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[Appointments, Behavioral Health Commission - Lisa Wynn and Liza Murawski] 

Motion appointing Lisa Wynn, term ending January 1, 2023, and Liza Murawski, term 

ending January 1, 2024, to the Behavioral Health Commission. 

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

hereby appoint the following designated person(s) to serve as member(s) of the Behavioral 

Health Commission, pursuant to the provisions of Administrative Code, Section 15.12, and the 

California Welfare and Institutions Code, Section 5604, for the term specified: 

Lisa Wynn, seat 13, initial appointment, must be a Consumer, a Family Member of a 

Consumer, a Child Advocate, an Older Adult Advocate, a Mental Health Professional, or a 

representative of the public interest for the unexpired portion of a three-year term ending 

January 1, 2023; 

Liza Murawski, seat 14, succeeding Marcus Dancer (resigned), must be a Consumer, a 

Family Member of a Consumer, a Child Advocate, an Older Adult Advocate, a Mental Health 

Professional, or a representative of the public interest for the unexpired portion of a three-year 

term ending January 1, 2024. 



                                  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: 

ion: 

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:

Behavioral Health Commission of San Francisco

Consumer/Family member
Liza M. Murawski

94102
Mental Health Advocate

N/A

Please see attached Resume'



(3/2/2022)  Page 2 of 2 

Business and/or Professional Experience:

Civic Activities:

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

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

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

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

Appointed to Seat #: Term Expires: Date Vacated:      

Please see attached Resume'

Please see attached Resume'

4/6/2022 Liza M. Murawski 



Work Today …. 

Liza M. Murawski 
 

To Save Tomorrow... 



 
 
 

Personal Mission Statement 

As an active Behavioral Health Commissioner, I can contribute not only as an individual with 
lived experience; I have firsthand experience in the very present conditions of three of our city’s 
major epidemic crises. As San Franciscans, we are facing;  
Unhoused, Mental Health, and a Substance use epidemics. 
I believe that utilization of my knowledge and expertise of eighteen years of working directly 
and intimately with various populations effected, together can find a Client Center and Culturally 
responsive approach to end the homeless epidemic and assist those with Mental Challenges and 
substance use disorders. 
I’m committed to improving and empowering individuals who suffer from Mental Health 
Challenges, Substance abuse, and trauma. 
I have expertise, knowledge, and lived experience based on the Dual Recovery Model and 
Trauma-Informed Integrative Services. 
My goal is to assist in helping build a robust infrastructure to maintain sustainability within the 
Mental Health System. 
To assure we as service providers, are successfully providing service to help navigate individual 
access to resources and tools to maintain a healthy, active multi-leveled supported recovery. 
Working collectively with San Francisco’s care system to ensure the objectives are achieved and 
implemented  
As well as helping to encourage, educate, and provide resources to individuals to help them 
successfully transition by creating healthy recovery-based goals and life skills, while assisting 
and utilizing effective communication and familiarity with the area agencies, health care, and 
educational opportunities to provide linkage and advocation. 

 

 

 
 
 
 



 
 

Key Competencies - 2006 — Present 

2019-2022 

            Community Mental Health Advocate, Activist- 

Co-Author of Behavioral Health Commission “Oversight and 
Accountability Resolution for those living in very low-, and low-income 
Supportive Housing  

Active participate in creating and passing of legislation for 
#30RightNow       

2015 Present 
             California Institute of Integral Studies-Graduate Program in Community Mental Health Trauma 

Informed Care - Dual Recovery 
Completion of Bachelor of Arts Program at CllS (California Institute of Integral Studies 2012-

2014 
CAADE AOD Internship-Swords to Plowshares-Serviced a community of Veterans currently 
experiencing homelessness, chronic medical conditions, in addition to dual and co-occurring 
mental health and substance use disorders. Completed courses: Drugs & Society, Physiological 
Effects of Addiction, and Law and Ethics 

Criminology & Addiction, Treatment Modalities, and Harm Reduction. Group Facilitation, and 

Trauma and Recovery Certification 
2012 

State Exam Completion-CAADE (Certified California State Association Alcohol/Drug 
Educators) 

2009-2011 
Coordinator and Mentor, for NAMI (National Association Mental Illness) Peer to Peer 
Recovery Course 

