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AMENDED IN COMMITTEE 
FILE NO. 180355 4/25/2018 MOTION NO. 

[Mayoral Reappointment, Municipal Transportation Agency Board of Directors - Gwyneth 
Borden] 

3 Motion approving the Mayor's nomination for the re~ppointment of Gwyneth Borden to 

4 the Municipal Transportation Agency Board of Directors, for a term ending March 1, 

5 2022. 

6 

7 WHEREAS, Pursuant to Charter, Section BA.112, Mayor Mark Farrell has submitted a 

8 communication notifying the Board of Supervisors of the nomination of Gwyneth_ Borden to the 

9 Municipal Transportation Agency Board of Directors, reqeived by the Clerk of the Board on 

10 April 5, 2018; and 

11 WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors has the authority to hold a public hearing and 

12 vote on the appointment within 60 days following transmittal of the Mayor's Notice of . 

13 Appointment, and the failure of the Board to act on the nomination within the 60-day period 

14 shall result in the nominee being deemed approved; now, therefore, be it 

15 MOVED, That the Board of Supervisors hereby approves the Mayor's nomination for 

16 the reappointment of Gwyneth Borden to the Municipal Transportation Agency Board of 

17 Directors, for the unexpired portion of a four-year term ending March 1, 2022. 

18 

19 

. 20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Clerk of the Board 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
SAN FRANCISCO 

MARK E. FARRELL 
MAYOR 

April 3, 2018 

Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board, Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Ms. Calvillo, 

Pursuant to Section 8A.112 of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco, I hereby 
make the following nominations for reappointment: 

Gwyneth Borden to the Municipal Transportation Agency Board of Directors for a term ending 
March 1, 2022 

Cheryl Brinkman to the Municipal Transportation Agency Board of Directors for a term ending 
March 1, 2022 

I am confident that Ms. Borden and Ms. Brinkman- both electors of the City and County-will 
continue to serve our community well. Attached are their qualifications, which demonstrate how 
these reappointments represent the communities of interest, neighborhoods and diverse 
populations of the City and County of San Francisco. 

Should you have any questions related to these reappointments, please contact my Deputy Chief 
of Staff, Francis Tsang at (4i5) 554-6467. 

· Sincerely, 

Mark E. Farrell 
Mayor 

1 DR. CARL TON 8. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 

TELEPHONE:°l4313) 554-6141 

JO 



Gwyneth Borden . 

Gwyneth Borden, appointed to the SFMTA Board of Directors in 2014, is a long time transit 
rider. Ms. Borden has served in a variety of civic roles including serving on San Francisco's 
Planning Commission and as a former aide to then Supervisor Gavin Newsom. 

In 2013, she served as a member ofthe Mayor's 2030 Transportation Task Force and in 2003, 
she was appointed by the Board of Supervisors to serve on the Expenditure Plan Advisory 
Committee that authored the half-cent sales tax for transportation which today funds the city's 
transportation projects. Ms. Borden has long been active With publici policy efforts at the local, 
state and federal level. 

Ms. Borden currently serves as the Executive Director of the Golden Gate Restaurant 
Association. 
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060600029-NFH-0029 

: CALIFORNIA FOR~ 10 0 
FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION 

A PUBLIC DOCUMENT 

STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS 

COVER PAGE 

Date Initial Filing 
Received 

Official Use Only 

E-Filed 
03/26/201°8 

22:14:37 

Pleas$ type or print in ink. 

NAME OF FILER 

Borden, G~yneth Juanita 

1. Office, Agency, or Court 
Agency Name (Do not use acronyms) 

(LAST} 

City and County of San Francisco 

Division, Board, Department, District, _if applicable 

Municipal ·Transportation Agency 

(FIRST) 

Your Position 

Member 

Filing ID: 
170243264 

(MIDDLE) 

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

Agency:-------------------- Position:-----------------

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

D State 

D Multi-County _______________ _ 

D Judge or Court Commissioner (Statewide Jurisdiction) 

IBl County of San Francisco 

IB] City of __ sa_n_F_r_an_c_i_s_co ___________ ,_ D Other----~-----------

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

IBJ Annual: The period covered is January 1, 2017, through 

-or-
December 31, 2017 · 

The period covered is ___J___J __ , through 
December 31, 2017 

D Assuming Office: Date assumed ___J___J __ 

D Leaving Office: Date Left ___J___J __ 

(Check one) 

0 The period covered is January 1, 2017, through the date of 
leaving office. 

O The period covered is ___J___J __ , through the date 
of leaving office. 

D · Candidate:Date of Election _____ _ and office sought, if different than Part 1: -----------------

4. Schedule Summary (must complete) ,.. Total number of pages including this cover page: ___ 2 _ 

Schedules attached 

·-or-

D Schedule A-1 • Investments - schedule attached 

D Schedule A-2 • Investments - schedule attached. 

D Schedule B • Real Property - schedule attached 

D None • No reportable interests on any schedule 

· 5. Verification 
MAILING ADDRESS STREET 

. (musiness or Agency Address Recommended - Publlc Document) 

DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER 

CITY 

IBJ Schedule C • Income, Loans, & Business Positions - schedule attached 

D Schedule D • Income - Gifts - schedule attached 

D Schedule E. • Income - Gifts - Travel Payments - schedule attached 

STATE ZIP CODE 

San Francisco CA 94110 
E-MAIL ADbRESS 

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 03/26/2018 
(month, day, year) 

Signature --=G"'-wy-'-'n""'e;;.;:t:.::h.;... J""'u:.::a:.::n.=.i t.::ca:::.-=::B:.::o.=.rd:::;e:::.n=----------
. (FIie the originally signed statement wfth your filing official.} 
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SCHEDULE C 
Income, Loans, & Business 

Positions 

CALIFORNIA FORM 7 0 0 
FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION 

Name 

(Other than Gifts and Travel Payments) Borden, Gwyneth Juanita 

l>' 1. INCOME RECEIVED , . i1J,- 1. INCOME RECEIVED 

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME 

Golden Gate Restaurant As.sociation 

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable) 

-San Francisco, CA 94104 
BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE 

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION 

Executive Director 

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED 

D $500 - $1,000 

D $10.001 - $100,000 . 

0 No Income - Business Position Only 

D $1,001 - $10,000 

[Kj OVER $100,000 

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED 

[fil Salary D Spouse's or registered domestic partner's income 
(For self-employed use Schedule A-2.) 

0 Partnership (Less than 10% ownership. Fer 10%' or greater use 
Schedule A-2.) · 

0 Sale of -------------------
(Real property, car, boat etc.) 

0 Loan repayment 

D Commission or D Rental Income, Ii.st each sowre of $10,000 or more 

(Describe) 

0 Other-------------------
(Describe) 

.,._ 2. LOANS RECEIVED OR OUTSTANDING DURING THE REPORTING PERIOD 

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME 

ADDRESS (Business Address·Acceptable) 

BUSINESS ACTIVJTY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE 

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION 

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED 

D $500 - $1,000 

D $10,001 - $100,000 

0 No Income - Business Position Only· 

D $1,001 - $:10.000 

0 OVER $100,000 

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED 

· 0 Salary D Spouse's or registered domestic partner's income 
(For self-employed use Schedule A-2.) 

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

0 Sale of ------------------
(Real property, car. boat, etc.) 

. 0 Loan repayment 

0 Commission or O Rental lncomi;i, list each source of $10,000 or more 

(Describe) 

0 Other ___________________ _ 

(Describe) 

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

NAME OF LENDER* 

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable) 

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER 

HIGHEST BALANCE DURING REPORTING PERIOD 

D $soo - $1,000 . 

D $1,001 - $10,000 

D $10,001 - $100.000 

0 OVER $100,000 

Comments: 

736 

INTEREST RATE TERM (MonthsNears) 

----% 0None 

SECURITY FOR -LOAN 

0 None 0 Personal residence 

D Real Property------~---------
Street address 

City 

0 Guarantor------------------

0 other-------------------
(Describe) 

FPPC Form 700 (2017/2018) Sch. C 
FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov 

FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov 



Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

crom: 
ant: 

To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

Sue Vaughan <selizabethvaughah@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, April 24, 2018 1:30 PM 
Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS) 

Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Rules Committee 04-25-2018, Items 180354 and 180355: Please appoint people to the 
SFMTA Board of Directors who will engage in independent thought and oversight 
Mounsey-v-CCSF-CGC-12-525348.pdf; SC VTA Memorandum 12-07-2017.pdf; Current 

Chariot operations are largely based on violations of the law 03-18-2018 (1).pdf.pub; 

20180424_132235Jpg 

Dear Supervisors Safai, Stefani, and Yee: 

I am asking you to oppose the reappointment of Cheryl Brinkman and Gwyneth Borden to the San Francisco 
Municipal Transportation Agency Board of Directors. 

The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency is badly in need of better management and oversight. 
During the past four to five years, members of the SFMTA Board of Directors have not questioned staff or 
elected officials enough. Members of tlie Board of Directors: · 

1) Adopted the commuter shuttle pilot program on January 21, 2014, permitting private carriers to operate in 
public bus stops in violation of state law, California Vehicle Code 22500 (i); 

'J.) Adopted the commuter shuttle pilot program without an environmental impact report that would assess the 
rmpact of commuter shuttle availability on air quality or housing prices, evictions, and displacement oflower 
income people to far flung suburbs where car dependency is greater and commutes longer; 

3) Failed to question staff and city attorney contentions that state.law restricted the agency to cost recovery in 
administering the program. Certainly members of the Board of Directors were aware in January 2014 that the 
agency had only recently adopted a medallion program for taxicabs, charging each cab far more than cost 
recovery charges for the privilege of using city streets as places of enterprise for private gain. Please see the 
attached Mounsey brief The shuttle bus companies and the technology companies that they serve are taking 
advantage of the City of San Francisco and its public infrastructure in another way also: an unknown number of 
commuter shuttle passengers PAY to ride these buses (people who are employees of hiring agencies, for 
example, who are officially subcontractors to Google or other technology companies); 

4) Adopted a permanent shuttle program in November 2015, again in violation of CVC 22500 (i). There are 
now about 1,000 commuter shuttles with placards "permitting" them to evade California law and operate in 
certain public bus stops. This is more than the entire number of rubber-tire revenue vehicles in the Muni fleet, 
according to the 2016 Annual Report (see the attached photograph below; no figures on the number ofrevenue 
vehicles were included in the 2017 Annual Report). These private carriers concentrate in particular bus stops at 
particular times of day -- blocking Muni buses throughout the day; 

5) Recently allowed Chariot, a private Ford-owned transportation company operating in competition with Muni, 
to receive an operating permit without adequate proof that Chariot's profit model is no longer primarily based 
on breaking the rules of the road. A quick glance at the Chariot routes mdicates that the stop locations haven't 
changed and are still in places where Chariot must double park, pull into crosswalks, or pull in front of garage 
frontages -- which, in the absence of the passage of an ordinance, is illegal. Please see that attached document 
on Chariot's illegal operations; and, 

737 
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6) Adopted private transportation 1 ;slation to operate companies such as r· 'riot without considering the 
evidence that the SFMTA can chm,._,- MARKET RATE for use of City stret, __ as places of enterprise for private 
gam. 

Please note that in October 2014; the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority considered adopting a 
commuter shuttle program similar to that of San Francisco -- but the SC VTA was going to charge MARKET 
RATE for use ofVTA property untilthe Silicon Valley Leadership Group "expressed concerns." Please see the 
attached VTA memorandum. 

We need better oversight at the SFMTA. We need better leadership on the SFMTA Board of Directors. It breaks 
my heart to have to ask this, but I must: please oppose the reappointment of Cheryl Brinkman (who was on the 
Board of Directors in 2014) and Gwyneth Borden, who had joined the Board of Directors by 2015. 

Sincerely, 

Susan Vaughan 
District 1 
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I DENNIS J. HERRERA, State Bar#l39669 
City Attorney 

2 WAYNE SNODGRASS, StateBar#l48!37 
Deputy City Attorney · 

3 City Hall, Room 234 
I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

4 San Francisco, California 941024682 
Telephone: (415) 554-4675 

5 Facsimile: (415) 554-4699 
E-Mail: wayne.snodgrass@sfgov.org 

6 

7 Attorneys for Defendants and Respondents 

01 i::rK h- -· _ v ... 1....H., ' !'-1 I H,1- ,..-..,,u· ,'KP'--! 
- i ,...._ v;, ...... l 

BY· CARQIYN 8!l.l ;3-ro""R·I• 
·~ r ....... • - .. -~.ir1C::~1 

Deputy Clerk 

SAN FRANCISCO MUNICJPAL TRANSPORTATION 
8 AGENCY ("SFMTA"), EDW A.RD D. REISK.IN, TOM 

NOLAN, CHERYL BRINKMAN, MALCOLM A. 
9 HElNICKE, JERRY LEE, LEONA BRIDGES, JOEL 

RAMOS, CRISTINA RUBKE 
10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

UNLIMITED JURISDICTION 

BILL MOUNSEY, IZA PARDINAS, 
JEFFREY GROVE, UNITED TAXICAB 
WORKERS, an unincorporated association of 
San Francisco taxi drivers and the SAN 
FRANCISCO CAB DRIVERS 
ASSOCIATION, A California Nonprofit 
Mutual Benefit Corporation, 

Plaintiffs and Petitioners, 

VS. 

SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL 
TRANSPORTATION AGENCY ("SFMTA"), 
EDWARD D.REISKIN, TOM NOLAN, 
CHERYL BRINKMAN, MALCOLM A. 
HEINICKE, JERRY LEE, LEONA 
BRIDGES, JOEL RAMOS, CRISTINA 
RUBKE, ALL PERSONS INTERESTED IN 
THE MATTER OF THE VALIDITY OF 
TAXI MEDALLION SALES TRANSFER 
PROGRAM, and DOES 1-25, 

Defendants and Respondents. 

NTC OF MS.AI.M:SJ - CASE NO. CGC-12-525348 

Case No. CGC~I2-525348 

NOTICE OF HEARING OF DEFENDANTS 
AND RESPONDENTS' MOTION FOR 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT AND/OR SUMMARY 
ADJUDICATION 

Hearing Date: 
Hearing Judge: 
Time: 
Place: 

Date Action Filed: 
Trial Date: 

February 21, 2014 
Hon. MarlaJ. Miller 
9:30 a.m. 
Dept. 302 

October 22, 2012 
March 24, 2014 

Attached Documents: None 
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1 

2 

3 

NOTICE OF BEAR.ING 

TO ALL PARTIES AND TIIBIR COUNSEL OF RECORD: 

PLEASE TAKE NOTICE that on February 21, 2014, at 9:30 am. or as soon thereafter as 

4 counsel may be heard, in Department 302 of the San Franci~co Superior Court, defendants and 

5 respondents San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency ("SFMTA"), Edward D. Reiskin, Tom 

6 Nolan, Cheryl Brinkman, Malcolm A. Heinicke, Jerry Lee, Leona Bridges, Joel Ramos, and Cristina 

7 Rubke ( collectively "defendants") will, and hereby do, move for an order granting summary judgment 

8 in defendants' favor on all causes of action contained witbin. the "Complaint for Reverse Validation 

9 Action, Petition for Writ of Mandate and Declaratory and Injunctive Reli~f' (hereinafter the 

1 O «complaint'') filed by plaintiffs and petitioners in this action on or about October 22, 2012. 

11 Specifically, defendants seek summary judgment on (1) plaintiffs and petitioners' cause of action 

12 alleging that SFMTA Resolution 12-110 (''the Resolution") and the Medallion Transfer Program 

13 "constitute an illegal enactment oOegislation by an administrative agency' (Complaint, ,r 18(a)); (2) 

14 their cause of action alleging that the Resolution and the Medallion Transfer Program "were enacted 

15 without due process as required by the CCSF' s charter and the California and federal constitutions" 

16 (Complaint, ,r 18(b)); (3) their cause of action alleging that the Resolution and the Medallion Transfer 

17 Program ''require a payment for a medallion that constitutes the imposition of a special tax without 

18 approval of two-thirds vote as required by article XITIC, section 2 of the California Constitution" 

19 (Complaint ,r 18(c)); and (4) their cause of action alleging that SFMTA Resolution 12-110 (''the 

20 Resolution") and the Medallion Transfer Program "are contrary to promises made to the individual 

21 plaintiffs and others similarly situated who detrimentally relied on the rights afforded them by being 

22 on the Waiting List." (Complaint ,r 18(d).) In the alternative, defendants seek an order summarily . 

23 adjudicating the above-listed causes of action, and each of them, in defendants' favor, as a matter of 

24 faw. 

25 Defendants' motion will be, and is, made on the ground that there are no issues of material fact 

26 in dispute, and under applicable law and the undisputed facts and evidence before the Court, 

27 defendants are entitled to judgment on all causes of action as a matter oflaw . 

. 28 · 

NTC OF MSN.MSJ - CASE NO. CGC-12-525348 
1 
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1 Defendants' motion 'for summary judgment and/or adjudication will be and is based upon this 

2 Notice; the accompanying Memorandum of Points and Authorities; the accompanying Separate 

3 Statement of Undisputed Material Facts; the accompanying Request for Judicial Notice and exhibits 

4 thereto; the accompanying Evidence and exlnbits thereto; the accompanying Declarations of Wayne 

5 Snodgrass and Christiane Hayashi; defendants' reply papers in support of its motion; the records and 

6 · pleadings in the Court's file in this case; and upon such other and further matters as may be considered· 

7 by the Court at the hearing on defendants' motion for sun:imary judgment and/or adjudication. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

. . 

Dated: December 11, 2013 

DENNIS J. HERRERA 
City Attorney 
WAYNE SNODGRASS 
Dep~ty City Atto~mey 

/,· . I 

By: (.// . __., I ~ 
WA YNEfiNODGRASS 

Attorneys for Defendants and Respondents 
SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL 1:RANSPORTATION 
AGENCY, ET AL. 

2 
NIC OF MSAJMSJ - CASE NO. CGC-12-525348 n:\govlit\li2013\130607\00890890 .doc 
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1 DENNIS J. HERRERA, StateBar#I39669 
City Attorney 

2 WAYNE SNODGRASS, StateBar#148137 
Deputy City Attorney 

3 City Hall, Room 234 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

4 San Francisco, California 94102-4682 
Telephone: (415) 554-4675 

5 Facsimile: (415) 554-4699 
E-Mail: wayne.snodgrass@sfgov.org 

6 

7 · Attorneys for Defendants and Respondents 

:eNDORSED 
"if'-:'- T T "'r"""'I 

s r.1.,_,~D 
an Franc1sco Coum:y !:>u.po::nor Court 

CLERK OF THE COURT 
BY: CAROLYN BALISTRERI 

D.eputy Clerk 

SAN FRANCISCO MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION 
8 AGENCY ("SFMTA"), EDWARD D. REISKIN, TOM 

NOLAN, CHERYL BRINKMAN, MALCOLM A 
9 HEINICKE, JERRY LEE, LEONA BRIDGES, JOEL 

RAMOS, CRISTINA RUBKE 
10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

UNLIMITED JURISDICTION 

BILL MOUNSEY, IZA P ARDINAS, 
15 JEFFREY GROVE, UNITED TAXICAB 

WORKERS, an unincorporated association of 
16 San Francisco taxi drivers and the SAN 

FRANCISCO CAB DRNERS 
17 ASSOCIATION, A California Nonprofit 

Mutual Benefit Corporation, 
18 

19 

20 

Plaintiffs and Petitioners, 

vs. 

SAN FRANCISCOMUNIClP AL 
21 TRANSPORTATION AGENCY ("SFMTA"), 

EDWARD D. REISKIN, TOM NOLAN, 
22 CHERYL BRINKMAN, MALCOLM A. 

