during the period 
covered by this statement?
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Use Schedule A-2 to report investments in a business 
entity (including a consulting business or other independent 

a trust containing only your personal residence not used in 

Also report on Schedule A-2 investments and real property 
held by that entity or trust if your pro rata share of the 

during the reporting period.

  Disclose the name and address of the business entity 

Provide a general description of the business activity of the 
entity.
Check the box indicating the highest fair market value of 
your investment during the reporting period.

disposed.

business position held by your spouse is not reportable.

Check the box indicating  share of the 
 income received  the business entity or trust.  This 

amount includes your pro rata share of the  income 
from

 income is the total amount of income 

  Disclose the name of each source of income that is 

that has done business during the previous two years in your 

Disclose each source of income and outstanding loan 

your pro rata share of the  income (including your 

if not considered salary. See Regulation 18232.  Loans 

regular course of business on terms available to members 

reportable.
Disclose each individual or entity that was a source 

sources of income to disclose.  P

  (See Reference 
 

  Report any investments or interests in real property 
held or leased 

the reporting period.  Attach additional schedules or use 

Check the applicable box identifying the interest held as 
real property or an investment.

business entity.

Check the box indicating the highest fair market value 
of your interest in the real property or investment during 
the reporting period.  (Report the fair market value of the 
portion of your residence claimed as a tax deduction if you 

property or investment during the reporting period.
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disclose the number of years remaining on the lease.

gross amount you received.

your pro rata share of the gross income from any single 

Loans from a private lender that total $500 or more and 
are secured by real property may be reportable.  

When reporting a loan:
 - Provide the name and address of the lender.
 -
 - Disclose the interest rate and term of the loan.  For 

rate paid during the reporting period.  The term of 
a loan is the total number of months or years given 
for repayment of the loan at the time the loan was 
established.

 - Check the box indicating the highest balance of the 
loan during the reporting period.

 -
applicable.

reportable loan on a single 

Schedule C. 

Allison Gande is a city 
planning commissioner.  

 
she received rental income of 

who rented property she 

Allison

more.  A married couple is 
considered a single tenant.

 
disclosure of real property?

the reporting period.  Real property is also considered to be 

property or any part of it is located within two miles outside 

land owned or used by the local government agency.  (See 

A mining lease
An interest in real property held in a retirement account 

An interest in real property held by a business entity or 

real property that are legally held separately by him or her

You are not

in which you rent out a room or for which you claim a 

report the fair market value of the portion claimed as a tax 

Some interests in real property held through a blind trust 

  A non-reportable property can still 

Check the box indicating the fair market value of your 
interest in the property (regardless of what you owe on the 

property during the reporting period.
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 Other 
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Report the source and amount of gross income of $500 or 
more you received during the reporting period.  Gross income 

spouse or registered domestic partner if your community 
property share was $500 or more during the reporting period.

The source and income must be reported only if the source 

or has done business during the previous two years in your 

Reportable sources of income may be further limited by 

interest code.

entity even if you received no income during the reporting 
period.  Use the comments section to indicate that no income 
was received.

including travel payments provided by your employer

reported on Schedule A-1

Prizes or awards not disclosed as gifts
Payments received on loans you made to others 

You are not

received by you or your spouse or registered domestic 
.

Stock dividends and income from the sale of stock unless 

Part 
Disclose the name and address of each source of income 
or each business entity with which you held a business 
position.
Provide a general description of the business activity if the 
source is a business entity.
Check the box indicating the amount of gross income 
received.

received.

indicating the gross income received and list the name of 

income during the reporting period.

s  

Provide the name and address of the lender.
Provide a general description of the business activity if the 
lender is a business entity.
Check the box indicating the highest balance of the loan 
during the reporting period.
Disclose the interest rate and the term of the loan.
 -

paid during the reporting period.
 - The term of the loan is the total number of months or 

years given for repayment of the loan at the time the 
loan was entered into.

disclosure of all sources of income.

positions already reported on Schedules A-2 or B.
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Income – Gifts

$500 limit in 
2019

 you only need to report gifts from 
reportable sources.

FPPC has created a gift tracking app for mobile  

and easy way to upload the information to the Form 

A gift is anything of value for which you have not provided 

multiple gifts totaling $50 or more received during the 
reporting period from a single source must be reported. 

gave it away to another person.

business activity of both the donor and the intermediary.

of Schedule D.