2005-2010 
Beginning Field Work-Internship City College San Francisco. CAADE / CATC 
CBHS (Community Behavior Heath Services) Peer Internship Program Job Coach Dual 
Recovery Anonymous facilitator within San Francisco County Jail. Facilitating groups of 
both Men and Women in the Psychiatric Units, and Pods. 
Facilitated Dual Recovery Anonymous groups with a number of diverse populations such as: 
Psychiatric Facilities with in San Francisco General (all levels) St. Francis, and Langley Porter. 
SRO's, Supported Living Centers, the Iris Center, Senior Support facilities, Ripens House and Clay 
House. 

 



Certification/Trainings/Workshops/Conference's 

Eliminating Inequities in Behavioral Health Care Webinar Series-2020 

Systemic Racism and Structural Racialization: Examining the Impact of 
Behavioral Health-2020 

Dress for Success Women Empowerment Graduate-2020 

ALERT SFPD- Auxiliary Law Enforcement Response Teams-2019-
Present  

N.E.R.T SFFD- National Emergency Response Team-2018-2019-Present/Coordinator 

Community Police Academy Graduate-2017 

Mental Health Association of San Francisco Award of Achievement-2018 

Mental Health Association of San Francisco Award of Achievement in Recovery -2017 

Reading Partners Tooter-2017-2018 

Conference Coordinator Board for Professional Pathways in Community Mental Health-2016 

ASSISST Applied Suicide Intervention Skills Traninng-2016 

Bachelor of Arts Completion Program Graduate - 2015 

The Interpersonal Neurobiology of Trauma Working with the Therapeutic Spiral Model 2014 

Grieving and Ritual Workshop with Some Sobonfil - 2015 

Motivational Interviewing – 2008, 2019 

Certification of Completion of California Association of Alcohol/Drug Educators 
CAADE 2012 

NAMI Peer to Peer mentor training/Certification 

WRAP Trainer Certified  

MHA of San Francisco Training for Advocacy Skills and Connections/Certification 

CBHS Outstanding Participation and Dedication to the Peer Internship Program/Certification 

Mission Mental Health Creative Art & Leadership/Certification of Appreciation 

NAMI Peer to Peer Coordinator/ training 

Anger Management for Correctional Institutions/training 

Wellness and Recovery in the Behavioral Health Workplace for Consumer/training 

Northern California Mental Health & Spirituality Conference 2009 

Prem Rawat — Knowledge and "Keys"/ Workshop 

Harm Reduction and Burnout /Workshop LGBT-Trans 

gender and family acceptance/Workshop 

PTSD and Substance Abuse/Workshop 



 

Education 

2021 – Community Mental Health Worker Certified – Code Tenderloin    

2015 - Present Graduate Studies Community Behavior Health / California Institute of Integral Studies 

2015 - Bachelor of Arts Completion Program Graduate / California Institute of Integral Studies 

2012 - Certification of Completion of Califia Association of Alcohol/Drug Educators 

City Collage of San Francisco 

2008 -Awarded Cohort Scholarship for CAADE program 

Completed courses: Drugs & Society, Physiological Effects of Addiction, and Law and Ethics 

Criminology & Addiction, Treatment Modalities, and Harm Reduction. Group Facilitation 

Trauma Informed Care and Recovery Certification 

Civic Activities 

2022 – Budget Chair, TL Neighborhood Plan in Collaboration with SF           
Planning Department/Green Space 

2022   Mentoring Co-Chair to Tenderloin Peoples Congress 

2020 – Steering Committee of Environmental Justice TL Forest / Green Space  

 2020 – Co-Chair Committee Tenderloin People Congress  

2019 - Member of the Tenderloins People's Congress Steering Committee 

2019 - Member of Treatment on Demand Coalition 

2019 - Member of the Tenderloin Vision 2020 Committee 

2019 - Member of the Micro-enterprise and Economic Development Committee / MEED 

2019 -Member of the Affordable Housing, Anti-eviction and Advocacy Committee / AHEAD 

2019- Member of the MAD MOB 

2019- Member of the Senior Disability Coalition 

2019- Member of the SRO’s Task Force 

2018 - Tl Plan / Vision 2020 – Tl Planning in Collaboration with SF Planning Department  