HEINICKE, JERRY LEE, LEONA 
23 BRIDGES, JOEL RAMOS, CRISTINA 

RUBKE, ALL PERSONS INTERESTED IN 
24. THE MATTER OF THE VALIDITY OF 

TAXI MEDALLION SALES TRANSFER 
25 PROGRAM, and DOES 1-25, 

26 

27 

~8 

Defendants and Respondents. 

Case No. CGC-12-525348 

MEMORANDUM OF POINTS AND 
AUTHORITIES IN SUPPORT OF 
DEFENDANTS AND RESPONDENTS' 
MOTION FOR SUMMARY JUDGMENT 
Al'ID/OR SUMMARY ADJUDICATION 

Hearing Date: 
Hearing Judge: 
Time: 
Place: 

Date Action Filed: 
Trial Date: 

February 21, 2014 
Hon. Marla J. Miller 
9:30 a.m. 

· Dept. 302 

October 22, 2012 
March 24, 2014 

Attached Documents: None 
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I 

2 

INTRODUCTION 

This case illustrates how those who stand to benefit tmder a flawed regulatory system resist any 

3 refonns to that system. Plaintiffs are taxi drivers whose names are on a.waiting list to receive taxi 

4 · medallions, and who, under rules in place from 1978 through 2012, stood to receive those medallions 

5 virtually for free - even if not until old age, when those who finally receive.medallions may be iri:firm 

6 or incapable of driving safely and in compliance with local requirements. Plaintiffs challenge a 2012 

7 resolution of the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency ("SFMTA"), which allows elderly 

8 or disabled medallion holders to surrender their medal:1ions to SFMTA for consideration, rather than 

9 continuing to drive and placing public safety at risk, and allows SFMTA to transfer medallions out to 

1 O other applicants on the waiting list, for a specified price, so applicants can receive medallions sooner 

11 Plaintiffs allege a variety oflegal claims, but none pass muster. Defendants thus request that 

12 this Court enter·summ.ary judgment in their favor, or, failing that, that the Court summarily adjudicate 

13 that each of plaintiffs' claims is without merit as a matter oflaw. 

14 

15 

16 

I. 
LEGAL AND FACTUAL BACKGROUND 

IN SAN FRANCISCO AND OTHER CITIES, TAXI MEDALLIONS ARE LEGALLY 
REQum.ED IN ORDER TO OPERATE A TAXI ON PUBLIC STREETS 

Under California law, "[t]he use of public streets for private enterprise is a special privilege 

17 peculiarly subject to regulation, and may be withheld on reasonable grounds related to public safety, 

18 health and welfare. There is no vested or constitutional right to use a public street for conducting private 

·l 9 business:' (O'Connorv. Siperior Court (1979) 90 Cal.App.3d 107,114; Cotta v. City and County o/San 

· 2o Francisco (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 1550, 1560.) This includes the private business of operating a taxi on 

21 public streets. (O'Connor, supra, 90 Cal.App.3d atpp. 113-114.) 

22 In San Francisco, as in a number of other American cities, no person may operate a taxi on public 

23 streets without possessing a city-issued taxi medallion. (Separate Statement of Undisputed Facts in 

24 Support of Motion ["SSF'], Fact 8; Transp. Code1 §§ 1105(a)(l ), 1102 [ defining "medallion" as a permit 

25 

26 

27 

28 

1 Relevant sections of the San Francisco Transportation Code are collectively attached as 
Exhibit A to Defendants' Request for Judicial Notice ("RFJN") in support of this motion. 
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t · to operate a taxi, and '~axi" as a motor vehicle "which is used for the transportation of passengers for hire 

2 over and along the public streets"].) 

3 Il. 1978: PROPOSffiON KMAKES MEDALLIONS ENTIRELY NON-TRANSFERABLE 

4 Some cities that require taxi medallions allow such medallions to be freely bought and sold for 

5 whatever price the market will bear. (See, e.g, Harrington_ v. Hasan (2002) 191 Misc.2d 617, 743 

6 N.Y.S.2d 684, 687 [ enforcing private parties' ·contract to sell medallion].) Most such cities issue taxi 

7 medallions only for a substantial sum of money, which can range as high as $1 million per medallion. 

8 (Hayashi Dec:, ,r 7; Evidence, Ex. A [listingNew York City medallion auction price.) 

9 In San Francisco, taxi medallions were readily transferable up until 1978. ( 0 'Connor, supra, 90 

1 O Cal.App.3d at p, 111.) Medallions were held by corporations and partnerships as well as by natural 

· 11 persons, and no medallion holder was obligated to ac!Ually drive his or her cab. City laws and regulators 

12 treated medallions as largely private assets. (Id.) 

13 In 1978, however, City voters adopted Proposition K, an initiative ordinance that significantly 

1.4 changed the City's taxi laws.2 (SSF, Fact 4.) Proposition Kmade all taximedallions public property, and 

15 mandated that medallions automatically expire when the medallion holder dies or, in the case of a 

16 corporate medallion. holder, when at least 10 percent of the corporation's stock or assets are transferred. 

17 ( 0 'Connor, supra, 90 Cal.App.3d at p. 110.) The initiative made all medailions "non-transferable and 

18 nonassignable either expressly or by operation oflaw," and barred any person from holding more than one 

19 medallion. (Id.) New medallions could be issued only to natural persons, each of whom was required to 

20 actually drive his or her taxi a specified number of hours per year. (Id.; Declaration of Christiane Hayashi 

21 in Support of Motion ["Hayashi Dec."], ,r 1~.) Proposition K also mandated that cabs be kept in 

22 "continuous operation" each day, to ensure sufficient taxi service. (Prop. K, § 4(a) [RFJN, Ex. BJ.) 

23 Ill. PROBLEMS CAUSED BY PROPOSITION K'S TAXI REGULATIONS 

24 After Proposition K was adopted, the City issued taxi medallions free of charge, save application 

25 fees and related fees. (Compl., ,r 15.) Once an applicant received a medallion, however, he or she could 

26 earn significant income from it - both by driving the taxi the medallion authorized to operate on pu~lic 

27 

28 

2 Proposition K is codified at Appendix 6 to the City's Administrative Code (RFJN, Ex. B). 
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1 streets, and by leasing the medallion to a taxi_ company in exchange for a monthly lease fee. (Hayashi 

2 Dec., ,r 8.) Because medallions were profitable and limited in number, demand quickly outstripped supply. 

3 In approximately 1983, the City created a waiting list for medallion applicants ("the waiting list''), 

4 which grew to contain more than 3,000 names. (Hayashi Dec., ,r 9.) Meanwhile, persons who received 

5 medallions typically continued to hold them for the rest of their lives. (Id., ,r 10.) Cqnsequently, applicants 

6 moved up the waiting list only very slowly. By 2008, an applicant receiving a medallion would typically 

7 have had his or her name on the waiting list for 14 or 15 years. (Id., ,r 11.) The waiting time continued to 

8 grow: as plaintiffs acknowledged when they filed this suit in 2012, "the current wait for a Medallion is 

9 approximately 17 years." (CompL, ,r 15.) 

IO By the time an applicant eventually received a medallion, he or she typically was at least middle-

11 aged, and was often a senior citizen. In at least one case, a medallion applicant was 78 years old by the 

. 12 time he received a medallion. (Hayashi Dec., ,r 11.) However, because medallions could never be sold, 

13 and medallion holders who relied on the income their medallion generated were legally compelled to 

14 continue to drive their cabs full time, the system created an unfortunate "drive 'til you die" incentive for 

15 medallion holders to continue driving taxis, in spite of their often advanced age or disabilities. Tlns 

16 presented a threat to the safety of other drivers, bicylists, and pedestrians. (Id., ,r·14.) 

17 IV. 2007: TBE VOTERS AUTHORIZE SFMTA TO AMEND ALL TAXI ORDINANCES 

18 In 2007, San Francisco voters adopted a Charter a:r:i:J.endment known as Proposition A. It amended 

19 Article VIIIA of the City Charter to increase the authority and autonomy of the San Francisco Municipal 

20 Transportation Agency ("SFMTA") over the City's transportation system, including MUNI, automobile 

21 and bicycle traffic, vehicle parking, and the local taxi industry.3 

22 With respect to taxis, Proposition A amended the City Charter to lodge the City's legislative 

23 authority over the local taxi industry in the SFMT A Board of Directors, rather than in the Board of 

· 24 Supervisors. As amended by Proposition~ Section 8A.10l(b of the Charter states as follows: . 

25 

26 

The Board of Supervisors shall have the power, by ordinance, to abolish the Taxi Commission ... 
and to transfer the powers and duties of that commission to [SFMT A]. In order to fully integrate 

3 SFMTA is governed by a Board of Directors, whose seven members are each appointed by 
27 the Mayor and confirmed, after a hearing, by the Board of Supervisors. Once appointed, members of 

the Board ofDirectors can be removed only for cause. (Charter§ 8A.I02(a) [RFJN, Ex. DJ.) 
28 3 
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1 

2 

3 

taxi-related functions into the Agency should such a transfer occur, the Agency shall have the 
same exclusive authority over taxi-related :functions and taxi-related fares, fees, budgets, and 
personnel that it has over the Municipal Railway and parking and traffic fares, fees, charges, 
budgets, and personnel. · 

(S.F. Charter,§ 8A.10l(b) [RFJN, Ex~ D] [emphasis added].) Moreover, the voters amended the Charter to 

4 vest the SFMTA Board with the power to amend or supercede that initiative ordinance, as well as any 

5 other taxi-related ordinances: 

6 

7 

Once adopted, Agency regulations shall thereafter supercede all previously-adopted ordinances 
governing motor vehicles for hire that conflict with or duplicate such regulations. · 

8 
(Id.; SSF Fact 2) The voters gave SFMTA this legislative power to supercede initiative.(and other) 

9 
ordinances by adopting Proposition A, an initiative Charter amendment, which is a more difficult type of 

10 
initiative to place on the ballot 4 

11 
The official ballot materials had expressly informed the voters that Proposition A would authorize 

12 
the SFMTA Board to enact regulations superseding Proposition K. A paid argument against the measure, 

13 
submitted by an official of plaintiff United Taxicab Workers ("UTW') and paid for by the UTW itself:, · 

14 
wamed that Proposition A would give the SFMTA Board the power to "repeal Prop K by an 

15 
administrative rule." (Voter Information Pamphlet [RFJN, Ex. E] atp. 46 [emphasis original].) 

16 
Similarly, the official Rebuttal to Proponent's Argument in Favor of Proposition A alerted voters that the 

17 
proposition would give the SFMTA Board ''the power to eliminate the driving requirements for taxi 

18 
[medallions] mandated by the San Francisco voters for nearly thirty years." (Id. at p. 40, "Rebuttal.") 

19 

20 

V. · 2010: SFMTA ENACTS THE MEDALLION SALES PILOT PROGRAM 

In 2008, the Bo~d of Supervisors adopted Police Code Section 1075.1. That section abolished the 

21 
Taxi Commission arid transferred its responsibilities to SFMT A, which assumed regulatory responsibility 

22 
for the local taxi industry on March 1, 2009. (SSF Fact 3.) 

23 
4 As few as four of the City's 11 Supervisors can place an initiative ordinance on the ballot, 

24 while placing an initiative Charter amendment ori the ballot requires the approval of at least six 
Supervisors. (S.F. Chart~r, § 2.113; Cal.Elec.Code § 9255(b )(1).) An initiative ordinance also can 

25 qualify for the ballot if its prqponent submits signature petitions signed by at least five percent of the · 
number of voters who voted for mayor in the last mayoral election; in contrast, an initiative charter 

26 amendment qualifies for the ballot only if its proponent submits signature petitions signed by at least 
10% of the City's registered voters. (S.F. Charter,§ 14.101; Cal.Blee.Code§ 9255(b)(3).) The Charter 

27 may be accessed at · . · 

28 
http://www.am.legal.com/nxt/gateway.dll?f=templates&fu=default.htm&vid=amlegal:sanfrancisco_ca. 
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1 In the next 12 months, SFMT A conducted extensive community meetings and outreach to explore 

2 ways to revise the City's taxi regulations. (Hayashi Dec., ,r 19.) The agency's staff explained to attendees 

3 and stakeholder groups that it intended to introduce some form of medallion transferability, both. to 

4 address the problem of elderly and potentially unsafe medallion holder drivers, and to help the City raise 

5 much-needed revenue. (Id., ,r 20; SSF, Fact 13.) Plaintiff UTW warned in its newsletters that SFMT A 

6 sought "to introduce medallion transferability," and that the Mayor backed "the idea of selling 

7 medallions." (Hayashi Dec., ,i,r 21, 22; Evidence in Support of Defendants' Mtn. ["Evidence"], Exs. F, G.) 

8 Starting in February 2010, "SFMTA incrementally enacted the Taxi Medallion Sales Pilot 

9 Program," a "temporary program sanctioning the sale of a limited number of taxi medallions for a fixed 

10 price of$250,000;" (Compl., ,r 8; Hayashi Dec., ,r 24.) As the SFMTA staff explained in their Staff Report 

11 accompanying the Pilot Progra legislation, the Pilot Program was "intended to be an interim measure that 

12 will move the taxi industry gradually away from the 'Prop K' system," and further legislative changes 

13 could follow the Pilot Program. (Hayashi Dec., ,r 24.) The Pilot Program lasted approximately two years. 

14 Under it, approximately 250 taxi medallion applicants, drawn from the waiting list and from a related 

15 driver permit list, purchased medallions for $250,000 each. (Id., ,r 25.) 

· !6 VI. 2012: SFMTA ENACTS THE MEDALLION TRANSFER PROGRAM 

17 On August 21, 2012, SFMTA's Board of Directors adopted Resolution 12-110. That resolution 

18 amended the City's Transportation Code, and particularly Section 1116 of that Code, '<to transition the 

19 Taxi Medallion Sales Pilot Program into a long-term medallion transfer policy." (CompL, Ex. A, at 

20 "RESOLVED" clause]; see RFJN, Ex. F [ entire agenda packet for Resolution 12-110].) 

21 Section 1116, entitled "Taxi Medallion Transfer Program," generally makes medallion holders 

22 who are over 60 years of age, or have a proven disability preventing them from driving full time, eligible 

23 to surrender their medallions to SFMTA for a "Medallion Surrender Payment'' of$200,000 .. (Transp. 
. . 

24 Code§ 1116(a), (b) [RFJN, Ex. A].) SFMTA may then transfer a surrendered medallion to a qualified 

· 25 medallion applicant- who must be drawn from the waiting list, and selected based first on seniority on 

26 that list, and secondarily on seniority on the list of medallion applicants holding driver permits - for a 

27 fixed"Medallion Transfer Price." That price is currently $250,000, but it may be adjusted based on 

28 5 
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I "commercially relevant factors."5 (Jd., § I 116(c), (e).) A person to whom SFMTA has transferred a 

2 medallion may "retransfer" it to another qualified applicant- who also must be drawn from the waiting 

3 list, selected first by seniority on that list and second by seniority on the driver permittee list. Buch a 

4 retransfer can only be for the same fixed price, and requires SFMTA's approval. (Id.,§ ll 16(h).) 

5 Even under the Medallion Transfer Program, however, medallions continue to be subject to other 

6 Proposition K requirements. For example, medallions may be suspended or revoked for cause, and may 

7 not be conveyed by gift orbeque$t (Id.,§ 1 l 16(d)(l), (i).) Medallions maybe issued only to natural 

8 persons, and except where the Transportation Code expressly states otherwise, no medallion may be 

9 transferred or ass1gned at all. (Id.,§ 1105(a)(2), (4).) With limited exceptions, medallions remain subject 

IO to the "continuous operation" requirement, and each holder of a medallion issued after Proposition K was 

11 adopted is still required to be a working, full-time driver. (Id.,§§ I 105(a)(9), 1109(c)(l).) And the waiting 

12 list continues to s~e a central function in the distribution of taxi medallions, because SFMT A may 

13 transfer medallions only to qualified applicants on the waiting list, rather than to any interested member of 

14 the public. (Hayashi Dec.~ ,r 27.) · 

VIl. PLAINTIFFS' LAWSUIT 15 

16 On October 22, 2012, plaintiffs :filed their "Complaint for Reverse Validation Action, Petition for 

17 Writ of Mandate and Declaratory and Injunctive Relief; in this suit. The individual plaintiffs allege that 

18 they are City residents and taxpayers, are on the waiting list, and wish to receive taxi medallions "free of 

19 charge except for [the] additional [issuance] fee." (Compl., ,r,r 10, 11, 15 [RFJN, Ex. CJ.) the 

20 organizational plaintiffs allege that they represent the interests of taxi drivers. (Id., 112.) 

21 Plaintiffs challenge SFMTA Resolution 12-110 and its amendments to the Transportation Code 

22 that establish the Taxi Medallion Transfer Program. (Compl., ,r,r 1, 13, 16, 18.) They claim that the 

23 . Resolution and the Transfer Program are unlawful for four reasons: that they (1) "constitute an illegal 

24 enactment oflegislation by an administrative a~ency," (2) ''were enacted without due process as required 

25 

26 s SFMTA has established a lower Medallion Transfer Price of $150,000 for the first 200 
qualified applicants on the waiting list. (Transp. Code§ l l 16(g).) Plaintiffs challenge the resolution 

27 that made that change, and another resolution, in Mounsey et al. v. SFMTA et al., No. CPF-12-512660, 
filed on December 12, 2012. · 

28 6 
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I by the CCSF's charter and the California and federal constitutions," (3) "require a payment for a 

2 medallion that constitutes the imposition of a special tax without approval of two-thirds vote as required 

3 by article XIIIC, section 2 of the California Constitution," and (4) "are contrary to promises made to the 

· 4 individual plaintiffs and others similarly situated who detrimentally relied on the rights afforded them by 

5 being on the Waiting List." (Id., if 18.) 

6 

7 

8 

I. 

ARGUMENT 
TIDS COURT MAY ADJUDICATE EACH OF PLAINTIFFS' LEGAL CLAIMS 

Defendants seek summary judgment, or, failing that, summary adjudication that each of plaintiffs' 

9 
four substantive legal claims fails as a matter oflaw. This Court may grant such relief, even though 

10 
plaintiffs label their relief requests, not their substantive legal claims, as causes of action. 

11 
Under California's "primary right'' pleading theory, "a cause of action is comprised of a primary 

12 
right of th.e plaintiff, a corresponding primary duty of the defendant, and a wrongful act by the defendant 

13 
constituting a breach of that duty." ( Crowley v'. Katleman (1994) 8 Cal.4th 666, 681 [internal quotes, cites 

14 
omitted].) The primary right "is simply the plaintiffs right to be free from the particular injury suffered." 

15 
(Id.) A plaintiffs "primary right must.:. be distinguished from the remedy sought: The violation of one 

16 
primary right constitutes a single cause of action, though it may entitle the injured party to many forms of 

17 
relief, and the relief is not to be confounded with the cause of action, one not being determinative of the 

18 
other." (Crowley, szpra, 8 Cal.4th. at pp. 681-682 [internal quotes, cites omitted; emphasis original].) 

19 
For purposes of this motion, therefore, it is immaterial th.at plaintiffs have organized their 

20 
complaint by the various types of relief they seek, rather than by the different primary rights they claim 

21 
were violated. "The manner in which a plaintiff elects to organize his or her claims within the body of the 

22 
complaint is irrelevant to detennining the number of causes of action alleged under the primary right 

23 
theory. If a plaintiff states several purported causes of action which allege an invasion of the same primary 

24 
right he has actually stated only one cause of action." (Hindin v. Rust (2004) 118 Cal.App.4th 1247, 

25 1257.) 