Tickets/passes to sporting or entertainment events
Tickets/passes to amusement parks

provided in direct connection with your attendance at a 

gathering
Rebates/discounts not made in the regular course of 

status

Reference 

Forgiveness of a loan received by you

You are not

charitable organization or government agency without 
being claimed by you as a charitable contribution for tax 
purposes

certain other family members (See Regulation 18942 for a 

was acting as an agent or intermediary for a reportable 
source who was the true donor.
Gifts of similar value exchanged between you and an 

Gifts of informational material provided to assist you in the 

investments or real property may be reportable on other 

less than $250
Campaign contributions

for an organization exempt from taxation under Section 

be received from the organization or committee holding the 
fundraiser.
Gifts given to members of your immediate family if the 
source has an established relationship with the family 
member and there is no evidence to suggest the donor had 

the admission is provided by the person who organizes the 
event.

made by an individual who is not a lobbyist registered to 

gift was made because of an existing personal or business 

is no evidence whatsoever at the time the gift is made to 

disclose the fair market value and description of the gift.
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Travel payments reportable on Schedule E include advances 

including lodging and meals.

or the perception that you have received a gift in excess of 

the purpose of your travel.  (See the FPPC fact sheet entitled 

to read about travel payments under section 

You are not

reimbursement for travel on agency business from your 
government agency employer.

government agency and related per diem expenses when 

programs or purposes.
Travel payments received from your employer in the 
normal course of your employment that are included in the 
income reported on Schedule C.

board member.

source of the travel payment.

entity.

 if you did not provide 

$50 or more from a single source during the period 
covered by the statement.  
 

provide a description of the gift the received
and the 

 if you provided services 

$500 or more from a single source during the period 

proving the payments are income rather than gifts. 

describe the services you provided in exchange for the 

for travel payments that are income.

City council member  Chandler is the chair of a 
and the association pays for her 

travel to attend its meetings.  Because  is deemed 

payment by virtue of 

payment may be reported 
as income.  Payments 
for  to attend 
other events for which she 
is not providing services 
are likely considered 
gifts.  

creation and economic 
activity in China and in 

is reasonably related to 
a governmental purpose. 

but the gift is exempt from 

the travel payments are 

because the source is 
a foreign government and because the travel is reasonably 

Government for 12 months. Also note that if China Silicon 

 

FPPC Form 700  (2019/2020)

DATE(S):  -  AMT: $
 

 NAME OF SOURCE 

 
 ADDRESS 
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 ( )( )  DESCR E US NESS ACT T  F AN  OF SOURCE

 MUST C EC  ONE:

 Made a Speech Participated in a Panel

 Other - Provide Description 

Gift   ncome

 f Gift, Provide Travel Destination

Health Services Trade Association

1230 K Street, Suite 610

Sacramento, CA

Association of Healthcare Workers

550.00

● Travel reimbursement for
board meeting.
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 C T  AND STATE

 
 

 

 (c)( ) or DESCR E US NESS ACT T , F AN , OF SOURCE
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 Made a Speech Participated in a Panel

 Other - Provide Description 

Gift   ncome

 f Gift, Provide Travel Destination

Chengdu Municipal People's Government

2 Caoshi St, CaoShiJie, Qingyang Qu, Chengdu Shi,

Sichuan Sheng, China, 610000

09 04 09 08 3,874.38

● Travel reimbursement for
trip to China.

Sichuan Sheng, China

XX XX



The Political Reform Act (Gov. Code Sections 81000-

and employees to publicly disclose their personal assets 

personal economic interests.  The Fair Political Practices 

a limit. 
limit is $500 from a single source during a calendar year. 
 

page 10.

their agency to determine if other restrictions apply.

a discussion or vote takes place at a public meeting.  For 

www.fppc.ca.gov.

are prohibited from accepting an honorarium for any 

There are restrictions on representing clients or employers 
before former agencies.  The provisions apply to elected 

managers or chief administrators of local special districts 

the provisions.

circumstances.

be imposed.

For assistance
restrictions under the Act:

Form 700 is a Public Document

member of the public to inspect and receive a copy 
of any statement.