                                  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 Emai

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:

Behavorial Health Commission
12, 13, 15, 16 any for a family member of consumer

Jane C Leu
94114

CEO/Founder/Social entrepreneur

same as above Smarter Good
global

jane@smartergood.com

I am a close family member, the foster mother, and primary health navigator of a 33 year old 
who lives with schizophrenia. She has been hospitalized four times in San Francisco and was 
treated through a variety of private and nonprofit programs over the past 10+ years. I have 
worked closely with her doctors and therapists, been part of multi-family counseling groups 
and navigated Medi-CAL, SSI and other accommodations for her. I am well-versed in the 
needs of those living with serious psychiatric conditions, as well as the needs of their 
caregivers and family members. I am passionate about improving the system of mental health 
care in San Francisco, and I see the complexity of the problem as it is compounded by a lack 
of affordability in our city, stigma, homelessness, and expensive health care premiums. I 
would like to be part of improving the system for all San Franciscans. I feel that I have many 
resources at my disposal and still struggled to help my family member to obtain effective, 
compassionate care. I feel committed to making it easier for those with fewer resources to get 
the care they need and to be able to live their best lives. 



(3/2/2022)  Page 2 of 2 

Business and/or Professional Experience:

Civic Activities:

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

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

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

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

Appointed to Seat #: Term Expires: Date Vacated:      

I am a social entrepreneur who has founded and led multiple social benefit organizations, 
including Upwardly Global, which has integrated more than 6,000 skilled professionals from 
105+ countries into the US workforce, and Smarter Good, a professional services firm for 
nonprofit organizations. I am a Lecturer at the Stanford Graduate School of Business. I have 
more than 25 years of experience as the CEO of social impact organizations, have managed 
teams of up to 70 and worked on federal, state and local policy initiatives. I have a Master's 
degree in International Policy from Columbia University's School of International and Public 
Affairs.
Civic Activities: 
I am a member of seven Boards of Directors and advisory boards for nonprofit organizations 
focused on labor market integration and meaningful work and workplaces, immigrant and 
migrant issues and philanthropic organizations. I was a resident of the Inner Richmond District 
for 15 years and now live in Corbett Heights/Upper Market

Civic Activities: 
I am a member of seven Boards of Directors and advisory boards for nonprofit organizations 
focused on labor market integration and meaningful work and workplaces, mental health in 
the workplace, health care for Medi-CAL mothers, immigrant and migrant issues and 
philanthropic organizations. I was a resident of the Inner Richmond District for 15 years and 
now live in Corbett Heights/Upper Market.

3/29/2-22 Jane C. Leu
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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: 

cupation:        

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 Francsisco Behavior health commission  

Public InterestPublic Interest 

Lisa Wynn
94158

Execuitive Director 
415-890-5005 United In Love inc

350 Towsend st suite 705 94107
lisawynn@unitedinloveinc.org

■
■

■

My community interest is impacted by my life work providing mental health in black and brown 
communities for decades; mental health has been frowned upon in our communities. I would 
like to help aid in this fight to provide intervention methods to create programs that will solve 
the problem of Post Traumatic Stress Disorder, bringing awareness to this issue that resided 
for a way too long. I'm not only a survivor of gun violence; I'm living proof this process can be 
trusted if we allow this; it's my job to make sure the treatment can be a smooth transition for 
culturally sensitive families 



Page 2 of 2

Business and/or Professional Experience: 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Civic Activities: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

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

              

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

Date:      Applicant’s Signature (required):        
       (Manually sign or type your complete name. 

NOTE: By typing your complete name, you are  
hereby consenting to use of electronic signature.) 

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

Appointed to Seat #:    Term Expires:     

ing, prior to the BBBBBBBBoard
ays priiioroooooooooooooooooooooooo  to the scccccccccccccccchhhehhhhhhhhhhhhhhh du

ooooooooooor r r rrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrrr rrrr rrrrrr ttttytttttttt pe yyyouououoououououoouououuouououououououououououououououuououuuo r rrrrrrrrrrrrrrrr complete

Lisa Wynn has completed multiple certificates and education in Mental Health Services 
Executive Director united in love inc 
Quality Improvement Coordinator to oversee the operations of United In Love U.I.L Department 
of Health Services (DHS), Department of probation (DPO), San Francisco Department of 
Community Behavior Health (DCMH)

3/16/2022

■

03/31/2022



 B
Providing for youth and their families with professional health services and Supervising, Case Management, 
Counseling, Informal   Bbb, Violence Prevention, Youth Employment Training & Health Education for 
Community Awareness.