26 Summary judgment is wholly appropriate here. There are no disputed factual issues, and indeed, 

27 
barely any controlling "facts" at all. This case turns almost exclusively on local Charter provisions, local 
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1 legislative enactments, and applicable Constitutional and statutory provisions. There is no need for such a 

2 matter to go to trial 

3 II. PLAINTIFFS.MUST PROVE THAT RESOLUTION 12-110 IS UNLAWFUL 

4 In attacking the legality of Resolution 12-ll 0, plaintiffs bear the burden of showing that the 

5 Resolution is unlawful. ''Legislative enactments must be upheld unless their unconstitutionality clearly, 

6 positively, and unmistakably appears." (Tobe v. City of Santa Ana (1995) 9 Cal.4th 1069, 1107 [internal 

7 quotes omitted].) To overcome this presumption of validity, ''the petitioner must bring forth evidence 

8 compelling the conclusion" that the enactment.is inva;lid. (City of San Diego v. Hass (2012) 207 

9 Cal.App.4th 472,496; County of Del Norte v. City of Crescent City (1999) 71 Cal.App.4th 965, 973.) For 

1 O the reasons set ;forth below, and as a matter oflaw, plaintiffs cannot meet their burden. 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

m. AS A MATTER OF LAW, RESOLUTION 12-110 IS NOT AN IMPROPER EXERCISE OF 
LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY BY AN ADMINISTRATIVE AGENCY 

In their first cause of action, plaintiffs allege that because "delegation oflegislative power to an 

administrative agency ... is impermissible," Resolution 12-110 the Medallion Transfer Program ~'constitute 

an illegal enactment oflegislation 1:>y an administrative. agency." (Comp!., ,r,r 7, 18(a).) But as a matter of . 

law, this claim must fail. In adopting Resolution 12-110, SFMTA's Board of Directors was exercising 

legislati:ye power that the voters had permissibly assigned to that agency. 

A. A Charter City's Legislative Authority Need Not Be Lodged Exclusively In Its Board 
of Supervisors or City Council. 

The principle that plaintiffs rely on - namely, that an unconstrained "delegation oflegislative. 

20 power to an administrative agency is impermissible" - restricts statutes enacted by the Legislature, and 

21 ordinances enacted by local legislative bodies. (Hess Collection Winery v. California Agr. Labor Relations 

22 Bd. (2006) 140 Cal.App.4th 1584 [Legislature]; Kuglerv. Yocum (1968) 69 Cal.2d 371 [local ordinance].) 

23 As courts have held, "[ a ]n unconstitutional delegation oflegislative power occurs when the Legislature 

24 confers upon an administrative agency unrestricted authority to make fundamental policy decisions." 

25 (Hess Collection Winery, supra, 140 Cal.App.4th atp. 1604 [citingPeoplev. Wright(1982) 30 Cal.3d 705, 

26 712-13].) This principle rests upon the premise that the legislative body-the officials entrusted with 

27 
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1 policymaking authority- '1nust itself effectively resolve the truly fundamental issues. It cannot escape 

2 responsibility by explicitly delegating that function to others ... " (Kugler, supra, 69 Cal.2d at p. 376.) 

3 However, this principle does not apply to decisions by the voters as to how a city charter will 

4 allocate the city's legislative powers among various agencies within the city's governmental structure. 

5 Under Article 11, Section 5( a) of the California Constitution, charter cities are given broad power to 

6 control their own municipal affairs, and their enactments on such subjects supersede any contrary state 

7 statutes. (Dibb. v. County of San Diego (1994) 8 CalAth 1200, 1207.) As part of their control over their 

8 municipal affairs, charter cities possess ''broad[] authority to structure and organize their government,n 

9 and extensive "airthority ... over the structure and operation of their local government" (Id., 8 Cal.4th at 

1 O pp. 1207, 1211 [ emphasis original].) Even for a charter county- and, therefore, all the more for a charter . 

11 city - "home rule," under the Constitution, "contemplates the right of the people of a charter county to 

12 create their own local government and define its powers within the limits set out by the Constitution." (Id., 

13 8 Cal.4th at p. 1218.) 

14 Moreover, "in establishing a governmental structure for the purpose of managing municipal affairs 

15 ... local entities (through charter provisions and the like) may combine executive, legislative, and judicial 

16 fanctions in a manner different from the structure that the California Constitution prescribes for state 

17 government." (Lockyer v. City and County of San Francisco (2004) 33 Cal.4th 1055, 1093 :fu. 23 

18 [ emphasis added]; D'Amato v. Superior Court (2008) 167 Cal.App.~th 861, 869.) 

19 In structuring and organizing their governments, of course, charter cities must comply with 

20 constitutional requirements'. But the Constitution does not specify which boards or agencies within a 

21 charter city may exercise legislative authority and enact police power measures. Instead, it states only that 

22 "[a] county or city may make and enforce within its limits all l9cal, police, sanitary, and other ordinances 

23 and regulations not in conflict with general laws." (Cal.Const., Art. 11, §7.)6 Thus, rather than mandating 

24 that all such "ordinances and regulations" may only be enacted by a city council or board of supervisors, 

25 
6 Similarly, the Constitution states that city charters may ''provide that the city governed 

26 thereunder may make and enforce all ordinances and regulations in respect to municipal affairs, 
subject only to restrictions and limitations provided in their several charters" (Cal.Const., Art. 11, 

27 §5( a)), but does not specify which boards or agencies may exercise the legislative power to adopt such 

28 
"ordinances and regulations" governing municipal affairs. · 
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1 the Constitution instead leaves it to the discreti~n of each charter city, and ea?h city's voters in approving 

2 a charter, to determine how legislative authority shall be allocated and apportioned.within the structure of 

3 local government. . 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

IO 

11 

12 

. 13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

B. Courts Have Upheld The Exercise Of Legislative Power By Diverse Local Bodies. 

"In approving a municipal charter, local voters may assign legislative authority over specified 

subjects to a local administrative agency, rather than to the city council or board of supervisors. 

• City ofOaklandv. Hogan (1940) 41 Cal.App.2d 333, for example, helcl that Oakland's Board of 

Port Commissioners, which the city charter grants "complete and exclusive power" over port 

functions, "is a legislative body of the Oakland municipality." (Id., 41 Cal.App.2d at pp. 341, 345.) 

Because the Board is created by the city charter, the court held, "whatever rights may be given to 

the municipality may be bestowed upon the agency." (Id. at pp. 342-43 [ emphasis added].) As the 

court explained, "under our modern form of government,. particularly in larger communities, 

legislative functions are often bestowed uponmoie than one commission or board, as for instance, 

boards of health, education, park, police, waterway or other public bodies .... " (Id., 41 Cal.App.2d 

atp. 344.) 

• City and County of San Francisco v. Cooper (1975) 13 Cal.3d 898 involved San Francisco's . 

Health Service Board, which the Chart~ authorized <'to oversee the establishment and 

administration of all ·<medical care' plans for city employees" and to "developO new <medical 

care' plans." (Id., 13 Cal.3d at p. 923.) The Court invalidated an ordinance adopted by the Board of 

Supervisors that would_ establish a new dental plan, explaining that it constituted <'the board of 

supervisors' entry into a field which the charter appears clearly to have delegated to the city health. 

service board." (13 Cal.3d at p. 924.) 

• Fire Fighters' Union v. City of Vallejo (1974) 12 Cal.3d 608 held that a city charter provision 

reqµiring that disputes as to wages, hours and working conditions be resolved by an unelected 

Board of Arbitrators did not unlawfully delegate legislative power to outside arbitrators. '<wough 

section 810 [of the charter] the citizens of Vallejo delegated to a board of arbitrators the power to 

render a final and binding decision" over labor contract negotiations, and "[t]o the extent that the 

10 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

.5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

arbitrators do not proceed beyond the provisions of the Vallejo charter there is no unlawful 

delegation oflegislative power." (Id., 12 Cal.3d at p. 622, fu: 13.) 

• In Creighton v. Ci'ty of Santa Monica (1984) 160 Cal.App.3d 1011, the city charter created an 

autonomous Rent Control Board, and empowered it, inter alici, · to enact_ its own budget, appropriate 

needed funds, and enact rules governing rent control matters. The court held that "[t]he citizens of 

Santa Monica ... r~olved the fundamental policy questions in this case by enacting the charter 

amendment provisions empowering the Board to regulate rents, finance its necessary and 

reasonable expenses through fees, and employ and pay its own staff. (Id., 160 Cal.App.3d at p. 

1021.) There was no unlawful delegation, because "[t]he authority was delegated by the electorate 

through the device of an initiative amendment to the charter." (Id.) 

Charter cities thus may assign legislative power to bodies other than the city council or board of 

12 supervisors. Similarly, the state Legislature has authorized counties to designate agencies within their 

13 governmental structure, other than the county board of supervisors, to exercise legislative power over 

14 specified subjects. For example, Section 17001 of the Welfare & Institutions Code authorizes "standards 

15 of aid and care" for General Assistance relief for the indigent to be adopted, within each county, by the 

16 county's board of supervisors, "or the agency authorized by county charter" to perform that task. (Id.) 

17 Setting such standards of aid and care is dearly a legislative act. (Pet'tye v. City and Coun'ty of San 

18 Francisco (2004) 118 Cal.App.4th 233, 244 [local initiative setting standar~ of aid and care was 

19 «quintessenti.al[ly] legislative" in nature].) Yet the Legislature has empowered each county to designate 

20 any agency it chooses to exercise the legislative authority needed to enact such standards. 

21 In a charter city, therefore, the voters may enact charter provisions that create a governmental 

22 structure which allocates the city's legislature authority to more than one agency or body, elected or 

23 otherwise. Accordingly, when San Francisco voters adopted Proposition A in 2007, they permissibly 

24 assigned the City's legislative power "over taxi-related functions and taxi-related fares, fees, budgets, and 

25 personnel," and over "motor vehicles for hire," to SFMTA. 

26 

27 

28 11 
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1 

2 

C. In Adopting Proposition A In 2007, The Voters Authorized The SFMTA To Repeal 
Or Amend Proposition K. 

The electorate has the power to determine whether, and under what circumstances, voter-enacted. 

3 initiatives may subsequently be amended by a legislative body. (See Amwest Surety Ins. Co. v. Wilson 

4 (1995) 11 Cal.4th 1243, 1251 ["the vo~ers have the power to decide whether or not the Legislature can 

5 amend or repeal initiative statutes"] [ emphasis omitted]; Knight v. Superior Court (2005) 128 Cal.App.4th 

6 14, 22 [California Constitution "preclud[ es] the Legislature from undoing what the people have done, 

7 without the electorate's consent''].) A charter city may determine the specific procedures by which the 

8 local electorate may consent to the legislative body's later amendment of aninitiative, because ''th<;: local 

9 exercise of the initiative power'' is an "area[] that ha[ s] long been considered [a] municipal affair[.]" 

lO (Trader Sports, Inc. v. City of San Leandro (2001) 93 Cal.App,4th 37, 47; Cal.Const., Art. II,§ ll(a) 

11 [providing for local initiative and referendum powers, but stating that with exceptions not rel<want, "this 

12 section does not affect a city having a charter"].) 

.13 Here, the voters who adopted Proposition A in2007 effectivelymade SFMTA the City's 

14 legislative body concerning taxi matters. They also authorized that it to adopt regulations superceding "all 

15 previously-adopted ordinances governing motor vehicles for hire that conflict with or duplicate such 

16 regulatipns," including previously-adopted initiative ordinances. The voters knew that Proposition A 

17 would give SFMT A such authority, because the official voter pamphlet repeatedly warned them that the 

18 measure would have that effect. By adopting Proposition A, therefore, the voters consented to the 

19 enactment of subsequent legislation by the SFMTA Board- such as Resolution 12-110, the Resolution at 

20 issue in .this suit - which partially amends or overrides Proposition K. Thus, in enacting Resolution 12- . 

21 110, SFMTA' s Board of Directors merely exercised the legislative authority that the Charter) and the 

22 voters, had permissibly assigned to it As a matter oflaw, plaintiffs cannot prevail on their claim that that 

23 Resolution constitutes an unlawful exercise oflegislative power. 

24 IV. 

25 

26 

AS A MATTER OF LAW, RESOLUTION 12-110 WAS ENACTED IN COMPLIANCE 
WITH DUE PROCESS 

Plaintiffs admit that the SFMT A Board enacted Resolution 12-110 "after ... three days notice." 

27 (Compl., ,rs.) Nonetheless, in their second claim, plaintiffs allege that Resolution 12-110 was "enacted 

28 12 
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1 without due process as required by the CCSF' s charter and the California and federal Constitutions," and 

2 "without the requisite· notices and opportunity to be heard afforded other legislation enacted on behalf of 

3 the Board of Supervisors.'' (Compl., ,r 18(b).) As a matter oflaw, this claim must fail. In adopting the 

4 · Resolution, SFMTA complied with all applicable due process and other legal mandates. 

5 A. Plaintiffs Cannot Show Any Violation Of Procedural Due Process. 

6 

7 

8 

1. Resolution 12-110 did not affect any vested property right. 

First, neither plaintiffs, nor anyone on the medallion waiting list, had any property right in the 

continuance of the "old," Proposition K-based system of medallion issuance, or in being awarded a 

9 
medallion under that old system. To possess a property right, a person "clearly must have more than an 

10 

11 

12 

abstract need or desire" for, or "a unilateral expectation of:" the matter at issue. (Board of Regents v. Roth 

(1972) 408 U.S. 5 64, 577 .) "He must, instead, have a legitimate claim of entitlement to it." (Id.; Lmvrence 

v. Hartnell Community College Dist. (2011) 194 Cal.App.4th 687, 702.) But plaintiffs and others on the 

13 
waiting list were not entitled to .the continued. use of the "old" medallion issuance system, or to receive a 

14 
medallion under that system. 

15 

16 

"Any statute may be repealed at any time," and "[p ]ersons acting under any statute act in 

contemplation of this power of repeal." (Gov. Code § 9606.) And while that rule does not apply where the 

17 
repeal would impair vested rights (id.), that exception is inapplicable here, because a change in the laws-

. 

18 
that govern the issuance and transferability of taxi medallions does not impair vested rights: 

19 

20 

21 

[T]he use of public streets for private enterprise is a special privilege particularly subject to 
regulation, and may be withheld on reasonable grounds related to public safety, health and welfare. 
Tb.ere is no vested or constitutional right to use a public street for conducting private business .... 
[a] license or permit to engage in the taxicab business, issued by the city pursuant to its police 
power, does not convey a vested property right. 

22 
( 0 'Connor, supra, 90 Cal.App.3d at p. 114.) "[T]axicab drivers do not obtain any vested right in the grant 

23 
of permission to operate taxicabs on the public roadways. Rather, that permission may be altered at the 

24 
discretion of the issuing authority." (Cotta, supra, 157 Cal.App.4th at p. 1560.) Similarly, even a person 

25 
who already holds a taxi medallion has no property right in the continuance of any particular regulatory 

26 
regime: "an ordinance adopted in the exercise of the police power does not create contract rights in the 

27 
continuance of the regulation." (O'Connor, supra, 90 Cal.App.3d at p. 114 [Proposition K., which 

28 13 
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I rendered taxi medallions wholly non-transferable, did not take existing medallion holders' property].) 

2 Thus, a law sµch as Proposition K that regulates medallions may be repealed "at any time." All persons on 

3 · the waiting list "act in contemplation of this power ofrepeal." (Gov.Code§ 9606.) 

4 O'Connor and Cotta defeat any property right If a change in the laws governing medallions does 

5 not affect property rights of persons .who already hold medallions, as those cases hold, then such a change 

6 certainly cannot affect any property rights of persons who do not already hold medallions, and who 

7 merely desire to receive medallions after their nam~ rise to the top of a waiting list. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

2. The adoption of Resolution 12-110 was a legislative decision and is not subject 
. to procedural due process requirements. · · 

Moreover, "due process principles of notice and opportunity for hearing do not apply to legislative 

action. Only those governmental decisions which are adjudicative in nature are subject to procedural due 

process principles."' (Mission Hospital Regi.onal Med. Ctr. v. Shewry (2008) 168 Cal.App.4th 460, 484 

[emphasis original] [citing Hom v. County of Ventura (1979) 24 Cal.3d 605, 612].) Adjudicatory . . 

decisions are those ''in which the government's action affecting an individual is determined by facts 
14 . . 

peculiar to the individual case," while legislative decisions are those ''which inv9lve the adoption of a 
15 

16 

17 

broad, generally applicable rule of conduct on the basis of general public_ policy." (Hom, supra, 24 Cal.3d 

at p. 613 [parentheses, internal quotes omitted].) 

SFMT A's adoption of Resolution 12-110 was legislative, not adjudicative. Rather than applying an 
18 

existing standard to the· facts of an individual case, the Resolution adopts a broad, new standard of conduct 
19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

with respect to taxi medallions in general, based on public policy concerns such as the public safety risks . . 

fostered by the Proposition K waiting list system. Because the adoption of the Resolution was legislative 

in character, it was not subject to procedural due process requirements. 

B. Plaintiffs cannot show any violation of other notice and hearing requirelnents. 

Plaintiffs also contend that the SFMTA Board adopted the Resolution "on an expedited basis 

without the :requisite notices and opportunity to be heard afforded other legislation enacted on behalf of · 

the Board of Supervisors." (Comp 1, ,r18(b ).) This claim must fail. 
26 

27 

28 

"It is :finnly established that the mode and manner of passing ordinances is a municipal affair ... 

and that there can be no implied limitations upon charter powers concerning municipal affairs." (People ex 

14 
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1 rel. Seal Beach Police Officers Ass'n v. City of Seal Beach (1984) 36 Cal.3d 591, 601 fu. 12; Trader 

2 Sports, Inc., supra, 93 Cal.App.4th at p. 47 .) Here, while the Charter specifies procedures that the Board 

3 of Supervisors must follow to ·enact ordinances and resolutions, 7 the Charter imposes no similar 

4 requirements on SFMTA's Board of Directors when it enacts legislation within its field oflegislative 

5 authority. Nothing in the Charter required that the SFMTA Board follow the same procedures to enact 

6 Resolution 12-110 as the Board of Supervisors employs when it enacts ordinances. And no other law 

7 imposed such a requirement; indeed, state law expressly authorizes cities to adopt regulations regarding 

8 "licensing and regulation of operation of vehicles for hire" -including taxis- "by ordinance or 

9 resolution." (Cal.V eh.Code § 211 OO(b) [ emphasis added].) And while the Brown Act required the SFMTA 

10 Board to provide 72 hours notice ofits intent to consider adopting Resolution 12-110, plaintiffs admit that 

11 the SFMTA Board did so. (Compl., ,r 8.) In adopting the Resolution, the SFMTA complied with all 

12 applicable requirements. 

13 V.. RESOLUTION 12-110 DOES NOT ESTABLISH AN UNLAWFUL TAX 

14 

15 

eir third claim, plaintiffs allege that Resolution 12-110 and the Medallion Transfer Program 

a.lid because they "require a payment for a medallion" - that is, the Medallion Transfer Price -

16 w h "constitutes the imposition of a special tax without approval of two-thirds vote as required by 

21 

·c1e XIIIC, section 2 of the California Constitution." (Compl., ,r 18(c).) But this claim must fail, 

because the Constitution - which places the burden of proof on this claim on the City, not on plaintiffs -

also makes clear that the Medallion Transfer Price is not a tax at all. 

A. A Charge Imposed For The Use Of Local Government Property ls Not A "Tax." 

Although Article XIIIC, section 2 of the California Constitution requires ·a majority vote for a local 

22 general tax and a 2/3 vote for a local special tax, it does not define or otherwise specify what constitutes a 

· 23 "tax." However, Article XIIIC, Section 1 includes a "safe harbor": it specifies seven categories of charges 

24 that, for purposes of Article XIIIC, are not taxes. And one of those categories - a charge "for the use of 

25 local government property'' - is directly applicable here, because a taxi medallion is the legal 

7 To adopt an ordinance, the Board of Supervisors must approve the ordinance at "two readings 
at separate meetings of the Board of Supervisors, which shall be held at least five days apart." (S.F. 
Charter,§ 2.105.) The Board of Supervisors may adopt a resolution at a single reading. (Id.) 