Statements must be available as soon as possible 

in any event not later than the second business 
day after the statement is received.  Access to the 

procedures.

access to the forms.

from persons seeking access.
Reproduction fees of no more than 10 cents per 
page may be charged.
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General
Q. What is the reporting period for disclosing interests 

statement?

business positions held on the date you assumed 

candidacy.

economic interests?

one statement listing the county and the two boards on 
the Cover Page or an attachment as the agencies for 

and distribute one original to the county and to each 
of the two boards.  Remember to complete separate 
statements for positions that you leave or assume 
during the year. 

they are or may be performing the duties of the 
position.

property?

economic interests until such time as dissolution of 

property agreement has been reached prior to that 

be reported.  Contact the FPPC for more information.

statement for the new agency.

company?

disclosure.  How is this trust disclosed?

with the SEC are not reportable. 

that contains stocks through an account managed by 

which stocks to purchase?

Q. The value of my stock changed during the reporting 

use your monthly statements to determine the highest 

keep a record of where you found the reported value.  

report the value of the stock on the date you assumed 

FPPC Form 700  (2019/2020)



contract does not have resale value because of its 

the fair market value for my business on Schedule A-2 
of the Form 700?  

tangible

goodwill that generates income are not without a 

precise fair market value; it is only necessary to check 
a box indicating the broad range within which the value 
falls.  

or more or when you dispose of the entire investment.  

investment. 

entire reporting period.  

Q. We have a Section 529 account set up to save money 

interests are reportable (not the actual Section 529 

then nothing is reported.

Income Disclosure

all clients from whom my pro rata share of income is 

clients from whom my pro rata share of income is 

names?

disclosed if disclosure of the name would violate a 
legally recognized privilege under California or Federal 
law.  This regulation may be obtained from our website 
at www.fppc.ca.gov.  (

reportable based on my limited disclosure category.  

disclose this income?

reportable sources of income to the law practice of 

would be disclosed on Schedule C with a note in the 

is not a reportable investment.  The note would be for 

FPPC Form 700  (2019/2020)



disclose my income - on Schedule A-2 or Schedule C?

A. Sources of income to a business in which you have an 

all of his business is based on his own billings and 

community property interest in this business and the 
income generated in this manner?

reported.

A. Report the name of the employer as a source of income 
on Schedule C.

patients or their insurance carriers considered sources 
of income?

reportable.

report this loan repayment on my Form 700?

member are not reportable.

Q. During this reporting period we switched our principal 

date?

the property was not previously reported because it was 
used exclusively as your residence.  This would be for 

need to report this property interest?

it is located within 2 miles of the boundaries of the city 
you manage.

for my daughter?

personal residence for a family member unless you 

property on my Form 700?

does not create a reportable interest in real property for 
you.

Gift Disclosure
Q. 

reporting obligations?

disclose the gift on Schedule D.

FPPC Form 700  (2019/2020)



Q.  and 

spouse considered a separate source for purposes of 
the gift limit and disclosure?

A. 
limit 2019  

the supervisor artwork valued at no more than $ .  
The supervisor must identify  and  Benson as 
the sources of the gift. 

basket valued at $120.  The gift basket was donated by 

reportable gifts?

A. Because the gift basket was donated by an outside 

reportable gift valued at $110 (the value of the basket 

is Doug Brewer and the agency is disclosed as the 

the applicant provided food and beverages.  Would 
the food and beverages be considered gifts to the 
employees?  These employees are designated in our 

reportable source of income under the code.

same source during the reporting period total $50 or 

limit.

considered informational material?

FPPC Form 700  (2019/2020)



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

BOARD of SUPERVISORS         San Francisco 94102-4689 
                                                                                                                                                      Tel. No. (415) 554-5184 
                                                                                                                                                      Fax No. (415) 554-5163 
                                                                                                                                                 TDD/TTY No. (415) 554-5227 
 

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

Full Name:               

Zip Code: 

  Occupation:        

Work Phone:        Employer:        

Business Address:          Zip Code:     

Business Email:       Home E  

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

Resident of San Francisco:  Yes   No  If No, place of residence:       
18 Years of Age or Older:  Yes   No  
 
Pursuant to Mayoral Order, members of boards/commissions are required to be Covid-19 vaccinated and attend in-
person meetings. 