EXPERIENCE 

con8nued efforts to aid in mental health and food insecuri8es 

United In Love Inc San Francisco Ca  
Executive Director 2018-2022

Responsible to the Board of Directors, the staff, the youths, and other stakeholders to oversee the opera8on 
of United in Love (UIL).  Acts as a Quality Improvement Coordinator. Responsible to community regulatory ag
encies such as the San Francisco County Departments of Community Behavioral Health (DCMH), Human S
ervices Agency (DHS), and Proba8on (DPO).  Provides strategic, execu8ve, and financial leadership to the 

organiza8on, sustain programs implemented for adolescent and r esume community engagement with the 
Bay view Hunters Point Senior Services  San Francisco Ca

Community Liaisons/ Event Coordinator

April 2013-2015 Cultivating  sponsorship accounts from. Initiated the annual “Black Cuisine” 
fundraiser and fashion show. Facilitated budgets across food services and events staff.parents and 
planning families.Develops and revises strategies and diverse treatment plans for assigned clients 
according to each client’s individual needs. Participates in on-call rotation for seniors and planning 
families visits Participates in continuous quality improvement efforts.      


PAES Counseling Services San Francisco CA 
August 2011- September 2013 Rams- 

Consistently utilizes policies/procedures and additional company resources to ensure compliance.

Consistently reviews payroll to ensure appropriate staffing levels during peak traffic.

Manages supply levels, cash control, and other expenses.


Y.M.C.A, Seattle Wa
Team Coordinator
March 2009-July 2010
Conducted weekly meetings and continual training classes monitored performance and created schedules,
created database of repeat customers resulting in many referrals Copied SSI packets for clients. Supported
clinical staff in administrative duties, as well as assisted clinical staff in billing hours.
• Trained and certified in BIS (Billing information systems).

Community Housing Partnership San Francisco CA 
Front Desk Clerk

June 2007- September 2008  

EDUCATION 
College: June 2010 University Of Washington
High School: June 2004 Ida B Wells 


SKILLS 
Very proficient with Microsoft Word, Excel, and PowerPoint

I am bilingual I speak fluent Samoan

Ability to maintain a calm demeanor and make split decisions under extreme deadlines


• Community Health Worker Certificate( CHW)
• Team Training and Certificate of Completion)
• Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder Training Certificate of Completion)
• (Peer Support  Certification)
• Positive Behavior in Schools / Introduction to School-wide Behavior Certificate)



BEHAVIORAL HEALTH 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 Bahlam Vigil 
(Consumer) 

1/1/23 Must be a Consumer, a Family 
Member of a Consumer, a Child 
Advocate, an Older Adult 
Advocate, a Mental Health 
Professional, or a representative of 
the public interest and appointed 
by the District 11 Supervisor, for a 
three-year term 

2 BOS Genesis Vasconez 
(Mental Health 
Professional) 

1/1/24 Must be a Consumer, a Family 
Member of a Consumer, a Child 
Advocate, an Older Adult 
Advocate, a Mental Health 
Professional, or a representative of 
the public interest and appointed 
by the District 7 Supervisor, for the 
unexpired portion of a three-year 
term 

3 BOS Carletta Jackson-
Lane (term expired 
1/1/22) 
 

1/1/25 Must be a Consumer, a Family 
Member of a Consumer, a Child 
Advocate, an Older Adult 
Advocate, a Mental Health 
Professional, or a representative of 
the public interest and appointed 
by the District 6 Supervisor, for a 
three-year term 

4 BOS Terezie Bohrer 
(Mental Health 
Professional) 
 

1/1/23 Must be a Consumer, a Family 
Member of a Consumer, a Child 
Advocate, an Older Adult 
Advocate, a Mental Health 
Professional, or a representative of 
the public interest and appointed 



by the District 3 Supervisor, for a 
three-year term 

5 BOS Judith Klain 
(Family Member of a 
Consumer) 

1/1/24 Must be a Consumer, a Family 
Member of a Consumer, a Child 
Advocate, an Older Adult 
Advocate, a Mental Health 
Professional, or a representative of 
the public interest and appointed 
by the District 4 Supervisor, for a 
three-year term 