15 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

IO 

11 

authorization to "use local government property"-:- namely, city streets - as the location for the operation 

of a taxi business. Article XIIIC, Section 1 states, in relevant part: 

SECTION 1. Definitions. As used in this article: 

*** 
( e) As used in this article, "tax" means any levy, charge, or exaction of any kind imposed 
by a local government, except the following: 

*** 
( 4) A charge imposed for ... use oflocal government property, or the purchase, 
rental, or lease oflocal government property. 

(Id. [ emphasis added].) Under the plain language of the above-quoted provision, a charge "imposed for ... 

use oflocal government property" is not a tax regardless of its amount, and regardless of whether the 
.. 

charge exceeds any costs the government may incur when the ''use oflocal government property" occurs. 

The drafters .of Article XIUC Section 1, and the voters who approved it as part of Proposition 26 in 

12 November 2010, chose to include such a "governmental costs" limitation in some of the other "safe 

13 harbor" provisions listed. in Article XIUC, Section 1 ( e). s The fact that the. drafters and the voters elected 

14 not to include a similar "governmental costs" limitation in Article XIIIC Section l ( e)( 4) shows. that they 

15 intended that a charge imposed to use local government property is not a tax, regardless of whether that 

16 charge is limited to, or exceeds, the government's costs. 

17 That Article XITIC Section 1 ( e )( 4) does not contain any such "governmental costs" limitation is 

18 hardly surprising. California law has long authorized local government entities to allow the private use of 

19 public property, and to sell or lease public property, at market rates - that is, at the highest price the 

20 market will bear- in order to protect the public fisc. For example: 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

• "A franchise has been defined as 'a privilege conferred upon an individual or a corporation for use 

of a sovereign body's property."' ( City of Santa Cruz v. PG&E (2000) 82 Cal.App.4th 1167, 1171 

fu. 2.) Franchises include, for example, the right ''to collect from single family dwellings or 

transport upon city streets any 'solid waste"' (Waste Manageme7:t of Alameda County, Inc. v. 

26 · 8 See, e.g., Art. XIIIC · § i( e )(I) ( a ''tax" does not include "[a] charge imposed for a specific 
benefit conferred or privilege granted directly to the payor that is not provided to those not charged, 

27 and which does not exceed the reasonable costs to the local government of conferring the benefit or 
granting the privilege") ( emphasis added). 

28 16 
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2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

IO 

11 

12 

Biagini Waste Reduction Systems, Inc. (1998) 63 Cal.App.4th 1488, 1492), and "the right to use 

city streets to distribute electricity, gas, o.rwaterto the city and its inhabitants." (City of Santa 

Cruz, supra, 82 Cal.App.4th at p. 1171.) And "[n]ormallythe utility is charged a franchise fee as 

?Onsideration for that privilege." (Jd.) Yet franchise fees are not limited to the government's costs: 

"fees paid for franchises are not taxes, user fees or regulatory licenses." Santa Barbara County 

Taxpayers Association v. Board ofSupenlisorsfor the County of Santa Barbara (1989) 209 

Cal.App.3d 940, 950.) 

• In selling or leasing county pr<?perty, a county's board of sup~rvisors must solicit proposals, and · 

''the proposal which is the highest shall be finally accepted, unless a higher oral bid is accepted or 

the board rejects all bids." (Gov. Code § 25530.) Similarly, in leasing property, a city's "legislative 

. body shall award the lease to the highest responsible bidder." (Id., § 50514.)9 

Moreover, nothing in tlle text of Article XIIIC Section l(e), orin the legislative history of20IO's 

13 Proposition 26, suggests that Section I ( e )' s definition of "tax" is intended to alter the longstanding 

14 principle that public entities can charge market rates for the use, sale or lease of publicly-owned property. 

15 (RFJN, Ex. G [2010 ballot pamphlet pages concerning Proposition 26].) The voters who adopted 

Proposition 26 would reasonably have understood that they were making it harder for local governments 

to charge regulatory fees to recover the costs of cleaning up pollution or addressing health effects of 

gerous products - not that they were preventing local governments from imposing realistic or market-

19 charges on private entities who wish to use public property for private gain. 
l~~9·~.-B-.-..•• ~.~:-T~h~e~.~~W~ .• ~a-lli~~o-n~.T-r-a~n~~~fy~r~P-n-.c~e-I~.~~."~A~C~.h~a~r-g~e-.~~ ... ~p~o~se~~~F~o~r~.U~ .. ~se7 Q~ .•.. -f~L~.~~~~1~ .. ~~ .. ~v-e~rn~m~ ....•. ·.~~~t~ •..• ~ •..•. ~.~~ 

P 
..... ,,.. .. .. ... ... . .. •, .. . . .. . . .. . . .. . .. . ... .. . ... ", . 

. roperty .. 
21 

·. The Medallion Transfer Price is simply "['.1] chargeiJnp()~ed fC>r [tb.eJuse ofl(}cal govminl.~nt 
22 

:p;operty''\Vitbin the IUeaning of Article ~JIIC; Section 1 ( e )( 4) o(the Constitutiori. This concl~i~~ ±16,vs 
23 

\ from the llI111sW'.nattrre of a fax1 ~11edalli6n ~cl the pri~le~e it affords th~ medalEori holder. 
24 , •.. - -.·. 

, Rathel°thari. being merely. t1 pernri~· tl) operate i c.~( a. rnedav~on grants its hol4~; th€: 'tspecial' ·•·.· . ..· ·• 
25 

. privilege'~ ~f"\i$[ingl .:. public streets' for private enterprise,~'. {O 'Coiinor; 90 Cal.App.3dat p.11,i) Local. 26 .. · .· ·. •,... . .... ·. . . .· ·. ,. · .... • . ... . . . .· .. · .. ,.. . . . . . .... · ... ·' . 

27 

28 

. 
9 Were it otherwise, private persons renting out City Hall for a private gala, or buying surplus 

government land, would realize a windfall by paying only the government's costs, not market rates. · 

17 
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i~w ieq~fr; '~~;;;()ti to poss~s a niedallion in orderto operate ataxi, andspecifically definis a taxi as a 

:: otor vehicle "which is used for th;'tr~spoitation of passengers for hire over and along the public 
,.,. . . . . . '·.· . ' ...... :. ·. . .. •. ). . . . ' .· .. . 

:'. tree4." (Trarisp., Code § U02 [ emphasi~ added].) The right ''1:9. use streets in the 9rdinary way is, quite . 

differcilt frQIIlth~Iigb.t to use them as a place of business forpnvate gain.:.~ [s]uchuse, when granted, is 
. ·· .... - . _ ........ · .. · .. -· ·.·. . . . .. · . . ,: . . . .. 

. spe~ialor ex~aor~naryprivilege. It isan ~ddedeasement or burden on the'stree~ and is ~ot comparable·· .. 
. .. . . :' . . . : .. •., . . . . - . . : ·. .. . . . . . . 

6 ':o tb.e right to conduct lav;fiil business 6n pri~ate property.'~ ( Cotta; 157. C:al;App.4th at p.1561.). 
' .. ,. . . . ' . . ' .. . . . ,. . ~. . . . . . . ·. .. 

1 , A. taxi meda111~n is reqirir~<l to. use piiblic streets "as a place of busin~ for private gain." 

8 
1 

qns~qu~tly:the;¥&g~to obta1nam.edalli~n ~tliat,is,~e.Mec1BJli9n Trrui~fer Price" -is ~~i~po~ed for:• . 

9 ;~. U$e. ~b.f!~,~ g<J'v1frrrinentproperty.'~ Under .t\rticle XIIIC, Section 1 ( e )( 4)~ it is n6t a f:ax_ 

IO VI. RESOLUTION 12-110 DOES NOT VIOLATE PROMISES MADE TO PLAINTIFFS 

11 In their fourth claim, plaintiffs contend that Resolution 12-110 and the Medallion Transfer 

12 Program are invalid because they "are contrary to profil:ises made to the individual plaintiffs and other 

13 similarly situated who detrimentally relied on the rights afforded them by being on the Waiting List." 

14 (Comp!., ,r 18(d).) This claim, too, fails as a matteroflaw. 

15 

16 

A. The Waiting List Did Not Create "Rights" In Plainti:lfs Or Others. 

No person was afforded any "right'' to a medallion, or to the continued use of the Proposition K-

17 based medallion issuance system, by their "being on the Waiting List" "[T]he granting or withholding of 

18 a privilege based upon certificates of public convenience and necessity presents no judicial controversy 

19 · touching on the impairment of vested rights" (Cotta, 157 Cal.App.4th at p. 1560), and "an ordinance 

20 adopted in the exercise of the police power does not create contract rights in the continuance of the 

21 regulation." (0 'Comwr, 90 Cal.App.3d at p. 114.) Proposition Kand its medallion issuance system were 

22 enacted under the City's police power to further public welfare, and the City could not divest itself of the 

23 authority to later amend or ~epeal ·those measures as it deemed necessary to better promote public welfare. 

24 Because no vested rights were at issue, plaintiffs, in placing their names on the waiting list and 

25 maintaining their eligibility to be issued a medallion, "acted in contemplation of' the possibility that 

26 Proposition Kand its system of medallion issuance could be "repealed at any time.'' (Gov.Code§ 9606.) 

27 

28 18 
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1 

2 

B. Plaintiffs Were Not Promised No Changes To The Medallion Issuance System. 

Plaintiffs provide no legal label for their fourth cause .of action, but it appears to be a claim for 

3 
promissory estoppel. However, it is a "well-established proposition that an estoppel will not be applied 

4 
against the government ifto do so would effectively nullify a strong rule of policy, adopted for the 

benefits of the public.'' (Cotta, supra, 157 Cal.App.4th 1550, 1567; City of Goleta v. Superior Court 
5 

6 
(2006) 40 Cal.4th 270, 279 [no estoppel against a public entity "except in 1lllusual instances when 

7 
necessary to avoid grave injustice and when the result will not defeat a strong public policy"].) 

8 
Cotta. for example, affirmed summary judgment on promissory and equitable estoppel claims 

9 
arising from a series of resolutions that the City's .Auport .Com.mission had adopted in an effort to 

10 
incentivize taxi drivers to purchase cabs powered by compressed natural gas (CNG). After several such 

11 
resolutions progressively increased the competitive advantages that drivers of CNG cabs would receive, 

and plaintiffs bought CNG cabs in order to receive those advantages, drivers ofregular cabs stopped work 
· 12 

in protest, disrupting airport transportation. (Id., 157 Cal.App.4th at pp. 1554-55.) The Commission then 
13 

14 
rescinded its prior incentive resolutions, and adopted a new resolution offering only lesser incentives. (Id. 

15 
at pp. 1555-56.) Drivers of CNG cabs sued, and the First District affirmed summary judgment for the City. 

16 
It held that the Airport Commission's resolutions had not been contracts, and would be unenforceable in 

17 
any event the 'city''may not contract away its right to exercise the police power in the future," and any 

18 
contract purporting to do so was invalid as against public policy. (Id.) It also rejected promissory estoppel, 

19 
stating that "to be binding, the promise must be clear and unambiguous." The resolutions did not meet that 

20 
standard, even though they were adopted by the Commission itself, and even though they stated, with 

21 
specificity and without reservation, .the benefits that drivers of CNG cabs would receive. As the court held, 

22 
"any promissory estoppel claim fails because the facts do not show that the City promised not to amend 

23 
the incentive program." (Id., 157 Cal.App.4th atp. 1566.) The court also refused to "apply an estoppel in 

24 
this situation where to· do so would chill the City's exercise of its police power." (Id. at p. 1567.) 

25 
Here, none of the ''promises" plaintiffs point to were "clear and llllambiguous," as Cotta requires. 

26 
None were even made by the SFMT A Board, the autonomous body whose legislative av.thority plaintiffs 

27 
seek to estop. (SSF 10.) And none purported to con:unit that the SFMTA, in the future, would not reform 

28 19 
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l the medallion distribution system. (SSF 12.) Plaintiffs cite a 2007 letter from the Mayor and President of 

2 the Board of Supervisors, but those officials spoke of their own views, stating generally that it was ''the. 

3 goal to respect the will of the voters on Taxi issues," and that they were "supportive'' of''protect[ing] 

4 Proposition K." Notably, they c,lid not specifically mention medallion issuance or the use of the waiting 

5 list. (Evidence, Ex. D.) Plaintiffs also cite a 2009 memo by SFMTA Taxi Director Hayashi to SFMTA's 

· . 6 Executive Director, but that memo concerned a reform proposal which SFMTA never adopted. In any 

7 event, Ms. Hayashi merely stated that SFMTA "should respect" the expectations of persons on the waiting 

8 list. (Id.) Plaintiffs also cite documents issued under the Pilot Program, but those documents merely 

9 explained that while the Pilot Program was in effect and some medallions were being sold, other 

1 O medallions would continue to be issued to persons on the waiting list under the old Proposition K system. 

11 Moreover, plaintiffs cannot reasonably have believed that SFMTA was promising ( or could promise) that 

12 the Proposition K distribution system would never change. The voters repeatedly faced ballot initiatives 

13 which would repeal Proposition K, and after SFMTA took control of taxi regulation in March 2009, 

14 SFMTA staff held public meetings announcing the agency's intention to make taxi medallions 

15 transferable. (SSF 13.) The Pilot Program, begun in 2010, involved medallion sales, and its documents 

16 warned that SFMfA intended to move the taxi industry "away from the 'Prop K' system." 

17 Finally, estoppel cannot lie because it .would prevent SFMTA from exercising its police power 

18 to address the safety risks that the Proposition K waiting list presented. A system under which senior 

19 citizens receive medallions after decades of waiting, and then must·drive their cabs full-time to retain · 

20 their medallions, presents genuine risks to public welfare. Public policy strongly favors allowing- not . 

21 barring- the SFMTA' s exercise of its police powers to address those risks. 

CONCLUSION 22 

23 Defendants and respondents respectfully ask that the Court grant summary judgment 

24 Dated: December 11, 2013 

25 

26 

27 

28 

DENN1SJ.HERRE~r2 · . 
City A,ttomey 

By: Wct{,1, ~?;~ 
WA SN9l'GRASS. /:7 
Attorneys for Defendants and lte'spondents 

20 
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Santa Clara Valley 
Transportation 

Authority 
Date: 
Current Meeting: 

December I, 2017 
December 7, 2017 
December 7, 2017 Board Meeting: 

BOARD MEMORANDUM 

TO: 

THROUGH: 

Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority 
Board of Directors 

General Manager, Nuria I. Fernandez 

FROM: Chief of Staff, Angelique Gaeta 

SUBJECT: . . Commuter Shuttle Program Policy 

~n ACCEP1EO AOOPTl:D AMENDEO DEFERRED REVIEWED 
~ Santa Clara y..!ey TrMGportaliort Aulhority 

fJ!?Ji~ av: 
OATE~12. 

Policy-Related Action: Yes Government Code Section 84308 Applies: No 

ACTION ITEM 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Adopt a policy for a Commuter Shuttle Program, which requires commuter shuttle operators to · 
adhere to a set of rules and regulations, as amended from time to time by the General Manager, 
in order to access VTA:-owned real property and/or VTA-contrnlled areas, including VTA 
facilities. · · 1 

· BACKGROUND: 

Employer-provided shuttles (commuter shuttles), which transport workers from their 
neighborhoods to places of work or transportation hubs, have become increasingly common in 
recent years. A shuttle ride to a job location has become an integral part of the working 
conditions 9fthousands of workers in the Bay Area and, in particular, Silicon Valley. While 
commuter shuttles suppo1t local and regional transportation goals by decreasing single 
· occupancy vehicle (SOV) trips, as the number of commuter shuttles continues to grow, it is 
impo1tant for the public and private sector to work together to maximize their benefit while 
minimizing any negative impact. 

To date, a lack of rules regarding loading and unloading of passengers has resulted in confusion 
for shuttle operators and VTA operators, inconsistent enforcement, conflicts with other 
transportation modes, and public safety concerns. Until recently, public transportation agencies, 
including VTA, have addressed these issues on an ad hoc basis. For example, in August 2014, 
the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) initiated an 18-monthpilot 
program to create a network of shared stops for use by Muni and commuter shuttles. In 

. / 

November 2015, the SFMTA Board of Directors approved an ongoing Commuter Shuttle 

3331 North First Street Administration 408-::21-5555 
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Program. The SFMTA Commuter Shuttle Program regulates commuter shuttles operating in San 
Francisco by requiring shuttles to operate along a specific designated route, adhere to a set of 
rules and regulations in their operations, and pay a fee for each stop used in a network of shared 
Muni zones and shuttle-only white zones. 

In October 2014, VTA initiated a policy for Third Party Use ofVTA Property. This particular 
policy was designed to require third parties to apply for licenses and pay license fees, based on 
market rates, to use VTA Property. The policy was presented to the Board of Directors as an 
informational item on October 2, 2014. In January 2015, the Silicon Valley Leadership Group 
(SVLG) reached out to VTA staff with concerns regarding the commuter shuttle portion of the 
policy. Subsequently, VTA put the policy on hold and decided to re-evaluate commuter shuttles 
at a later date.· 

In January 2017, VTA reiniti~ted efforts to establish a partnership with commuter shuttle 
providers by creating a comprehensive Commuter Shuttle Program that furthered VTA's 
commitment to safety and environmental sustainability. Initially, V'TA staff identified its park 
and ride lots as appropriate and available for commuter shuttles to pick up and drop off 
passengers. However, after a number of meetings and discussions with members of the SVLG 
and with commuter shuttle providers, VTA staff learned that there was an interest in the use of 
VTA's on-street bus stops as well. VTA staff then engaged in conversations with the County of 
Santa Clara and each of the 15 cities within the County to discuss the use of bus stops, as these 
stops were located on their streets and in their public right of way. A number of cities expressed 
concern with commuter shuttles operating in residential neighborhoods or too close to what they 
deemed sensitive uses (pre-schools, parks, etc.) and felt bus stops were appropriate locations for 
the commuter shuttles to pick up and drop off passengers. The County and most of the cities . 
then indicated an interest in allowing commuter shuttles to continue the use of on-street bus stops 
provided that they coordinate such use with VTA so as to avoid interference with VTA 
operations and to improve their own operations on public streets. The goals and concerns 
outlined above by VTA and various stakeholders are the subject of the policy described herein. 

DISCUSSION: 

VTA currently owns, leases, operates and controls approximately 4,000 bus stops, 39 park and 
rides and 24 transit centers ( collectively "VTA Property';) throughout the County of Santa Clara. 
To support commuter shuttle operations at these facilities and avoid public safety hazards and 
transportation conflicts with other modes, VTA is proposing a policy for a Commuter Shuttle 
Program. That policy is included as Attachment A to this memorandum. 

·specifically, the policy requires commuter shuttle providers wanting to access VTA Property to 
obtain a permit and follow certain rules and regulations. In addition, commuter shuttle providers 
would be required to work with VTA to determine the appropriateness of locations within VTA 
Property they desire to use, the best times for use of those locations and the area within those 
locations that would best accommodate their use. Commuter shuttle providers would also be 
required to affix a VTA issued decal to each vehicle in their fleet so that they could be easily 
identified as a provider authorized to access VTA Property. 

The policy further authorizes the creation of a Commuter Shuttle Program (Program) which, 

Page 2 of 4 
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among other things, will provide the process by which a permit is obtained, details around 
operational training required to access VTA Property, and a formula for the permit fee. The 
policy requires stakeholder engagement on the specifics of the Program which VTA staff will 
bring back to the VTA Board of Directors for approval before the Program will go into effect. 

The Program itself will designate staff responsible for processing permit applications; issuing 
permits and decals; managing signage, accessibility and safety of areas designated for commuter 
shuttle use; ensuring operational safety requirements are met; coordinating commuter shuttle 
pick ups and drop off times; and, enforcing the provisions of the policy, the program and the 
permit. 