Covid-19 Vaccinated:  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: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

San Francisco Police Commission

2

Terence R. Tracy

94127

Retired

■
■

■

My experience and training have developed in me the ability to represent all communities and
all interests. Having had the opportunity to work in positions requiring contact and coordination
with people from all walks of life, I have learned that everyone needs an advocate, regardless
of their station in life. It is important to see people not as members of particular groups, but
instead as members of the community as a whole. By doing so, it is possible to avoid the
factionalization of disparate groups and to ensure that all members of the community are seen
and treated as equal.
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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:     

I am a veteran, having served in the United States Air Force from 1981 through 1985. This
experience provided me with the opportunity to travel around the world and to experience many
different cultures. This experience also instilled in me that there is no greater country than the
United States.
I served for 27 years in law enforcement, including 24 years with the California Highway Patrol.
Throughout my law enforcement career, I had the opportunity to work with many different
individuals and organizations. I worked with federal, state and local government officials. My
law enforcement responsibilities often required that I interact with all segments of society, from
those who violated the law to those who simply needed some type of assistance. I learned
early on that we are all part of the global community and that we all have our faults, our
strengths and our weaknesses.
I worked for ten years in corporate security for a large, multi-national, U.S.-based bank.
I currently serve as a union representative for retired CHP officers.

I volunteered to coach my daughters' school athletic teams.
I served on the Board of Directors of two different homeowners' associations.
I participate in various charity organizations, including annual holiday clothing drives.

■

March 12, 2022 Terence R. Tracy



Tracy Terence R.

City and County of San Francisco

San Francisco Police Commission Police Commissioner

■ San Francisco

■

■

March 30, 2022

Print Clear



421 Piccadilly Place

San Bruno

■

■

■

Christine Nguyen

Print Clear





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

Membership and Seat Qualifications 
 

Seat 
# 

Appointing 
Authority Seat Holder Term 

Ending Qualification 

1 BOS Cindy Elias 4/30/23 Must be nominated by the Board 
of Supervisors’ Rules Committee 
and subject to confirmation by the 
Board of Supervisors, for a four-
year term. 

2 BOS John Hamasaki 4/30/22 
3 BOS Jesus Gabriel Yanez 4/30/25 

4 Mayor James Byrne 4/30/24 Must be nominated by the Mayor 
with at least one member shall be 
a retired judge or an attorney with 
trial experience, for a four year 
term. 

5 Mayor Malia Cohen 4/30/24 
6 Mayor Larry Yee 

 
4/30/22 

7 Mayor Max Carter-
Oberstone 

4/30/22 

 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS (BOS) APPLICATION FORMS AVAILABLE HERE 

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

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

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

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

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

 

http://sfgov.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=32141
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application.pdf
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application_CHI.pdf
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application_CHI.pdf
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application_SPA.pdf
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application_SPA.pdf
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application_FIL.pdf
https://sfbos.org/sites/default/files/vacancy_application_FIL.pdf
https://www.fppc.ca.gov/Form700.html


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

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

The 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. 
 
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. 

mailto:BOS-Appointments@sfgov.org


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

 
Sunset Date:   None 
 
Contact: Stacy Youngblood 

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

 
 
Updated: February 16, 2022 

mailto:stacy.a.youngblood@sfgov.org
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Executive Summary 

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

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

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

Key Findings 

Gender 

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

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

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

45%
48% 49% 49% 49% 51%
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(n=522)
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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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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 
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There are 23 policy bodies that have 40% or less appointees who identified a racial and ethnic category 
other than white. Although the Public Utilities Commission has two vacancies, none of the current 
appointees identify as people of color. The Historic Preservation Commission and Building Inspection 
Commission are both at 14% representation for people of color. The Building Inspection Commission 
had a large drop from 43% in 2015, with the percentage of people of color decreasing to 14% in 2017 
and remaining at this percent for 2019. Lastly, the War Memorial Board of Trustees and City Hall 
Preservation Advisory Commission have 18% and 20%, respectively.  
 