6 BOS Keshca Mason 
(Child/Older Adult 
Advocate) 

1/1/25 Must be a Consumer, a Family 
Member of a Consumer, a Child 
Advocate, an Older Adult 
Advocate, a Mental Health 
Professional, or a representative of 
the public interest and appointed 
by the District 10 Supervisor, for a 
portion of a three-year term 

7 BOS Ashel Sempel 
(resigned) 

1/1/23 Must be a Consumer, a Family 
Member of a Consumer, a Child 
Advocate, an Older Adult 
Advocate, a Mental Health 
Professional, or a representative of 
the public interest and appointed 
by the District 5 Supervisor, for a 
three-year term 

8 BOS Stephen Banuelos 
(Mental Health 
Professional) 

1/1/24 Must be a Consumer, a Family 
Member of a Consumer, a Child 
Advocate, an Older Adult 
Advocate, a Mental Health 
Professional, or a representative of 
the public interest and appointed 
by the District 9 Supervisor, for a 
three-year term 

9 BOS Richelle Lee Slota 
(resigned 12/31/21) 

1/1/25 Must be a Consumer, a Family 
Member of a Consumer, a Child 
Advocate, an Older Adult 
Advocate, a Mental Health 
Professional, or a representative of 
the public interest and appointed 
by the District 1 Supervisor, for a 
three-year term 

10 BOS Harriette Stevens 
(Family Member of 
Consumer) 

1/1/23 Must be a Consumer, a Family 
Member of a Consumer, a Child 
Advocate, an Older Adult 
Advocate, a Mental Health 



Professional, or a representative of 
the public interest and appointed 
by the District 2 Supervisor, for a 
three-year  

11 BOS Lisa Williams  
(Family Member of 
Consumer) 

1/1/24 Must be a Consumer, a Family 
Member of a Consumer, a Child 
Advocate, an Older Adult 
Advocate, a Mental Health 
Professional, or a representative of 
the public interest and appointed 
by the District 8 Supervisor, for a 
three-year term 

12 BOS Toni Parks 
(term expired 
1/1/22) 

1/1/25 

Must be a Consumer, a Family 
Member of a Consumer, a Child 
Advocate, an Older Adult 
Advocate, a Mental Health 
Professional, or a representative of 
the public interest for a three-year 
term 
 

13 BOS VACANT 
 

1/1/23 

14 BOS Marcus Dancer 
 (resigned) 

1/1/24 

15 BOS Ulash Thakore-
Dunlap  
(Term expired 
1/1/22) 

1/1/25 

16 BOS Idell Wilson   
(Term expired 
1/1/2021) 

1/1/24 

17 BOS VACANT 1/1/23 Member of Board of Supervisors 

Seat Requirements:  

The following floating requirements are not tied to a specific seat and all qualifications are 
considered at the time of appointment to determine which requirement(s) an applicant would 
qualify for (applicants may meet more than one requirement): 

• At least nine members must be consumers or the parents, spouses, siblings or adult 
children of consumers. Of these nine members, at least:  

o Four (4) must be “Consumers” (see definition below) 
o Four (4) should be “Family Members of a Consumer” (see definitions below) 
o One (1) Consumer or Family Member of a Consumer 

• One (1) member must be a “Child Advocate” (a “Family Member of a Consumer” or a 
consumer advocate for minors who use mental health services). 

• One (1) member must be an “Older Adult Advocate” (a “Family Member of a 
Consumer” or consumer advocate for persons 60 years of age or older who use mental 
health services). 

• Two (2) members must be “Mental Health Professionals” (see definition below). 

http://sfgov.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=30471
http://sfgov.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=30471
http://sfgov.legistar.com/gateway.aspx?m=l&id=30471


• All other seats may be filled by persons with experience and knowledge of the mental 
health system representing the “Public Interest”. 

 “Consumer” is a person who has received mental health services in San Francisco from any 
program operated or funded by the City and County, from a State hospital, or from any public 
or private nonprofit mental health agency. 