To recover the costs of the administering the Commuter Shuttle Program, VTA will charge a fee 
for the permit. That fee will be based on both a cost recovery model and the number of locations 
within VTA Property that the. commuter shuttle provider desires to use. Although the policy 
would apply to both private and public transportation services, commuter shuttles that are free 
and open to the public may not be required to pay a fee for the permit. 

The pol1cy also provides that VTA may suspend or revoke permits if there are repeated 
violations of the provisions of the policy or permit terms and conditions, or if the continued use 
of VTA property would result in harm to the public or a violation of local, state or federal law. 

Following program implementation, the policy authorizes the General Manager/CEO ofVTA to 
make adjustments to the program, as needed, to enhance the goals of the policy and respond to 
stakeholder concerns. 

ALTERNATIVES: 

The VTA Board of Directors could decide not to adopt the policy, or request staff to provide 
·additional information or re-evaluate certain aspects of the policy. 

FISCAL IMPACT: 

Revenue received from the permit fees will be used to recover the fully allocated costs incurred 
by VTA in support of the permit, the decals and monitoring the program, which includes labor 
and non-labor costs that would otherwise be paid from general VTA Transit Fund revenues. 

ADVISORY COMMITTEES DISCUSSION/RECOMMENDATION: 

The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) ·considered this item at its November 8, 2017, 
meeting and approved the following amended recommendation: Recommend that the VTA 
Board of Directors adopt a policy for a Commuter Shuttle Program, which requires commuter 
shuttle operators to adhere to a set of rules and regulations, as amended from time to time by the 
General Manager, in order to access VT A-owned real property; and staff return to working 
groups to develop an agreement with cities to jointly regulate shuttles outside ofVTA-owned 
real property. Members Kim and Ristow opposed . 

. The Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) met as a Committee of the Whole at their November 8, 
2017 meeting and no action was taken. 
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The Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) considered this item at their November 9, 2017 meeting 
and unanimously approved staff recommendation. 

STANDING COMMITTEES DISCUSSION/RECOMMENDATION: 

The Congestion Management Program & Planning Committee considered this item on 
November 16, 2017 and unanimously approved the staff recommendation. 

The Administration & Finance Committee considered this item on November 16, 2017. There 
was some discussiori about the purpose for requiring a service disruption plan from the shuttle 
companies to avoid impact to VTA operations. For the next phase that includes the development 
of the permit process, Committee members requested that the following be considered: 

1. Safety be made the highest priority. 
2. The permit process not be burdensome for either the shuttle companies or VTA. 
3. The fee structure and cost implications be clearly defined. 

Staff also confirmed that the permit program process will be presented to the Advisory 
Committees, Standing Committees and the Board before the program is approved for 
implementation. 

The Administration & Finance Committee unanimously recommended the item be forwarded to 
the VTA Board of Directors for approval. 

Prepared by: Angelique Gaeta 
Memo No. 6091 

ATTACHMENTS: 

• Delete - Commuter Shuttle Policy November 2017 - Proposed Final Draft · (PDF) 

• 12-1-17 -REDLINE VERSION - Commuter Shuttle Policy November 2017- Proposed Final Draftv3 - UPDATED for BOD meeting 
(PDF) 

• 12-1-17 - Commuter Shuttle Policy November 2017 - Proposed Final Draftv3 - UPDATED for BOD meeting (PDF). 
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Poitcv Document Number; COS 0PL•002 

C()l\J.l\1P1:ER~.HUTtLE :PROGl~lvlf OJACY Vctsioil N.umlicr; Firs\Versipn, 

Date: t'.2/l/2017 

i. P1i17jo~·i; 

tlils ~focurne11t sets forththepplicy for the imJJJementf!tlO!Lof~ pi:ogratn re:gulating 
Comiri.ufer Sht1ttles- (Commpter Sln1ttleP1·ogram) an property owned, Jeasecl; c~;mfrolled• 
a11d/oropefatc:<l'by VTA (VTA Property). This 1foiicy also setsfortb: the 1\1Ies,ahd teg(1latiohs 
tli~t Commiiter Sl11tttlt;: flrovidei·s1)111s,t acfhere.to hi oi,de1· to'1:1ctes!.V'l'f.\)?roP,¢i.'ty; ThQ$~ 
1:ules and reguf.atioJ'I.Jii $upport th\? fq1lo\\lb1g goal~; , 

~, Increasing safety on aM arnmid \/T AProped:y rot all users; 

~ Retfocit1g single~occupancyyellicle rnoy),com1nuter tdps,vehic,ler11ifos fraveled: 
(VMT)'and ass6ciated e111issfo11s, a1id co11g~ttfo11~ , 

jl Avofdi'11g tlnd/ot 1hii1li11 iz111g ihipacts ciii the e1witonfuent;., 

o Eiisudng that Co1111111:c1tei· Slmttie 015ehiJio11~ do' 1iot foteffehfwhh VTA operatioi1s; 

• Coiislstentiy'iapplyfo:g at1cl eilforcJiig gnidelines.foi' Co11:itn:11ter Slitittle foadli1g and 
unloading of pass~ngers; '' ,, ,,,, 

ii Workh1il qoUalJ.tWMiveJyWith Conirr11:1ter S.ht1tt:le. P1Xivid~,rs t9tes9Jye t<iit¢c:t11s and. 
c911f!1cfs; 

c., E$.faWisliii1ga strirc,f\tr~ that nteet~ qurrent11eeds and pa$. the pote11t!11l. to evqlve as the 
sectorgmws; m1d, 

C), lihpi:o\;Illg dafa shariffg with age1icies arid r>fivate s~ctoi'fransportatioti j'>atfoeis fo 
St1ppbrtVTA's:tole as Srtnta Giara Comity'$ Co)1&est.io11 Man·~g¢me~tt A~eµoy, 

2, $C.OJfe, 

This policy applies fo trai\sportatioii setvfoeS: that niove; coinmi:iters to a11d f1'oi1t VTA 
,Prop\:)tty, these $ervfoe~W,at1ant th~cre~tfon Pt~ ¢0J1ih1t1t¢r:Shutdei3.togt:am beca(\se th¢.y 
are 1:m1tine1 inyolv~ ~,reI¥i,tive1y tuilform mm1p1!r 0fvelli9les~ an,d ope.ratqrs a.re ~9mm~rciaJ1y 
Iice11sed aitd subje<::t to regulation~ fricfodiilg safety and insurance 1'eqqirements. Corntimtel' 
Shuttle Provider~' hli'ed by l:ln e111pioyet, age1tc)1. otii1stitution (hidividtmiiy oi• corlectlve:ly~, 
1'F.firh1gPartt')Jo prqvid~trai1spot'.tati911for th¢,Hfrli.1g ]:forty'$ ag~nfaor e1nployees f:i:on:i ' 
hom¢ to \\Tork, work;to hmne, I:1st,;rnile to work:, last~,,n1ile to hori.W;. or work iite to work sitei 
\vhbi.\~, ~aid t111~1sp~i'tatioh begfos 01; e11M ~fi VTA propfaty ~fre eligible to partklpate ill the 
Coti}11,iµJer SJii.1ttle Progtfit\i ~stablishe4. b): tbfa poli~y. , , 

12/1/2017 

773 



POLICY 

COMMUl'EJ($HUJ}rt,E PnoGnAM POLICY 

Date: 12i112oi1 

J; Respoiisihilitles 

Vt A will ·des.ignafe:a d.ivision WithhiVTA {h~t ,,t1i l ~ccepfr.1Mn<lM a1t4revl'¢w {);11, 
applications a11d issue all permits and. Decals described Iii: tllis policy.· VTAwil.l a\sq 
designate ~11ecffictd}vfofons· ,vithh:i VtA .that will ehforce. the niles aildtegtifatlohs ifof ofodh :in 
this policy} i:14dtes.~;signag~11ece~stity for designaJioit.l,)fappi'opi:iattf lo0.atfo1ts: for CQ1nmtitet 
S1Wltle~ 1?1·oyld~ts '!o pfol<; up And ,1i:op (lffpas~:eng~rs, erisui·e ~~fet)r requirements a.re met~ 
coo1'cl11)ate operatfori~.hetweeiithe CoihinutefShutfle Provicl~rs andVf~ and 111oi1itor the 
.C::01mrmt~r Sllutt1e.Pl'o$r:am as•~ whole. 

4. Poficy 

This se<;ition provides a h1'ief overvje,\1 of the Commuter Shuttle Program: authorized µy this 
policy, followed by aae(a.i!ed descNptioit ofead1 pl'bvisfo:fa; 

4, i, Co11mi'uie1· Sh uttl ePi·ogtci11' 0Pf!ttfe1f 

VTA curreritly·ow11s,: leases; confrolf:i attd/qr·op~ra.teg.approihriately'4;oqo ~µ~stops,f J9 pq:rk 
1:111d ddes'aiid 24 ttarl$it ce1.1teis .throifghoutthe Couufy of Santa Clm·a. This policy aiJthodzes 
Vt At() ¢stablish a c6»1+i.1t1t¢t Sb~1mi l:>togr1;u:'11: th~twill ;:i,Jlow Comtt1i.1te1:·$huttle i.fro:vid~ts 
ty· apply fur a p~pnit tha(.,vo1ild ctllow the.tn tq u~e..specific lo.p#ions withfr1 VTN~ :P1·opei;ty · 
to pickup. and drop offtheirpassengers, Uponrecdptofsuch an appli:Cati01l,VTA \Vill work 
with each applic:.a11t to ~valuate space needed, capadty at a partfoufai' iocatlb!i or locaJrotis 
req1testeiJ~ ai1ct. optll:i'!],Uli JlirtefOl' dt'op off'~n<;i.pxc:kup 9fp~~se.~ge.i'$: ~0 ~s: !10tfo interf'eteW.i{ll 
VT.A opel'i:\tI0,n~,;The fee.i'Qr the pyrmit wl,.ll be. based 9.;1 .•f\ 9pst: recovery inodeL Gommutyr 
$1mttie. P,rqv !<lets will pe ieqi:iked · to cotilpiy. ·with the renhs a11ci cotidltio11s of theit- perniit 
~nd\tr A eiit'or~~in¢ntqft.1P¢t~: n1~y eJj.fqr¢Q.tho~¢t¢rm~ 11n~·(:qi:i<litions, 

L/.2.Petiii/t App/i¢qfi<m P,1·<Jces.s 

To1)artfoipa.te fothe Cq;n11111.1for Shuttl.e Pi·ogran,i each.Conu11i1tifr Shtittle.Providet- niust· 
appiyafol' a pert1.11tin acco\·daw.;ewiththe pto.cedure$ s·et fo.dfr 111th¢, C.ciin1imtei', Shuttte 
Pi·ogram,:. Af5 paJtofthe 'applk1:1tio11 process, CommiJtel' $h~1t,l:l~ i\qv.i\:{~~$PlllS( i~lyp#fy eacfr 
v~hfole tJieyii1teJ1dto of,erate. on VTA Propetty, Upoi1 YTA?s·apptqval ofanap11li9atfonfor 
a pehi1it~ VTA WillJssi!e the. Cpfrt11ti1tci' Sh'littl~ Pt'ovkiet a pennltto u~e VTA J:ropeity arid 
D~calsto. affix to ¢f,ich qf th~ yl;}hicies it h1te1u;{s to:ope:t)tte on-V.TAProp¢tcy, · · ·· 

4/J P:er111itRe/~~1M{ 

Pefo"i.it~ lll\{St be reilewed evdy (2) faro )rears 'iti accordance \Vlth the procediii·es set foith itt . 
the Conimuter Shutt1e Pro~ra.ni Pet'mi.t renewal shatrtaky place ba$ed Pn the.calet1clar)1el;lt; 

sarifil Ciara Vai\ey 
··.,1;1nsp9rtatI0rt 

.cit Author,ity . 
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POLICY 

COMIVflJTER$HUTTLE PJiOGJU:l\'f POLlCX 
t11i12ar1 

as a result, CofrinttMt Shtittle Ptoviders tllatjofo tlie pri;igtatn fo1d-terhi,vill b~ l'e(iltfred fo 
renew thefr permits duri,ng the generalte11e\va.r peri9cL . 

4 •. 4 .VehicleDec(I/ 

Decakwill be. i(sed to kiehtify Co1nfntttei' Shuttle Pi'ovlcie1's' as j:iein1itted.1isets· ofVTA 
Prop.el'ty.the$¢ Dec~l~·ntt1st·pedisplayed fo visib.le Joc~t1oj1so~dhe f1:0M, i'e~r, an,d.sid¢sof 
pen11itted veMclesl as set forth 111 the,pern:iit . . . . 

The Decals associated with each petrnit shall bear a unique idetitiflcation mtniber jhat is 
associated viith th~ C~nn;rriL1ter $btittle JYt:ovider who hold~ th,e:pe1:illit .. 

Decals mustfom1ediatelyb~ StllTCIJ4eredtQ YT.A: iifthe. ~NemJljatJ~ie P.ei:miti~suspe11cl¢d, 
revo~ed, or othenyis~ canceled by\rrA'. . 

4.S Pen11it.F.ee 

VTA ,viU dtarge' ¢adi Co11Jn111ter Sll11Hfo Pi:ovfdet a pennit fee d1~twill be both b~¢d 01Hhe 
n'mnl:,et of Jocat;ions ,vith.itlVTA Pt:ope1ty it de.sires fo acc,ess anddesJg11ed to cover the costs 
of adininistering the. ptogran1i inc:Iuding: · 

• · Coi1sfrttcJiq:r.fofa11y hnptovet11e11ts to the extei1t t~qt1ired by the tise ofVTA Pl'operty 
'by the. CQininuter Slwtlle Ptov ider pmticip!!.ti1jg .·b1 the Comnwtee.s butt I e Pro~rin:i; 

• klentiflc~tio\1 qf deslghated ai'e.as fot shuttle use~ 

• · Elifoi'cemeritofthe proghmtoi1 VTA Pt'operty; 

• Sig11age ~t1d Decal <lesign1 ptodncdqn, a.nd. histaJfatJ011} 

Data111ai1ageine1tl;· 
. . 

• Permit application process fog ai1d ret1ev..als;: and: 

• Fee collectioit 

This pQlicy appliesJo bqt]1 priv~te an<J pqbll¢ttMsportatio1t sel'vices. Howeve:rdt:es m~ty be . 
,.valved for sl1thtie servic.es tfott µre free iujd open to the ptiblfo provi,ded. that those providers 
accft1fre ~ p¢rri1ifpi.1,rsuaiiHd the requfren1eitts set foith he1;efo and, hi the Co1iifrititei' Shuttle 
Progra111. VTAmay pei:fodfoallyeyalu~te t.he costs oftl1e pl.'ogtam:a.11d; if necessary; update 
Hw pe1mit f¢e toref1~9t a program thali~ cost recovery. ·· · · · 

·,, Sarita C(c;iraVa(lt=y 
··rrarisportatk>11 
. Auttiority . . 

Ori~inal Dater 
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.POLICY 
· COMMU.TERSHlJTl'Lll: PROGIL<\MP6tJGY 

Date: 1271/2017 . 

4;6Revi<tWiJfR.e9)1i?.~'t¢r/Loc/1ti<'Ji1~ 

'(f ~ wiH r~vfow ea,~h lo~!"Jtio,n req\1e~tt:d, for U$~ in :tlle ::ippIJ~itfon .~n4. wiffm~k~ ·~• deqi~~<?.il 
based on legality of the proposed. use~ c01iformai1c.e oeproposed use with existing VTA 
pofrq1~s/e,;;is,t1ng <;~pildty;. pal'l<ii}g $pa.c.e,h4~ 1:l~y 4t{Hi~t1o.n~ aijd in.tet-11i:li Riit;ull{tfon qt 
velliples. , . .... .. . , . 

IfVTA detenrifoesi in its reasonable discretion,. that the reque~ted #~s ~.re ~Y~~p{~l,11~,, VT.A' 
wH1 include 11se of.sikhsites 1h its iJtfrinfrto. the Comintit¢r Sni1ttle. Provider. . 
·wonviti\$tan<litig,the :foi'eg9iflg~ ·if 4st; 't:ifa11yJ:i~111C\ula,ri~i:li:ce,f of VTA Property (bf potti91i 
therepf.J (;)J:>nstitute$. a ris~ tp perso11s 9tprope.i·tys V-'tA: 111~ygeny the .C:01u111t.1t~rShi1tU¢ 
Prnvidet'(s)requesHo use· such property. .tn.suclrnvent, VTA will work ,vith the affected 
Co1ru1tute1i shutde Provlder(s) to d'eteri11h1¢:whet11etotli¢tst1itabie. sites are, av.aHabfo tot 
l~s/d1¢.ir. us¢. ~ ·· · · 

.. f,?•.(ito}l[tr(~ffi1:·.$.)!spe{tfi(~!( Q1' P,~I;OC(!~~(1/l·'Of P?,.(Uf.it 

VTA titay. sl1spe11d'o1'. revoke·~ pc1ii1it tipoh,tvritt<:lh iiotfoe. ahd opp.oituhitytoi' hear frig. Updii 
'J¢riocatfo:nPti .i11s1)e11s1i;j1i, tii:e Com1n(1t~f Si1~1ttJe Pi'ovl'.det sfo1Jl suit~nifofrs\iclfpetii1fr ai1d the_ 
Q~cp,ls ~uthqrizt,d.:U:Pd.e1: th~ pt::rnii.t,fo:.a9.¢Qt~l~nc;¢ y\/h\t tfo,;, :insfr4~tiop~ fo th~ µ,q(J9e gf 
suspension or revocation. 

Wh~h:, th~ Vt.A det~fi:nlneS fhat ptiblic, safe:ty fu-·at'rlsk; of·Miehtthe :continued op~fatioli: of 
th~ C.01ri1i1~1te~ S.hpu1~ Pt~rdclit ~n:VtA :Prop'¢i:tywt11ilq p~ fo -viq'i!ttioit p:f tl1e. G~lifoi.'.liiii · 
pµ~liq fJt.Hjti~~:C,09e,.1h~ C.f!lifornm Vyhfole.c9.4.~,; .. ci.r VTNs. r\i.1,;s:~11Q(o1:p9lfci.e~~ Yf;\J§ 
authorize.d:t<)· suspe11d a petfnitifoi11ediat~ly trpod w,;itten11otice 6fsuspe11si 01t to the Shuttle 
<J · ·etatoi· ··· tovide'd that VTA shail tovidith~ Sli'ntt!e b it tor:· vfrh tile o · ·.· • 01tti11 fr· 'fof : )? ,,1,). .. ..... ... . . ... ···- p.. . . . ... .. . :I? ij .... , ... , ... ... pp ... 'f:, . . a 

· Jtc$.ring q1\fh¢. s1,1sp¢µ$jon·wit.hhi fjyY. (5} 9p13i(1~s$, Q!:tYH?f:Jl1~ #~t~ q(nqt{p~ pf $t1_s_p.e,11sjprf • 

. A pei'mit may-be· suspended or revoked followfog:a determination that,: 

· th~ C.ofoi11iitetSh11ttie Ptovideffo:ul faJI~d tq &bide'.bfaity ·pe1;iJ)ift~t1n. o\' cO.tiditioo,. 
fp~htdli1g}lttt1qtJfo1h:ed tq ~he r¢q1dte,i.n~nt tha.t jt.f¢llo'.\-YV.TA t·u1¢S)l)b119k$ aJid; .. 
prpt;~q\lr613i ~ndtlje t;:9:111t11t1ft;:rSht#le Pr°'gt~tn m'P9~S$.;; .. 