Figure 9: Commissions and Boards with Lowest Percentage of People of Color, 2019 Compared to 
2017, 2015

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 
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Figure 10: Advisory Bodies with the Highest and Lowest Percentage of People of Color, 2019 
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Figure 11: 10-Year Comparison of Representation of Women of Color on Policy 
Bodies 

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

 
 

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

All Appointees (N=706) 

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

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

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

E. Disability Status

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

5 Frank Newport, “In U.S., Estimate of LGBT Population Rises to 4.5%,” GALLUP (May 22, 2018)  
https://news.gallup.com/poll/234863/estimate-lgbt-population-rises.aspx. 
6 Gary J. Gates and Frank Newport, “San Francisco Metro Area Ranks Highest in LBGT Percentage,” GALLUP (March 
20, 2015) https://news.gallup.com/poll/182051/san-francisco-metro-area-ranks-highest-lgbt-
percentage.aspx?utm_source=Social%20Issues&utm_medium=newsfeed&utm_campaign=tiles.  
7 Gary J. Gates, “Same Sex Couples and the Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual Population: New Estimates from the American 
Community Survey,” The Williams Institute on Sexual Orientation Law and Public Policy, UCLA School of Law (2006). 
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or more disabilities, which is near parity with the San Francisco population. Of the 11.2% appointees 
with one or more disabilities, 6.8% are women, 3.9% are men, 0.4% are trans women, and 0.2% are 
trans men.  

 

 

F. Veteran Status

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

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

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

Figure 19: Appointees with Military Service, 2019 
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G. Policy Bodies by Budget 
 
This report also examines whether policy bodies with the largest and smallest budget sizes and other 
characteristics are demographically representative of the San Francisco population. In this section, 
budget size is used as a proxy for influence. Although this report has expanded the scope of analysis to 
include more policy bodies compared to previous reports, this section of analysis was limited to 
Commissions and Boards with decision-making authority and whose members file financial disclosures 
with the Ethics Commission. The purpose of this analysis is to evaluate the demographics for the 
spectrum of budgetary influence of policy bodies with decision-making authority in San Francisco.   
 
Overall, appointees from the 10 largest budgeted Commissions and Boards are 55% people of color, 41% 
women, and 23% women of color. Appointees from the 10 smallest budgeted Commissions and Boards 
are 54% people of color, 52% women, and 32% women of color. Although still below parity with the San 
Francisco population, the representation of people of color on both the largest and smallest budgeted 
policy bodies is greater than the percentage of people of color for all appointees combined (50%). For 
women and women of color, their representation meets or exceeds parity with the population on the 10 
smallest budgeted bodies. However, it falls far below parity for the 10 largest budgeted bodies. The 
representation of total women and women of color is greater on smaller budgeted policy bodies by 27%, 
and 39%, respectively.  
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Figure 20: Percent of Women, Women of Color, and People of Color on Commissions and Boards 
with Largest and Smallest Budgets in Fiscal Year 2018-2019 
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Figure 21: Demographics of Commissions and Boards with Largest Budgets, 2019 

Body FY18-19 Budget 
Total 
Seats 

Filled 
seats 

Women 
Women 
of Color 

People 
of Color 

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

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

MTA Board of Directors and Parking 
Authority Commission 

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

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

Commission on Community Investment  
and Infrastructure 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Body FY18-19 Budget 
Total 
Seats 

Filled 
Seats 

Women 
Women 
of color 

People 
of Color 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
 

H. Comparison of Advisory Body and Commission and Board Demographics 
 

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

 
 

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis. 

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

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

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

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

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

 
When appointee demographics are analyzed by gender and race, women of color continue to be 
underrepresented on San Francisco policy bodies compared to the San Francisco population. Most 
notably underrepresented are Asian women who make up 17% of the population but only 11% of 
appointees, and Latinx women who make up 7% of the population but only 3% of appointees. 
Additionally, men of color are underrepresented relative to their San Francisco population, primarily 
Asian and Latinx men. 
 
Furthermore, when analyzing the demographic composition of larger and smaller budgeted 
Commissions and Boards, women are underrepresented on those with the largest budgets, and 
overrepresented or reach parity with the population on smaller budgeted Commissions and Boards. 
These two trends are amplified for women of color appointees. Women comprise 41% of total 
appointees on the largest budgeted policy bodies, which is 8 percentage points below the population, 
and women of color comprise 23% of total appointees on the largest budgeted policy bodies, 9 
percentage points below their San Francisco population. Comparatively, women are 52% of total 
appointees on the smallest budgeted policy bodies, and women of color are 32% of appointees, which is 
equal to the San Francisco population. However, the issue of largest and smallest budgeted policy 
bodies does not seem to impact the representation of people of color. People of color make up 55% of 
appointees on the largest budgeted policy bodies and 54% of appointees on the smallest budgeted 
policy bodies compared to 50% of total appointees. Nonetheless, these percentages still fall below the 
San Francisco population of people of color at 62%.  
 