 “Family Member of a Consumer” includes domestic partners and significant others. 

 “Mental Health Professional” shall be from the following professions: psychiatry, psychology, 
mental health social work, nursing with a specialty in mental health, marriage and family 
counseling, psychiatric technology, or administrator of a hospital providing mental health 
services or of a community health facility. 

Exclusions:  No member or his/her spouse shall be a full-time or part-time County employee of 
a County mental health service, an employee of the State Department of Mental Health, or an 
employee of, or a paid member of the governing body of, a Bronzan-McCorquodale contract 
agency. 

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.) 
 
Applications and other documents may be submitted to BOS-Appointments@sfgov.org 

 
Please Note:  Depending upon the posting date, a vacancy may have already been filled.  To 
determine if a vacancy for this Commission is still available, or if you require additional 
information, please call the Rules Committee Clerk at (415) 554-5184. 
 
 

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

The Behavioral Health Commission (“Commission”) (formerly the Mental Health Board)  
consists of seventeen (17) members:  

• Eleven (11) members: one (1) appointed by each of the District Supervisors; and 

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
mailto:BOS-Appointments@sfgov.org


• Six (6) members are appointed by the full Board of Supervisors; one (1) of whom shall be 
a member of the Board of Supervisors. 

 
The California Welfare and Institutions Code, Section 5604, requires: 

• At least nine (9) members shall be Consumers or the parents, spouses, siblings or adult  
children of Consumers;  

• At least four (4) members shall be Consumers;  
• At least four (4) members shall be family of Consumers;  
• One (1) member shall be a child advocate (a family member or Consumer advocate for  

minors who use mental health services);  
• One (1) member shall be an older adult advocate (a family member or Consumer 

advocate for persons 60 years of age or older who use mental health services); and  
• Two (2) members shall be from the following professions: psychiatry, psychology, 

mental health social work, nursing with a specialty in mental health, marriage and family 
counseling, psychiatric technology, or administrator of a hospital providing mental 
health services or of a community mental health facility.  

 
NOTE: A “Consumer” is a person who has received mental health and/or substance use  
services in San Francisco from any program operated or funded by the City and County, from  
a State hospital, or from any public or private nonprofit mental health agency. The Board of  
Supervisors member position shall not count in determining whether the Consumer and family  
of Consumer requirements of this section are met. 
 
Any positions not allocated to specific types of members may be filled by persons with  
experience and knowledge of the mental health system representing the public interest. 
Except for the Board of Supervisors member, the term of each member shall be for three  
years. No member shall serve more than two consecutive terms. The term of office of a  
member appointed by an individual Board of Supervisors member is not affected by the Board  
of Supervisors member no longer continuing in that office. 
 
The Commission shall review and evaluate the City and County's behavioral health needs,  
services, facilities and special problems and other duties as stated in Administrative Code,  
Section 15.14. 
 
Reports:  An Annual Report shall be submitted to the Board of Supervisors on the needs 

and performance of the City and County's mental health system 
 
Authority:   California Welfare and Institutions Code, Section 5604 et seq.; and  

Administrative Code, Section 15.12 et seq. (Ordinance Nos. 15-80, 452-85, 98-93, 
337-99, and 240-19) 
 

Sunset Date:   None 
 
  



Contact: Geoffrey Grier 
  Department of Public Health 

650-438-3964 
geoffrey.grier@sfdph.org 

 
 
Updated: April 19, 2022 
 

mailto:geoffrey.grier@sfdph.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).  
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48% 49% 49% 49% 51%
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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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10-Year Comparison of Representation of Women 
of Color on Policy Bodies 

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



6 

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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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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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. 