• The C6ihihuter. sfoittle Pi·ovide.i· kiio,vitigJY'of ihteiitlofai.ftypi'o.\itde.d taiseoi 
foapc1.u'.i:1t~ hifotinat1on, oh. a peritdt ap1mC:ai1ort; · ·· 

' 'Th~ {;Ori1il1tlfo1'.'.Shut{Je. J'f9Vjqe1: lJaS. llSe,d, for Qommutyf $hqttle 9pera(i.<>t)S Qt' 
paddng~,VTAPropeity fhat it has not been.authorized by VTA to t1se; 

Simt,rClara·Vattey· 
ra.nspqrt,atloii. 
Authority 
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POLICY 

CoMMUTEJt S1:ruttLE P,llOGRAM. Pott¢Y 
Date: f2/l/i011 

•· 011eo,r in<>.te otthe. donu.ili.tt~t :S.ht1ttie,.Provlder's ihtittl¢ve,hicie:s. hav~? hi the coiit'se 
of pt·ovidh1g comm.ute~'. ttanspqli'1;1tl011 s~rvic~s~}:epeat.edly yip fated pa1'kh1g or tr?ffi~ 
la,vs;. 

• Th¢ Coliu1ii1tet Shuttle Pro.vld.er's ¢oi~tJhjJecf operatioitotti'Vj'Aftop¢ity\votdd 
co11stitli.te f\ jJub lie saf ~tyrisk; 9.1' · · ·. 

. . 

• The Gomrnuter $ht1ttfo P1·ovid~r~s corrtfoqedoperation oitY'r,A J;ir9perty \Y,9tJkl l;>e in. 
_ vfoiatloii of fe<lei:al} . state, ot local hWJs .. 

4.8 OJJr!Ntti01ialRuiesfor Coil!nillte,r$Iicittlh Provideis 

C;o111n:1ute.1· Shuttle :Pl·9vld~r~ are subjed fo ;the following operatirtg rufos: 

.4.8:.t VTA Priority 

VTA vehicfos sbaiLhave pdoritfat.) a1)pto.ach111g; m· depait\,ng\rfAPtoperty . 
• Con1111tit~!' $huitle Prqy14et~ ~lialt yfr/1.d, t<J Vt A've.hiql¢~ tili{pat~bi1S ~hd sf1aff11qt 
ca9se or con~rib\tte to distuptioa~ qt YT A ~yl'.Yiq~:. ·· 

4.8.2 PaFkh1g at VTA Lots 

OiiV'tA Propettyc911t1;1i1ihig _pfukh1g fots, vtnei:e pad<;ing c~p~¢,it)'i$ oonsttaii1eo, 
VTA traMit iise1;s;wi1l \1,~yt}priqfityfoi; P.~rl<:iFg;. YTAi~setv~s t(re rlg~t}rr~stti6t 
or limifCommuterSlmtt1e Providers~ passenger parking on VTA parkingJots. 

4.83: ·use Desigtiafed Lcicatiohs fofCo!'mxit1for SetVice: 

• Wlille, µ~htg Vt.A ;p,t9petty;¢01,tiiiJtHet $h1m1e i=>r¢vldei·~ ${ialf P$~ lo¢ation$' 
de,signllf~gJ¢r,slilrttle, lt~e 'atJd for a~tjve;, h:Jac:lfog_ ~!ld 11nloacfo1g of mi.sseriger.~ 011ly, 

4.8.4 No Staging 011 Ptfrkhig, 

Staging:orpai:kii1g ofa C.bi11111ntei:Sht1ttl¢011. VTAPt'.o'M:tlyWithoutth~ pda1\ 
'~Titt(;}.I) :mH1titizatfon fr@I·ttA· fa'p,·9h1pHf:l<,i; •.. . . . 

4;85 NoUimecessaryJdling 

ldlilig a Col111iii:itef Sfrutd~ foffot).gef tfourfiv:~ coiisetittiv~ inhitttes oii vrA 
J\ope1:ty.}s pi·ohihited, , 

SantaC!araVaHey 
Transportqtiqn 

Autt16rity 

· OdaiimfDafo: . ·.~· ........ · .. . 
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PotIC.Y 

CoMI\f.lJ:J'I~R.SrrQttr,Jt f.ROGRA1vrfo;t,iQY Ve1:sfon Num!Jei·: First'Versiti1t 

· Dater 12/1/l:OJ7 • 

GoJiifri_\ltet Sl1t;ttle P.tovid.er~ shall p11U_ fCY1ward into tl~signated spa;c;~sto JeaV![ 
· room:fqr other shuttles fopuU fa behindaqq fqr th~ ~af~ p~~~GLge 9f otheryehi¢.l~s. 
thi'ou,gh the area. 

Comp:n1ter Sht1.ttl~fl'0\'1der&,shall p~1Il f\U th:e. waytojaj1d p~raUel wid;; th¢ Clirb. 
fol'. passengei' boarding and alighting. Conm1utei Shuttles must :nof he:sfopped or 
patk~d' fo: a manilet that obsti'ut:tsthe. flo,,, of vehfo:uiar, pedestt:fai1 oi· bi'&)f Cle: 
ti'af:{fo,. 

4.8.8 Q.01n1?frwitl;i.i\ppl,i~abl~ 1)·a.ffi« Li:iws 

C6furriuter Shuttle..Ploviders.shall operate.fa acco1;dance withall·applicable 
fe.derat stat~1 m1d locaLJavvs~. rules) att<l i'egt1latfons1• ihcll1di11gVTA Regtifadoit 
98,jJ;j, g9.yetng1g tli~;1;1,$.¢, tfAfffoI ~t1d\1ehi'tl~11,9pii,·at~sl pepat'k;ecl P'iJ VtA .. 
Property;,, .Comtn11ter Shuttle Providers shall oper~te in a sa:fl,,rnann~rand 
1foi1ritahi ~,vareb.ess ofspt¢d~ pede1>ti:iatls, hicydfots. othei· vehicles aiid i'dadway 
hi;i.i';:ird_s t1talltitn¢s; . . •. . . . . 

Commufer Shuttle Prov:iders shall follow fosfructlons from law enforcement 
pe1'sonn~i) vrA staft;a11d traffi'0..¢ohtrol devices: iii dte. ¢ventof¢1hetg:ene:ies; 
t9ns~t4.cthm wot~, sp¢¢ial ¢vents/qt q,th~r vriu.sm.,J ttaffje, crfnill.ti9t.{$>: 

4;8UO M~inta.in Vehicles 

Cdiiimu.te1' sh.uttl~ Ptovrdets. shaif ehsufo that rhefr C.oi'dtriuhfr Shi1ttl es .tu<e. 
ptopedy, 111~111tl'l:lt1¢ctto pi'.e,1eiit orf, t1.1d,. i:1tid othe1'. mated~Ls;,:h·om e11t¢tfag\(rA 
Propeti:y a11,cl 199i;tf w~t~rway$~, · ···· · 

4 .. Kll- ·LocationLimilations 

¢ohfriii1t~i' Sfo:ttde: Pt<:>vid¢('fslialt GQ.ltiply\vhh ac;¢.e~s gJ1kleit11~~~ fod~'idihg; htT.t . 
. fl<i H111J~e~ to ,1ehfol¢.site Ih11it~(ip11s. a:i~~:: de$ig~iat¢qltc;>:µts O:fppir~~foj), ~tip~piJk 
Ioc~Ho11s~ as i11:struded by VTA, · ··. ·· 

4.s~12 F1eetLiiuhatiohs 

. Sa.nta ClaraVatley'. 
rransppttatlqn 

".\0_~ Autnorl(y 
12{1/2Ql7' 
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CQIVIMUTRR SI:lUTTl.E Pu,oqRAM POLICY Ve!'sfon Number: FhstVerStO!l; 

12/1/iQ11 

All :C9mn1t1ter Slwttles. sl,1all' co111ply with Caltfoti1}a einisslqns st$nd~ttjs atid 
have a valid Califomiaregistration;. VTAwiHnot jssuy Decafo,to ComnTqfer 
shutties \\iith o'ut-of-state tegisfratio1i.. 

4.~. n Siz:e Restt;iction 

Operathig Comtnufet Shtitlles·with an·crxl~ weigl1t exceedfo.g 18,000 lbs~ onVTA 
P1uperty without prior w1:iHen a11thorization from.VTA is prohibited. 

4.8.14 PfoYideTl'afollig 

Eac.h Go1lil11\1ter shuttie Pi·pvidei· sha.ll _cfesfgi1ate·o1ie of1ts e1ni~lqyees who fo, 
e.ifhei: an operatk>ns :;upervisor 01· trai4ingma.nager t9 par~icipa._te in ~fr qde11fatlo11 
,vith VT A on the use of VTA Pfope1ty atld the operatilig rules provlded'herein .. 
The Commu.tel' ShuttleJ?rovider shaU: theii ensure that said e1upioyee viill shate 
\he conte11t. 9{tµe: otie11ta,tfot!; \vl(h eath _qdyetworkfr1g, to.i' tHe · Co\nn'iqte,· Shutt.!¢ 
Provider prior to each dtiver operating a Commuter S11uttle on VTA Prnperty. 

4.8.J5 UseofDeGaf 

A 0¢.caJ ,nay only be used Qn the vehicle H$tecl 0;11; tl1ti. li!Pi)Hcatfoh:ftw th~ p¢1·1ii1tand · 
rrtay liO{ be tnn1sfegecl (o any other ve,l.iJ9fo. Any t~ansferepce pfa Decaf shill be 
consi<lereda viofatiotrof this section and grounds for immediate perm.if revocation, 

. 4,Z"16, inde,fohi.fy/Ho1d Hai'i:n.foss 

('.911111:1uterSht1ttle JJ'rovigets yva11tiilg fo_· partfo1pat¢ iil tJi~ Co1ntiititet$h,11tti¢ 
Ri.•ogr~m ~hall fodemnif:t and hold VTA,; itsdepartine.ntsi board1 pffi°Qets, ernpk)yee.:s · 
add agents ("Tndeihhitees")haifalesS:fro1iia1id agaftistany at'1d alLclaiili.s., ddn~nds, 
action or causes, of aotio11'.)\;llJc;l1.may he nwde ag:;t111stthe :rhdeitl.nlte~s fotthei 
tecoy~ry of cia1na:ge,S forH1e h1J9ry to .9r 1e\lth of~ny Mt}gg ot Ptrsons Qt fqi'the: 
damage.toany property resulting: directly 01': fodirectly from the activity authori'zed 
'by th¢ p~r1i1ItJss\1P.d.heteui1der~ te~atcHes$ .<if the.t1.tiglig¢h¢eo:f tfre ti1deili.11itees:, 

tS)7 Ei9ept1oil t9t}ie: RMles 

CommuterSfoitile Providers may.deviate fromthe 0,peratii1g:rqles s~t fodh.in this, 
Sectioi1 and i'>efo.1fr tehiis ai1d cortdkioi1s dh1).'if gi;anted: exi;ifoss \vritteii · · 
;iqthodzatklh froi11 VJ' A.,. liailtii'.eto cbii1ply\,;,ithJhese 6pefat!tigrti}e:s,otJhe pei'lhit 

· ter111s and conditim,s 111ayresul~ itx qenJ<.11" 01; ~·ey9.c{l_fi01rofl::l P.~rirtit; ~swell~s.a,11y 
penalty provided iri VT:A' Regulation 98J L2~ as.applicable. 

Santa. ctata.Vauey 
T.r.ansportation 

Authority 
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:l?OLIC¥ 

coiw1Yittt'Ei1 snvtr.tE, PROGllAl\f P,ottcx \lel'Sfon Ntunber: Ffrst Version 

D~te: 11/1/2017 

if.9 k1iforci;i11eijf 

Vt.A 1.11~y ~~aJiiisli ptqce9\1res fol'.: the.e11f ot<;iei11ei1t,pfth itf po Hey ·c9,iisisJ¢~1t \vitli. th~ 
provislo11s·contained in VTA Ordfoance, 98,L En.forc~ment pers9.nr1yl 'A,t·~ r¢~p9t1sibfo for 
ehfo.hilng co111 p Uaiic.e with thts polity a11d the C0.irtmt1tef Si'itttt1t. Pl'ofi~hi;ii1d is~uhig ·· 
q'(tat(<5.i1~ ,aifapplicq_bie, EnJ6t'.cementper$Q.i1,ueb1i.11Y.,rily oJ.iP,erihltifaitd sigriag~ at ilhd oh 
Y(A; I'roperry to verJfy peqr1it:t~g µsets pfthlli prppeti);, ·· · · ·. · 

4.JOA.cts of Employees a11ilAge11tsDeemed Acts of CommrderSltuttle Provider 

.Fo:rJY(n·po.ses.ofth.faJipJicy at1d the C911unutet Slii.Jttl~ Pfograirt,.acts of'a Co1n11tt1ter Shutti:e . 
P1·9ym¢($ ag_ept awl/0,t ~i1'.ipl<lyee,~MH be:qeetJ~¢4tg Q~'Jh6acts:·ofthe Co1n11wte.t $ht,tfle 
Provider. ·· · · 

5~ . EJ/ective'b,,te ofCoi1111mte1,$./i.tiftlePiYigfal1t 

fqJl9\v.h:ig M()f,tfoii qf this p.oUc.y;/VTA wiH etig?g~ ,sta.ke.hplqe:ts i'e.g~to.i,11g a ()'.i1h1ntitet 
Sh\tftle P1~gra~ tlhit i~ ~911$\:stent 1~ri,t~1 th~ go~t~' of,tliis PQ#~y; YXA·\'{Jll Uw11 rett,U'l1 t,o t11~: 
VTA Boar<l:-i>fDfrecfrnis w'ith a p1ioposed Comiimter Shuttle Pmgram, The Commuter 
SI~titf:Ie Progt~JJ!:; \:Y1il goj1Jtci' eft~ot upon ~PP.i'.oval bYtli~,VTA Bo\lt'd of P.ke¢tots; .. 0.1\~eln 
~ff(!ct; the Oe11~ttti Min~~~:rf tEb. t:1£ YT.A is ~ttt11¢ti1:¢d; tq amen<:( th¢: C9t1,itn:ti.t¢t. S.hi~ttl(}. 
Program~ as needed, in order to fmther enhance the goalsof thi$ .policy ~.net respq11d.tQ 
·slakeliolder cohcedfa. 

r,; D.:ejJ1titf.q1(~. 

The followlng tenns slialLhave the assignecl de.faiitions: for ~u 1wrpo~e~ ,\1t1413rtWs p9\icy: 

,6.t .c'oii.J1iiiUei'Sl01tt/e,i1ihans avel1i¢Le·bsed fo regtilatl)t-ttaiisport co1fiiri1.1tihg passeilg~1'S. 
to and fi'.on) YT A Propertyto spe.c~fiq b1isi11e$S, ~triplqynH~iit; oi' ¢.d~iPatioJigi loc.&tlons. 

ti.Jj Cq1m11UftJtSlryttle/!rogt<l11? m~a11s tl1~J)r<;ig!';:ini: c.Wt)iot,17,:<;:d !Jy tl;us pg'Jicy awl by Whfili 
VTAwillre.gulafo the use of VTA Pi·opertyby Co1mmifor. Shuttles,., . 

6:,( . Cii,1@1iter Sbiittle P(Q}4iler n'i~~n.~ ·a c~1:i1paiW 1ha.t._piv,;i,d¢s C6frfr6.Ut~W shuttles to 
1'~gtilaty ttaus;Rgt( ~otr.uJiutµig pa,,sseng~rs io 9:11c;!-fj·9frrVTA Ptt1pei:ty to :a11tl f1'qitr. 
specific.. business, emp1oyme11tor edi1cationalloc.atio11s. . 

· · lt~ .sa11ta c1ara. V~llfi 
.. · Transportation 

Autnotity 

Origllt'il.).D~f¢; 

12./1/2.017 

780 



'POLICY Doctmleiit Nt1i\1bei': C0S-:i:iL~002 

COMMUTER SHUTTLE PROGRAM POLICY Versi(j11 Num'Qer: First Version: 

Date: l2/l/ZQl7 

6;4, l)e<;t1l me,an.s a sticke1·fostted: byVtA and tequfred to be affixed to Commuter Shuttles 
iii o.rder to i<:le1itffy those sht1,rtles as patlicipai1ls hi the Conill.iuter Shuttle Program. 

ifs.. 1lfrb-1g P/trty ~1ea1\$ thq, eq;ip foyer, 11gency ol' h1sthutfo1rthat hir~s Con1111uter SJ1ltttl¢ · 
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it~ Q)\711 fl~et o.f C<;H11).11Uter Simttles, to m:oyide tra11sportation for its. emplpyees and 
age11tg; . .. • 
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inc1udi11g:pufnot lfa1ite\i. t:o B1.1& .$to pi;;, )\;'lnsit Facilities a11d: A,dministi:ativ¢ Facilitie$ 
1.1s c:lefi11eg. in VIA Ordinance 98,1. 
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March 17, 2018: Curr ~ Chariot Operations Are Largely B- 'don CVC Violations 

Current Chariot operations are largely based on violations of the law -- as witnessed by residents of San Fran
cisco and as noted in the August 24, 2016 Protest of the San Francisco Municipa!TransportationAgency to 
Application No. A.16-08-015, Chariot's application with the California Public Utilities Commission for status 
as a passenger stage corporation operating between San Francisco and surrounding counties. 

In that document, San Francisco City Attorneys Susan Cleveland-Knowles and David Greenburg note 
. "Chariot's record of repeated violations" of the California Vehicle Code and the San Francisco Transportation 
Code, among other codes. On page 9 of this document, they write: · 

Chariot's current operations in San Francisco have shown a consistent and ongoing disregard for other City 
parking and traffic laws, including but not limited to the following: a) Staging and stopping in residential 
driveways . ... b) Double parking, blocking traffic ... in the travel lane to load passengers . ... Chariot lists 
stops [along major. Muni corridors such as Geary Boulevard and California Street] on its website with no ap
parent legal curb space, where vehicles would have to double park to unload passengers. c) Stopping in Muni 
"red zones" ... along Pine Street in the Financial District and California Street in the Richmond ... d) Driver 
behavzor: SFMI'A Parking Control Officers have reported Chariot drivers being verbally and physically ag
gressive, including one instance in which a Chariot driver hit the window of the officer's vehicle . ... e) Re-

. -
sponsiveness: The SFMI'A has repeatedly brought these and other issues to the attention of Chariot. While 
Chariot staff have often responded pledging to resolve individual issues, the SFMI'A has not observed an over-
all improvement in Chariot's behavior., · 

Chariot now has around 100 vehicles in its San Francisco fleet, with carrying capacities of 14 passengers each. 
It is unknown if any are yet wheelchair accessible, and, in fact, Chariot restricts its ridership for insurance pur
poses. It appears to be a service that has been, at least initially, created to cater to a very narrow demographic, 
those who work in the Financial District of San Francisco or who take Caltrain to points south for their work. 