In addition to using budget size as a proxy for influence, this report analyzed demographic 
characteristics of appointees on Commissions and Boards who file disclosures of economic interest and 
have decision-making authority, and appointees on Advisory Bodies who do not file economic interest 
disclosures. Over half (54%) of appointees on Advisory Bodies are women, while 48% of appointees on 
Commissions and Boards are women. Although 48% is only slightly below the San Francisco population 
of women, women comprise a decently higher percentage of appointees on Advisory Bodies compared 
to Commissions and Boards.   
 
This year’s report features more data on LGBTQ identity, veteran status, and disability than previous 
gender analyses. The 2019 Gender Analysis found a relatively high representation of LGBTQ individuals 
on San Francisco policy bodies. For the appointees that provided LGBTQ identity information, 19% 
identify as LGBTQ with the largest subset being gay men at 48%. It is recommended for future gender 
analyses to collect LGBTQ data by race and gender to provide additional intersectional analysis. The 
representation of appointees with disabilities is 11%, just below the 12% population. Veterans are highly 
represented on San Francisco policy bodies at 7% compared to the veteran population of 3%.   
 
Additionally, this report evaluates and compares the representation of women, women of color, and 
people of color appointees by the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, and by the total of all approving 
authorities combined. Mayoral appointees include 55% women, 30% women of color, and 52% people 



  
 

22 
 

of color, which overall is more diverse by gender and race compared to both Supervisorial appointees 
and total appointees.  
 
This report is intended to advise the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, and other appointing authorities, as 
they select appointments for policy bodies of the City and County of San Francisco. In spirit of the 2008 
City Charter Amendment that establishes this biennial Gender Analysis report requirement and the 
importance of diversity on San Francisco policy bodies, efforts to address gaps in diversity and inclusion 
should remain at the forefront when making appointments in order to accurately reflect the population 
of San Francisco.  
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IV. Methodology and Limitations 
 
This report focuses on City and County of San Francisco Commissions, Boards, Task Forces, Councils, and  
Committees that have the majority of members appointed by the Mayor and Board of Supervisors and 
that have jurisdiction limited to the City. The gender analysis reflects data from the policy bodies that 
provided information to the Department on the Status of Women through digital and paper survey.   
 
Data was requested from 90 policy bodies and acquired from 84 different policy bodies and a total of 
741 appointees. A Commissioner or Board member’s gender identity, race/ethnicity, sexual orientation, 
disability status, and veteran status were among data elements collected on a voluntary basis. Data on 
lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, queer, or questioning (LGBTQ) identity, disability, and veteran status 
of appointees were incomplete or unavailable for some appointees but are included to the extent 
possible. As the fundamental objective of this report is to surface patterns of underrepresentation, 
every attempt has been made to reflect accurate and complete information in this report. Data for some 
policy bodies was incomplete, and all appointees who responded were included in the total 
demographic categories. Only policy bodies with full data on gender and race for all appointees were 
included in sections comparing demographics of individual bodies. It should be noted that for policy 
bodies with a small number of members, the change of a single individual greatly impacts the 
percentages of demographic categories. As such, these percentages should be interpreted with this in 
mind.  
 
The surveyed policy bodies fall under two categories designated by the San Francisco Office of the City 
Attorney document entitled List of City Boards, Commissions, and Advisory Bodies Created by Charter, 
Ordinance, or Statute.8 This document separates San Francisco policy bodies into two different 
categories. The first category includes Commissions and Boards with decision-making authority and 
whose members are required to submit financial disclosures with the Ethics Commission, and the 
second category encompasses Advisory Bodies whose members do not submit financial disclosures with 
the Ethics Commission. Depending on the analysis criteria in each section of this report, the surveyed 
policy bodies and appointees are either examined comprehensively as a whole or examined separately 
in the two categories designated by the Office of the City Attorney. 
 
Data from the U.S. Census 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates provides a 
comparison to the San Francisco population. Figures 26 and 27 in the Appendix display these population 
estimates by race/ethnicity and gender.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

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

Policy Body 
Total 
Seats 

Filled 
Seats 

FY18-19 Budget Women 
Women 
of Color 

People 
of Color 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Children, Youth, and Their Families Oversight and 
Advisory Committee 

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

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

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

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

Commission on Community Investment  
and Infrastructure 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



  
 

25 
 

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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