(N=706) 

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

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

 
 

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

All Appointees (N=706) 

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

San Francisco Population (N=864,263) 



16 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Policy Body 
Total 
Seats 

Filled 
Seats 

FY18-19 Budget Women 
Women 
of Color 

People 
of Color 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Children, Youth, and Their Families Oversight and 
Advisory Committee 

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

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

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

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

Commission on Community Investment  
and Infrastructure 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Filled 
Seats 

FY18-19 Budget Women 
Women 
of Color 

People 
of Color 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

MTA Board of Directors and Parking Authority 
Commission 

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

Office of Early Care and Education Citizens' Advisory 
Committee  

9 9 $0 89% 50% 56% 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Filled 
Seats 

FY18-19 Budget Women 
Women 
of Color 

People 
of Color 

Treasure Island/Yerba Buena Island Citizens Advisory 
Board  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Race/Ethnicity Total 
 Estimate Percent 

San Francisco County California 864,263 - 

White, Not Hispanic or Latino 353,000 38% 

Asian 295,347 31% 

Hispanic or Latinx 131,949 14% 

Some other Race 64,800 7% 

Black or African American 45,654 5% 

Two or More Races 43,664 5% 

Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander 3,226 0.3% 

Native American and Alaska Native 3,306 0.4% 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
 

Source: SF DOSW Data Collection & Analysis, 2019. 

 

Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. 

 
 
 
 

Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. 

 
Source: 2017 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Jordan Davis
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Chan, Connie (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Mandelman, Rafael (BOS)
Subject: Support Liza Murawski For Behavioral Health Commission
Date: Monday, May 2, 2022 9:33:32 AM

 

I support Liza Murawski for Behavioral Health Commission. I met her in 2019 when the SF
Examiner did an expose on the shit conditions in supportive housing, one month after I made
the front page of the Examiner over the rental rates. Since then, Liza has been a senior partner
in the ultimately successful #30RightNow campaign, and we are continuing to work together.

Even as a member of the public, Liza has been consistent in pushing for oversight and
accountability of supportive housing at the Behavioral Health Commission. Whether it is
concerning the few supportive housing sites under Behavioral Health Services, or the
conditions in HSH housing, there is a real intersectionality between conditions in these sites
and the mental health of their tenants.

But Liza's appointment serves a bigger purpose. As you may know, the Chronicle last week
published a big expose on the horrible conditions of supportive housing. Me and Liza have
been feeding Joaquin Palomino and Trisha Thadani for over a year now, and more will come
out.

I know that we supportive housing tenants have been ignored for so long by the powers that be
and carved out of rights, so it is really important that Liza be appointed to this body. We
supportive housing tenants need a seat at the table, even when the inconvenient truths make
you feel uncomfortable.

Thank you,

Jordan (she/her)

mailto:jodav1026@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:connie.chan@sfgov.org
mailto:aaron.peskin@sfgov.org
mailto:rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org


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

From: Laksh Bhasin
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Subject: Support - Liza Murawski for Behavioral Health Commission
Date: Monday, May 2, 2022 12:04:32 AM

 

Dear Board of Supervisors Rules Committee,

I urge you to support the nomination of Liza Murawski, a former supportive housing tenant
and community activist, to the Behavioral Health Commission. As mentioned in this Examiner
article, Liza has been a strong advocate for improvements to permanent supportive housing's
grievance process, and ending gender-based harassment.

Harassment and substandard living conditions in supportive housing exacerbate the mental
health of tenants, especially women and people with disabilities. Liza has direct experience
with both of these aspects of health and would make a fine appointee to the Behavioral Health
Commission.

Thank you,
Laksh Bhasin

mailto:lakshbhasindeveloper@gmail.com
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https://www.sfexaminer.com/news/formerly-homeless-say-city-ignores-complaints-over-living-conditions-in-subsidized-housing/___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzo5OTVjM2RhOGJmZGZmMWU0NTJkM2Y4ZGViZmJmYTE3Njo2OmU3MzE6YTAwMjgwY2JlZDZkOGQyMjllNmFiYWUyOTliMDAxYWI3ZDg5MWQyN2JhZjI1Zjk3NDgxNzViMTZlNzY0ZGY1MTpoOlQ
https://url.avanan.click/v2/___https://www.sfexaminer.com/news/formerly-homeless-say-city-ignores-complaints-over-living-conditions-in-subsidized-housing/___.YXAzOnNmZHQyOmE6bzo5OTVjM2RhOGJmZGZmMWU0NTJkM2Y4ZGViZmJmYTE3Njo2OmU3MzE6YTAwMjgwY2JlZDZkOGQyMjllNmFiYWUyOTliMDAxYWI3ZDg5MWQyN2JhZjI1Zjk3NDgxNzViMTZlNzY0ZGY1MTpoOlQ
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