Observations by members of the general public more than a year since the protest was filed reveal that Chari
ot's violations continue on a regular and seemingly deliberate basis. Since its inception, Chariot vehicles con
tinue to be observed: 

• Boarding passengers in front of driveways to garages. Chariot has such stops on Gough Street at 
Sacramento in front of a driveway frontage, another one on Geary Boulevard at Funston, and a third one on 
California at Arguello. It may have others. Such stops violate CVC 22500: A person shall not stop, park, 
or leave standing any vehicle whether attended or unattended, except when necessary to avoid coriflict 
with other traffic or in compliance with the directions of a peace officer or official traffic control device, in 
any of the following places: (e) (1) In front of a public or private driveway; except that a bus engaged as a 
common carrier, schoolbus; or a taxicab may stop to load or unload passengers when authorized by local 
authorities pursuant to an ordinance; 

• Staging/parking in front of garage frontages, violating CVC 22507.2: Notwithstanding subdivision (e) 
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between Arguello and Seconrl i\. venue, and on Second Avenue and/or 'T'J-iird Avenue between 
Cornwall and California; 

Stopping in crosswalks to board and discharge passengers, in violation of CVC 22500 (b ): 
On a crosswalk, except that a bus engaged as a common carrier or a taxicab may stop in an un
marked crosswalk to load or unload passengers when authorized by the legislative body of a city 
pursuant to an ordinance; and CVC 22500 (I) In front of or upon that portion of a curb that has 
been cut down, lowered, or constructed to p,;ovide wheelchair accessibility to the sidewalk; 

Stopping in public bus stops (California at Presidio, Geary at Arguello, Haight Street at 
Masonic, and elsewhere) to pick up and discharge passengers in violation of CVC 22500 (i): 
Except as provided under Section 22500.5, alongside curb space authorized for the loading and 
unloading of passengers of a bus engaged as a common carrier in local transportation when in
dicated by a sign or red paint on the curb erected or painted by local authorities pursuant to an 
ordinance. CVC 22500.5 permits school buses to operate in a public bus stop, pursuant to the 
passage of an ordinance, but that's it; 

Parking in a handicap zones, such as the one on Fillmore at O'Farrell, in violation of CVC 
22507.8.a: It is unlawful for any person to park or leave standing any vehicle in a stall or space 
designated for disabled persons and disabled veterans pursuant to Section 22511. 7 or 22511.8 of 
this code or Section 14679 of the Government Code, unless the vehicle displays either a special 
identification license plate issued pursuant to Section 5007 or a distinguishing placard issued 
pursuant to Section 22511.55 or 22511.59; and, · 

Parking in bicycle lanes, such as the one on Howard Street, in violation of CVC 21211(a): No 
person may stop, stand, sit, or loiter upon any class I bikeway, as defined in subdivision (a) of Sec
tion 890.4 of the Streets and Highways Code, or any other public or private bicycle path or trail, if 
the stopping, standing, sitting, or loitering impedes or blocks the normal and reasonable movement 
of any bicyclist. This particular part of the vehicle code makes exceptions for utility vehicles, news
paper delivery vehicles, garbage trucks, or tow trucks, but NOT private transportation vehicles. 

We question whether or not this business, whose profit model is currently based largely on law 
breaking, can get fully into compliance with the law by the time the SF Board of Supervisors passes 
operating-without-a-permit infraction legislation, and by the time the Mayor signs that legislation. 
We are also concerned that the SFMTA and the SFPD do not have the capacity and/or perhaps the 
will to engage in the level of enforcement that is cunently necessary and will be necessary in the fu
ture to get Chariot and other PTV companies into compliance. Adding to concerns about compliance 
with the vehicle code, there are no limits on the number of PTV companies that can operate in San 
Francisco, or the number of vehicles that can operate in a company fleet. 

. We also question why the SFMTA is not charging fair market value for use of City streets as places 
of enterprise for private gain, as is the case with the sak of medallions for taxicabs. 
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Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

From: 
,mt: 

To: 
Cc: 

LARRY BUSH <sfwtrail@mac.com> 

Tuesday, April 24, 2018 1:51 PM 

Sue Vaughan 

Subject: 
Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Stefani, Catherine (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS) 

Re: Rules Committee 04-25-2018, Items 180354 and 180355: Please appoint people to 

the SFMTA Board of Directors who will engage in independentthought and oversight 

I endorse the message in this email and also urge the Board to take them seriously. 
It will be noted by many that the scofflaw companies may ignore standard city fees but show up with 
considerable campaign contributions. 
It is illegal for city officials to accept contributions of $250 or more from entities affected by the vote of the 
officials. 
Under recent changes in law this also requires disclosure of contributions solicited for others. 
I urge you to examine the law and any contributions involving you and recuse yourself from any votes. 
Larry Bush 

Sent by Larry Bush 

On Apr 24, 2018, at 1 :30 PM, Sue Vaughan <selizabethvaughan@gmail.com> wrote: 

Dear Supervisors Safai, Stefani, and Yee: 

I am asking you to oppose the reappointment of Cheryl Brinkman and Gwyneth Borden to the 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency Board of Directors. 

The San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency is badly in need of better management and 
oversight. During the past four to five years, members of the SFMTABoard of Directors have 
not questioned staff or elected officials enough. Members of the Board of Directors: 

1) Adopted the commuter shuttle pilot program on January 21, 2014, permitting private carriers 
to operate in public bus stops in violation of state law, California Vehicle Code 22500 (i); 

2) Adopted the commuter shuttle pilot program without an environmental impact report that 
would assess the impact of commuter shuttle availability on air quality or housing prices, 
evictions, and displacement oflower income people to far flung suburbs where car dependency 
is greater and commutes longer; 

3) Failed to question staff and city attorney contentions that state law restricted the agency to 
cost recovery in administering the program. Certainly members of the Board of Directors were 

· aware in January 2014 that the agency had only recently adopted a medallion program for 
taxicabs, charging each cab far more than cost recqvery charges for the privilege of using city 
streets as places of enterprise for private gain. Please see the attached Mounsey brief. The shuttle 
bus companies and the technology companies that they serve are taking advantage of the City of 
San Francisco and its public infrastructure in another way also: an unknown number of 
commuter shuttle passengers PAY to ride these buses (people who are employees of hiring 
agencies, for example, who are officially subcontractors to Google or other technology 
companies); 

4) Adopted a permanent shuttle program in November 2015, again in violation of CV C 225 00 
fil. There are now about 1,000 commuter shutt19

8
vgth placards "permitting" them to evade 
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California law and operate _. r;ertain public bus stops. This is more t1 
'l the entire number of 

rubber-tire revenue vehicle.., ..... 1 the Muni fleet, according to the 2016 _ ~mual Report (see the 
attached photograph below; no figures on the number ofrevenue vehicles were included in the 
2017 Annual Report). These private carriers concentrate in particular bus stops at particular 
times of day -- blocking Muni buses throughout the day; 

5) Recently allowed Chariot, a private Ford-owned transportation company operating in 
competition with Muni, to receive an operating permit without adequate proof that Chariot's 
profit model is no longer primarily based on breaking the rules of the road. A quick glance at the 
Chariot routes indicates that the stop locations haven't changed and are still in places where 
Chariot must double park, pull into crosswalks, or pull in front of garage :frontages -- which, in 
the absence of the passage of an ordinance, is illegal. Please see that attached document on 
Chariot's illegal operations; and, 

6) Adopted private transportation legislation to operate companies such as Chariot without 
considering the evidence that the SFMTA can charge MARKET RATE for use of City streets as 
places of enterprise for private gain. 

Please note that in October 2014, the Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority considered 
adopting a commuter shuttle program similar to that of San Francisco -- but the SC VTA was 
going to charge MARKET RA TE for use of VTA property until the Silicon Valley Leadership 
Group "expressed concerns." Please see the attached VTA memorandum. 

We need better oversight at the SFMTA. We need better leadership on the SFMTA Board of 
Directors. It breaks my heart to have to ask this, but I must: please oppose the reappointment of 
Cheryl Brinkman (who was on the Board of Directors in 2014) and Gwyneth Borden, who had 
joined the Board of Directors by 2015. 

Sincerely, 

Susan Vaughan 
District 1 

<Mounsey-v-CCSF-CGC-12-525348.pdf> 

<SC VTA Memorandum 12-07-2017.pdf> 

<Current Chariot operations are largely based on violations of the law 03-18-2018 (l).pdf.pub> 

<20180424_132235.jpg> 
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City and County of San Francisco 

Departm,ent on the Status of Women 
City and County of 

San Francisco 

2017 Gender Analysis of Commissions and Boards: Executive Summary 

Overview 
A 2008 City Charter Amendment passed by the voters of San Francisco enacted a city policy that membership of 
Commissions 1:1nd Boards reflect the diversity of the population. As part of this measure, the Department on the 
Status of Women is required to conduct a biennial gender analysis of Commission_s and Boards. Data was 
collected from 57 policy bodies with a total of 540 members primarily appointed by the Mayor and Board of 
Supervisors. 

Gender Analysis Findings 

Gender 

)> Women's representation on Commissions and . 

Boards in 2017 is 49%, equal to the female 

population in San Francisco. 

)> Since 2007 there has been an overall increase 

of women on Commissions with women 

comprising 54% of Commissioners in 2017. 

)> Women's representation on. Boards has 

declined to 41% this year following a period of 

steady increases over the past 3 reports. 

Race and Ethnicity 

2007 

Figure 1: 10-Year Comparison of Women's 
Representation on Commissions and Boards 

34% 

2009 2011 · 201;> 2015 · 2017 

..,._Commissions ..-.~.,s=Boards ~Commissions & Boards Combined 

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311. 

)> While 60% of San Franciscans are people of · Figure Z: 8-Year Comparison of Minority Representation 

color, 53% of appointees are racial and ethnic l _____ 0 _n_c_o_m_m_i_ss_io_n_s_a_n_d_B_o_a_rd_s _______ __,,,J 
minorities. 

)> Minority representation o_n Commissions 

decreased from 60% in 2015 to 57% in 2017. 

)> Despite a steady increase of people of color 

on Boards since 2009, minority 

representation on Boards, at 47%, remains 

below parity with the population. 

)> Asian, Latinx/Hispanic, and multiracial 

individuals are underrepresented on 

Commissions and Boards. 

)> There is a higher representation of White and 

Black/ African American members on policy 

bodies than in the San Francisco population. 

···38%·------ --- · - .. --··-···-··· .. --· , .. ,. ··---- . ----··-

, .. : 32% 

·2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 
..,._Commissions=,.::-'. ·c Boards ~Commissions & Boards Combined 

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311. 
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Race.and Ethnicity by Gender 

» In San Francisco, 31% of the population are women of color. Although representation of women of color on 

Commissions reaches parity with the population, only 19% of Board members are women of color. 

» Men of color comprise 26% of both.Commissioners and Board members compared to 29% of the San 

Francisco population.· 

» The representation of White men on policy bodies is 28%, exceeding the 22% of the San Francisco 

population, while White women are at parity with the population at 19%. 

» Underrepresentation of Asian and Latinx/Hispanic individuals is seen among both men and women. 

• One-tenth of Commissioners and Board members are Asian men and 12% are Asian women compared 
to 16% and 18% of the population, respectively. · 

• Latinos are 6% of Ccimmi,ssioners and Board members and Latinas are 4% of Commissioners and Board 
members compared to 8% and 7% of Sat'! Franciscans, respectively. 

Additional Demographics 

» Among Commissioners and Board members, 17% identify as lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender (LGBT). 

» Individuals with a disabiiity comprise 11% of appointees on policy bodies, just below the 12% of the adult 

population with a disability in San Francisco. 

» Representation of veterans on Commissions and Boards is 13%, exceeding the 4% of San Franciscans that 

have serv.ed in the military. 

Budget 

» Women and women of color, in particular, are·underrepresented on the policy bodies with the largest 

budgets while exceeding or nearing parity on policy bodies witJ, the smallest budgets. 

» Minority representation on policy bodies with both the largest and smallest budgets is at least 60%, equal to 

the population. 

Table 1: Demographics of Appointees to San Francisco Commissions and Boards, 2017 

Women Minority 
Women 
of Color 

LGBT Disabilities Veterans 

• 4% .. 

Commissions and Boards Combined 49% 53% 27% 17% 11% 13% 

Commissions 54% 57% 31% 18% 10%. 15% 

Boards . 41% 47% 19% 17% 14% 10% 
. . 

10 Largest Budgeted Bodies 35% 60% 18% 

10 sinailest Budgeted Bodies 58% 66% 30% 

Sources: 2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates,. Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311, FY17-1[! Annual 
Appropriation Ofdinance, FY17-18 Mayor's Budget Book .. 

The full report is availabl~ at the San Francisco Department on the Status of Women website, . 
http:ljsfgov.org/ dosw /. 
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Executive Summary 

Overview 
A 2008 City Charter Amendment passed by the voters of San Francisco enacted a city policy that· 

membership of Commissions and Boards reflect the diversity of the population. As part of this measure, 
the Department on the Status of Women is required to conduct a biennial gender analysis of 
Commissions and Boards. Data was coUected from 57 policy bodies with a total of 540 members 
primarily appointed by the Mayor and Board of Supervisors. 

Key Findings 

Gender 

> Women's representation on Commissions arid 

Boa·rds in 2017 is 49%, equal to the female 

population in San Francisco. 

> Since 2007, there_ has been an overall increase 

of women on Commissions: women compose 

54% of Commissioners in 2017. 

> Women's representat'ion on Boards has· 

declined to 41% this year following a period of 

steady increases over the past 3 reports. 

Race and Ethnicity 

> While 60% of San Franciscans are people of 

color, 53% of appointees are racial and·ethnic 

minorities. 

> Minority representation on Commissions 

decreased from 60% 1n 2015 to 57% in 2017. 

> Despite a steady increase of people of color 

on Boards since 2009, minority 

representation on Boards, at' 47%, remains 

below parity with the population. 

> Asian, Latinx/Hispanic, and multiracial' 

individuals are underrepresented on 

Commissions and Boards. 

> There is a higher representation of White and 

Black or African American members on policy 

bodies than in the San Francisco population. 

Figure 1: 10-Year Comparison of Women's 
Representation on Commissions and Boards 

51% 50% 

-- ":'4~~~:~:., .... ·2· ,;}~!49%~~;~.4% 

. 47% ...... ·48%> 

~5~ ...... :~.~---- ... /4~ 

2007 

34% 

2009 2011 

41% 

2013. 2015 2017 

-+-Commissions"""' · ... :. Boards ~Commissions & Boards Combined 

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311. 

Figure 2: 8-Year Comparison of Minority Representation 
on Commissions and Boards 

······-~---~~~ ··48%·---·· .. 
46% 45% . 44% 

··•,43%' ·-•,, •• •-' -.•·-' • M ·•• "·"•' •,•,-• 

38% 

32% 
. -- ·- •.••••.•.•• ~.-. ...... - --·~---·- ,._... ....... ,o-- - ·-·- ··-· .... ··' 

200S 2011 2013 2015 2017 
-+-Commlssions =;:;;,.,,,..Boards """""''=-Commissions & Boards Combined 

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311. 
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Race and Ethnicity by Gender 

·» In San Francisco, 31% of the population are women of color. Although representation of women of 

color on Commissions reaches parity with the.population, only 19% of Board members are women of 

color. 

>" Men of color comprise 26% of both Commissioners and Board members compared to 29% of the San 

Francisco population. 

>" The representation of White men on policy bodies is 28%, exceeding the 22% of the San Francisco 

population, while White women are at parity with the population at 19%. 

» Underrepresentation of Asian and Latinx/Hispanic individuals exists among both men and women. 

• One-tenth of Commissioners and Board members are Asian men and 12% are Asian women 

compared to 16% and 18% of the population, respectively. 

• Latinos are 6% of Commissioners and·Board members and Latinas are 4% of Commissioners and 

Board members compared to 8% and 7% of_San Franciscans, respectively. 

Additional Demographics 

» Among Commissioners and Board members, 17% identify as lesbian, gay, bisexual, ortransgender 

(LGBT). 

>" Individuals with a disability comprise 11% of appointees on policy bodies, just below the 12% of the 

adult population with a disability in San Francisco. · 

» Representation of veterans on Commissions and Boards is 13%, exceeding the 4% of San Franciscans 

that have served in the military. . 

Representation on Policy Bodies by Budget 

>" Women and women of color, in particular,_are underrepresented on the policy bodies with the 

largest budgets while exceeding or nearing parity on policy bodies with the smallest budgets. 

>" Minority representation on policy bodies with both the largest and smallest budgets is at least 60%, 

equal to the population. 

Table 1: Demographics of_Appointees to San Francisco Commissions and Boards, 2017 

W . M' . Women 
omen · monty f C 

1 . · o o or 
LGBT Disabjlities Veterans 

. slri'.P."fffi!i~Jti~&~@lMicin:<\ :.'49% · .;, 60%:'?t 'flffi) 
Commissions.and Boa.rds Combined · 49% . 53% 

Commissions 54% 57% 31% 

Boards 41%. 47% .19%· 

10 Largest Budgeted Bodies 35% 60% 18% 

10 Smallest Budgeted Bodies 58% 66% 30% 

Sources: 2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311, FY17-18 
Annual Appropriation Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor's Budget Book. 
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I. Introduction 

Sari Francisco Department on the Status of Women 
Page6 

. The central question of this report is whether appointments to public policy bodies of the City and 
County of San Francisco are reflective of the population at large. 

In 1998, San Francisco became the first city in the world to pass a local ordinance reflecting the 
principles of the United N·ations Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against 
Women (CEDAW), also known as the "Women's Human Rights Treaty."1 The Ordinance requires City 
government to.take proactive steps to ensure gender equality and specifies "gender analysis" as a 
preventive tool to identify and address discrimination.2 Since 1998, the Department on the Status of 
Women (Department) has used this _tool to analyze operations of 11 City departments. 

In 2007, the Department used gender analysis to analyze the number of women appointed to City 
Commissions, Boards, and Task Forces.3 Based on these findings, a City Charter Amendm~nt was 
developed by the Board of Supervisors for the June 2008 election. The Amendment, which voters 
approved overwhelmingly, made it City policy that: 

1. Membership of Commissions and Boards reflect the diversity of the San Francisco population; 

2. Appointing officials be urged to support the nomination, appointment, and confirmation of 
· these candidates; and 

3. The San Francisco Department on the Status of Women is required to conduct a gender analysis 
of Commissions and Boards to be published every 2 years.4 · 

This 2017 gender analysis assesses the repr~sentation of women; racial and ethnic minorities; lesbian, 
gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT) individuals; people with disabilities; and veterans on San Francisco 
Commissions and Boards appointed by the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors.5 

1 While 188 of the 193 member states of the United Nations, including all other industrialized countries, have ratified 
the Women's Human Rights Treaty, the U.S. has not. President Jimmy Carter signed the treaty in 1980, but it has 
been languishing in the Senate ever since, due to jurisdictional concerns and other issues. For furtherinformation, 

· see the United Nations website, available at www.ohchr.org/english/bodies/cedaw/index.htm. 
2 The gender analysis guidelines are available at the San Francisco Department on the Status of Women website, 
under Women's Human Rights, at www.sfgov.org/dosw.-
3 The 2007 Gender Analysis of Commissions, Boards, and Task Forces is available online at the Department 
website, under Women's Human Rights, atwww.sfgov.org/dosw. . 
4 The full text of the charter amendment is avil.ilable at https://sfpl.org/pdf/main/gic/elections/June3_2008.pdf . 

. 5 Appointees in some policy bodies are .. elected or appointed by other entities. 
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II. Methodology and Limitations 
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This report focuses on City an_d County of San Francisco Commissions and Boards whose jurisdiction is 
limited to the City, that have a majority of members appointed by the Mayor and Board of Supervisors, 
and that are permanent policy bodies.6 Generally, Commission appointments are m·ade by the Mayor 
and Board appointments are made by members of the Board of Supervisors. For some policy bodies, 
however, the appointments are divided between the Mayor, the Board of Supervisors, and other 
agencies. Commissions tend to be permanent policy bodies that are part of the City Charter and oversee 
a department or agency. Boards are typically policy bodies created legislatively to address specific 
issues. 

The gender analysis in this report reflects data from the Commissions and Boards that provided 
information to the Department through survey, the Mayor's Office, and the Information Directory 
Department {311), which collects and disseminates information about City appointments to policy · 
bodies. Based on the list of Commissions and Boards that are reported by 311, data was compiled from 
57 policy bodies with a total of 540 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. °In many cases, identities are vastly underreported due to concerns about 

· social stigma and discrimination. Thus, data on lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender (LGBT) identity, 
disability, and veteran status of appointees were limited, incomplete, and/or unavailable for many 
appointees, but included to the extent possibl~. 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. 

For the purposes of comparison in this report, .data from the U.S. ·Census 2011-2015 American 

Community Survey 5-Year Estimates is used to reflect the current San Francisco population. Charts 1 and 
2 in the Appendix show these population estimates by race/ethnicity and gender. 

6 It is important to note that San Francisco is the only jurisdiction in th.e State of California that is both a city and a 
county. Therefore, while in other jurisdictions, the Human Services Commission is typically a county commission that 
governs services across multiple cities and is composed of members appointed by those cities, the San Francisco 
case is much simpler. All members of Commissioner and Boards are appointed either by the San Francisco Mayor or 
the San Francisco County Board of Supervisors which functions as a city council.. · 
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Ill. San Francisco Population Demographics 

An estimated 49% of the population in San Francisco are women and approximately 60% of residents 
identify as a race or ethnicity other than White. Four in ten -San Franciscans are White, one~third are 
Asian, 15% are Hispanic or Latinx, and 6% are Black or African American. 

The racial and ethnic breakdown of San Francisco's population is shown in the chart below. Note that 
the percentages do not add up to 100% since individuals may be counted more than once. 

Figure 1: San Francisco Population by Race/Ethnicity 

San Francisco Population by Race/Ethnicity, 2015 
N=840,763 

Black or African-
American, 6% 

Two or More 

[Races,5% 

Race, 6% 

Source: 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. 
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A more nuanced view of San Francisco's population can be seen in the chart below, which shows race 
and ethnicity by gender. Most racial and ethnic groups have a similar representation of men and women 
in San Francisco, though there are about 15% more White men than women {22% vs. 19%) and 12% 
more Asian women than men {18% vs. 16%). Overall, 29% of San F·ranciscans are men of color and 31% 

are women of color. 

i=igure 2: San Francisco Populati_on by Race/Ethnicity and Gender 

San Francisco Population by Race/Ethnicity and Gender, 2015 

25% ----·------·---·---- ________ N=840,763 __ ________ . ----------------·-
22% L Male,.n=427,909 

• Female, n=412,854 
20% .• • :19%----- ·1s% ·-------- ---·-----·--- - -...... --

15% - • 

10% 8% . 
7% 

· --·-----·'"-"""· · ... · ·-" -- -· · ... · .......... · 3-4%--.-
3% 2.7% 2.4%2.3% •c·: __ : 3% 

· .... ~-- •~ o.2%0.2%. 0.,2%0.1% .· ... : II_~ · '.. 
5% 

White, Not Asian . Hispanic or Black or Native American Two or Some Other 
Hispanic or Latinx African Hawaiian Indian and More Races Race 

Latinx American and Pacific Alaska 
Islander Native 

Source: 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. 

798 



San Francisco Department on the Status of Women 
. Page 10 

The U.S. Census and American Community Survey do not count the number of individuals who identify 
as lesbian, gay; bisexual, or transgender (LGBT). However, there are several reputable data sources that 
estimate San Francisco has one of the highest concentrati.ons of LGBT indivi_duals in the nation. A 2015 · 
Gallup poll found that among employed adults in the San Francisco Metropolitan Area, which includes 
San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin, and San Mate~ counties, 6.2% identify as LGBT, the largest 

· percentage of any populous area in the U.S. The 2010 U.S. Census reported 34,000 same-sex couples in 
the Bay Area, with an estimated 7,600 male same-sex couples and 2,700 female same-sex couples in the 
City of San Francisco, approximately 7% of all households. In addition, the Williams Institute at the 
University of California Los Angeles estimates that 4.6% of Californians identify as LGBT, which is similar 
across gender (4.6% of males vs. 4.5% of females). The Williams Institute also reported that roughly 
92,000 adults ages 18-70 in California, or 0.35% of the population, are transgender. These sources 
suggest between 5-7% of the San Francisco adult population, or approximately 36,000-50,000 San 
Franciscans, identify as LGBT. · 

Women are slightly more likely than men to have one o_r more disabilities. For women 18 years and 
older, 12.1% have at least one disability, compared to· 11.5% of adult men. Overall, about 12% of adults. 
in San Francisco live with a disability. 

Figure 3: San Francisco Adults with a Disability by Gender · 

San Francisco Adult Population with a Disability by 
Gender, 2015 · 

15% ···- · - ·------ - - --- - ···--·-··--·····-· ·---··· --------··· -------- · · - ·-·--· - -. -- -·-- --

12.1% 11.8% 

Male, n=367,863 · Female, n=355,809 . Adult Total, N=723,672 

Source: 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. 
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In terms of veterans, according to the U.S. Census, 3.6% of the adult population in San Francisco has 
served in the military. "(here is a drastic difference by gender. More than 12 'times as many men are 
veterans, at nearly 7% of adult males, than women, with less than 1%. 

Figure 4: Veterans in San Francisco by Gender 

San Francisco Adult Population with Military 
Service by Gender, 2015 · 

8% ---- ·---·--·--------··-···---····----·-···--· --- -··-···-·--··--

6.7% 

6% 

4% -· - ... - ··- 3.fi% ______ _ 

2% 

0.5% 

0% 
Male, n=370,123 Female, n=357,531 Adult Total, N=727,654 

Source: 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. 
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On the whole, appointees to Commissions and Boards reflect many aspects of the diversity of San 
Francisco. Among Commissioners and Board members, nearly half are women, more than 50% are 
people of color, 17% are LGBT, 11% have a disability, and 13% are veterans. However, Board appointees 

are less diverse than Commission appointees. Below is a s.ummary of key indicators, comparing them 
between Commissions and Boards. Refer to AppendixH for a complete table of dem.ographics by 

Commissions and Boards. 

Figure 5: Summary Data Comparing Representation on Commissions and Boards, 2017 

Commissions Boards 
Number of Policy Bo.dies Included 40 17 

Filled Seats 350/373 {6% vacant) 190/213 {11% vacant) 

Female Appointees 54% 41% 

Racial/Ethnic Minority 57% 47% 

LGBT 17.5% 17% 
With Disability· 10% 14% 

Veterans- 15% 10% 

The next sections will present detailed data, compared to previous years, along the key variables of 
gender, ethnicity, race/ethnicity by gender, sexual orientation, disability, veterans, and policy bodies by 
budget size. 
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A. Gender 

·overall, the percentage of female appointees to City Commissions and Boards is 49%, equal tq the 

female· percentage of the San Francisco population. A 10-year comparison of the gender diversity on 
Commissions and Boards shows that the percentage of female Commissioners has increased over the 10 
years since the first gender analysis of Commissions and Boards in 2007. At 54%; the representation of 
women on Commissions currently exceeds the percentage of women in San Francisco (49%). The 
percentage of female Board appointees declined 15% from the last gender analysis in 2015. Women 
make up 41% of Board appointees in 2017, whereas women were 48% of Board members in 2015. A 
greater number of Boards were included this year than in 2015, which may contribute to the stark 
difference from the previous report. This dip represents a departure from the previous trend of 
increasing women's representation on Boards. 

Figure 6: 10-Year Coinparison of Women's Representation oh Commissions and Boards 

10-Year Comparison of Women's Representation 
on San Francisco Commissions and Boards 

60% -- ----------- -"--·····-·--· ----· -·--- -·----- -- __ .. _ · - - -----·--··- -·---------- · 
54% 

50% 
48% 49% 51% 50% 50% 

40% 
41% 

30% -·-------·-----------·-34% __ ,, ______________ . ____ . -----.. - . --··-------------. 

20% ________ ,, _____________ ...... --------·-·-·---·-·-----------------·-.. ----------· 

10% ---.. ........ -. ·- ........... - .. __ ,, ..... ______ -

0% -----~--·---··· .. -· ---·------.. ··-~-----··-··-~---·-·· ....... - ·---·--.. ~---------·. ~ ..... _, -·- ·--~--

2007,n=427 .2009,n=401 2011,n=429 2013,n=419 2015,n=282 2017,n=522 

-Commissions ..,,;:_; · Boards ~Commissions & Boards Combined 

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311. 
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The next two charts illustrate the Commissions and Boards with the highest and iowest percentage of 
female appointees in 2017. Data from the two previous gender analyses for these Commissions and 
Boards is also included for comparison purposes. Of 54 policy bodies with data on gender, roughly one
third (20 Commissions and Boards) have more than 50% representation of women. The·greatest 
women's representation is found on the Commission on the Status of Women and the Children and 
Families Commission.(First S) at 100%. The Long Term Care Coordinating Council and the Mayor's 
Disability Council also have some of the highest percentages of women, at 78% and 75%, respectively. 
However, the latter two policy bodies are not included in the chart due to lack of prior data. 

Figure 7: Commissions and B.oards with Most Women· 

Commissions and Boards with Highest Percentage of Women, 
2017 Compared to 2015, 2013 

100% 

.100%: 

100% 
Children and Famili~s=~~mmission (First 5), p·;:J;:\~/:T,~':'t:'i;:,·f~,2~;;':.~;~'.{~f)\~f:J~~-iit•i{'.>ss%j i 

100%:. 

Commission on the Environment, n=6 ~')~~'~".:;';~~~~'.~i~:;:~:~:~z;~Bt~:::'~o~}; 
57% 

i 

83% 

80% 

Library Commission, n=5 ~··•;:::·>: >:;;'·;~·+r%:~{j;;(f0~
1

,%J ' 
57% 

' 

. _ _ __ . _ __ _ ____ ZS.% 
Port Commission, n=4 ~}·~··'~~~:,:,;;, , . · -~ ·: )-~E)' ::(1~§6:Q%'.J 

. 60% i 
' 

112017 . 

tJ 2015; 
I 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% 

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311. 
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There are 14 Commissions and Boards that have 30% or less women. The lowest ·percentage is found on 
the Oversight Board of the Office of Community Investment & Infrastructure where currently none of 
the five appointees are women. The Urban Forestry Council and the Workforce Investment Board a Isa 
have some of the lowest percentages ·of women members at 20% and 26%, respectively, but are not 
included in the chart below due to lack of prior data. · 

Figure 8: Commissions and Boards with Least Women 

Commissions and Boards with Lowest Percentage of Women., 

2017 Compared to 2015., 2013 

, · 
I 

27% 
a2011 ; 

Veterans' Affairs Commission, 
n=lS 

Fire Commission, n=S 

Oversight Board, n=S 

n/a 

0% 10% 

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311. 
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B. Ethnicity 

Data on racial and_ ethnic background were available for 286 Commissioners and 183 Board members. 
More than half of these appointees identify as people of color. However, representation of people of 
color_ on Commissions and Boards falls short of parity with the approximately 60% minority population in 
San Francisco. In total, 53% of appointees identify as racial and ethnic minorities. The percentage of 
minority Commissioners decreased from 2015; while the percentage of minority B9ard members has 
been steadily increasing since 2009. Yet, communities of color are represented in greater numbers on 
Commissions, at 57%, than Boards, at 47%, of appointees. Below is the 8-year comparison of minority 
representation on Commissions and Boards. Data on race and ethnicity were not collected in 2007. 

Figure 9: 8-Year Comparison of Minority Representation on Commissions and Boards 

60% 

50% 

40% 

30% 
32% 

8-Year Comparison of Minority Representation 
on San Francisco Commissions and Boards 

60% 

20% --- --· - -- ··--- ---·-· --------·-·- -··- ··- ·---·--- ... ····- · ----·--- .... -···-· ·····-···- ----- ·--· --··- .. - -···· ··-- -

10% ·---·- - ... ·-··· ····-···- - ·-·-··---- -· --- ··-··· -·· · --··· - ·--- ··-····· -· · ···- .. -··· ···-·· -···--···--· ······-·"--- ··-·--

0% ---- -·-- --- .. -·-·- ·----··-·· --- ... ·-·-··-·------· ·-··--··--·-· · .. ----·--------·---. - -·--·-
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311. 
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The racial and ethnic breakdown of Commissioners and Board members as compared to the San 

Francisco population is presented in the next two charts. There is a greater number of White and 

Black/ African American Commissioners in comparison to the general population, in contrast to 

individuals identifying as Asian, Latinx/Hispanic, multiracial, and other races who are underrepresented 

on Commissions. One-quarter of Commissioners are Asian compared to more than one-third of the 

population. Similarly, 11% of Commissioners are. Latinx compared to 15% of the population. 

Figure 10: Race/Ethnicity of Commissioners Compared to San Francisco Population 
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A similar pattern emerges for Board appointees. In general, racial and ethnic minori~ies are 
underrepresented on Boards, except for the Black/ African American population with 16% of B·oard 
appointees compared to 6% of the population. White appointees far exceed the White population with 
more than half of appointees identifying as White compared to about 40% of the population. 
Meanwhile, there are considerably fewer Board members who identify as Asiari, Latinx/Hispanic, 
multiracial, and other races than in the population. Particularly striking is the underrepresentation of 
Asians, where 17% of Board members identified as.Asian compared to 34% of the population. 
Additionally, 9% of Board appointees are Latinx compared to 15% of the population. 

Figure 11: Race/Ethnicity of Board Members Compared to San Francisco Population 

· Race/Ethnicity of Board Members Compared to 

San Francisco Population, 2017 

60% / 53%- -·· -
/ ., 

II 2017 Boards Appointees, n=183 
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311. 
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Of the 37 Commissions with information on ethnicity, more than two-thirds (26 Commissions) have at. 
least 50% of appointees identifying as persons of color and more than half (19 Commissions) reach or 
exceed parity with the nearly 60% minority population. The Commissions with the highest percentage of 
minority appointees are shown in the chart below. The Commission on Community Investment and 
lnfrastruc::ture and the Southeast Community Facility Commission both are comprised entirely of people 
of color. Meanwhile, 86% of Commissioners are minorities on the Juvenile Probation Commission, 
Immigrant Rights Commission, and Health Commission. 

Figure 12: Commissions with Most Minority Appointees 

Commissions with Highest Perc~ntage of Minority Appointees, 
2017 

Community:lnvestment and Infrastructure,. 
n=4 

.Southeast Community Facility Commission, 
n=6 · 

Juvenile Probation Commission, n=7 

Immigrant Rights Commission, n:::14 

Health Commission, n=7 

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311. 
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Seven Commissions have fewer than 30% minority appointees, with the lowest percentage of minority 
appointees being found on the Building Inspection Commission at 14% and the Historic Preservation 

Commission at 17%. The Commissions with the lowest percentage of minority appointees are shown in 
the chart below. 

Figure 13: Commissions with Least Minority Appointees 

Commissions with Lowest Percentage of Minority-Appointees, 
2017 

. Veterans' Affairs Commission~ n=9 

Civil Service Commission, n=S 
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Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's.Office, 311. 
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For the 16 Boards with information on race and ethnicity, nine have at least 50% minority appointees:. 
The Local Homeless Coordinating Board has the greatest percentage of members of color with 86%. The 
Mental Health Board and the Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board also have a large representation of 
people of color at 69% and 67%, respectively. Meanwhil'e, seven Boards have a majority of White 
members, with the lowest representation of people of color on the Oversight Board at 20% minority · 
members, the War Memorial Board of Trustees at 18% minority members, and the Urban Fore·stry 
Council with no members of color. 

Figure 14:· Minority Representation on Boards 

Percent Minority Appointees on Boards, 2017 
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C. Race/Ethnicity by Gender 
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Minorities comprise 57% of Commission appointees and 47% of Board appointees. The total percentage 
of minority appointees on Commissions and Boards in-2017 is 53% compared to about 60% of the 
populatio_n. There. are slightly more women of color on Commissions and Boards at 27% than men of 
color at 26%. Women of color appointees to Commissions reach parity with the population at 31%, 
while women of color are 19% of Board members, far from parity with the population. Men of color are 
26% of appointees to" both Commissions and Boards, below the 29% men of color in the San Francisco 
population. 

Figure 15: Women and Men of Color on Commissions and Boards 

Percent Women and Men <>f Color Appointees to 

Commissions and Boards, 2017 
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The next chart illustrates appointees' race and ethnicity by gender. The gender distribution in most 
racial and ethnic groups on policy bodies is similar to the representation of men and women in minority 
groups in San Francisco except for the White population. White men represent 22% of San Francisco 
population, yet 28% of Commission and Board appointees are White men. Meanwhile; White women 
are at parity with the population at 19%. Women and men of color are underrepresented across all 

racial and ethnic groups, except for Black/ African American appointees. Asian women are 12% of 
appointees, but 18% of the population. Asian men are 10% of appointees compared to 16% of the 
population. Latina women are 4% of Com.missioners and Board members, yet 7% of the population, 
while 6% of appointees are Latino men compared to 8% of San Franciscans. · 

Figure 16: Comm_ission and Board Appointees by Race/Ethnicity and Gender 

Commission and Board Appointees by Race/Ethnicity and 

Gender, 2017 
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While it is challenging to find accurate counts of the number of lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender 
(LGBT) individuals, a combination of sources, noted in the demographics section, suggests _between 4.6% 

· and 7% of the San Francisco population is LGBT. Data on sexual orientation and gender identity was 
available for 240 Commission appointees and 132 Board appointees. Overall, about 17% of appointees 
to Commissions and Boards are LGBT. There is a large LGBT representation across both Commissioners 
and Board members. Three Commissioners identified as transgender. 

Figure 17: LGBT Commission and Board Appointees 

LGBT Commission and Board Appointees, 2017 
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E. Disability 
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An estimated 12% of San Franciscans have a disability. Data on disability was available for 214 
Commission appointees and 93 Board appointees. The percentage of Commission and Board appointees 
with a disability is 11.4% and almost reaches parity with the 11.8% of the adult population in San 
Francisco that has a ·disability. There is a·much greater representation of people with a disability on 
Boards at 14% than oh Commissions at 10%. · 

Figure 18: Commission and Board Appointees with Disabilities 

. Commission and Board Appointees with Disabilities, 2017 
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Veterans are 3.6% of the adult population in San Francisco. Data on military service was available for 
176 Commission appointees and 81 Board appointees. Overall, veterans are well represented on 
Commissions and Boards with 13% of appointees having served in the military. However, there is a large 
difference in the representation of veterans on Commissions at 15% compared to Boards at 10%. This is 
likely due to the 17 members of Veterans Affairs Commission of which all members must be veterans. 

Figure 19: Commission and Board Appointees with Military Service 

Commission and Board Appointees with Military Service, 2017 

25% ----·--- -··---------·-- ------ --·--·----- ----··-·--·-----·-·--·-···-------··-·---

20% ------·------ _. ___ -··-------···----·-----.------- ·-··--·--·------·-·---··- -------

15% 
15% 

10% 

5% ----------

0% ··--·----

Commissions, n=176 

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311. 
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.In addition to data on the appointment of women and minorities to Commissions and Boards, this 
report examin~s whether the demographic make-up of policy bodies with the largest budget (which is 
often proportional to the amount of influence in the City) are representative of the community. On the 
following page, Figure 19 shows the representation of women, people of color, and women of color on 
the policy bodies with the largest and smallest budgets. 

Though the overall representation of female appointees (49%) is equal to the City's population, 
Commissions and Boards with the highest female representation have fairly low influence as measured 
by budget size. Although women's representation on the ten policy bodies with the largest budgets 
increased from 30% in 2015 to 35% this year, it is still far below parity with the population. The 
percentage of women on the ten bodies with the smallest budgets grew from 45%.in 2015 to 58% in 
2017. 

With respect to minority representation, the bodies with both the largest and smallest budgets exceed 
parity wit~ the population. On the ten Commissions and Boards with the largest budgets, 60% of 
appointees identify as a racial or ethnic minority; meanwhile 66% of appointees identify as a racial or 
ethnic minority on the ten Commissions and Boards with the smallest budgets. Minority representation 
on the ten:largest budgeted policy bodies was slightly greater in 2015 at 62%, while there was a 21% 
increase of minority representation on the ten ·smallest budgeted policy bodies from'. 52% in 2015. 

Percentage of women of color on the policy bodies with the smallest budgets is 30% and almost reaches 
parity with the.population in San Francisco. However, women of color are ·considerably 
underrepresented on the ten policy bodies with the largest budgets at 18% compared to 31% of the 
population. . · 
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Figure 20: Women; Minorities, and Women of Color on Largest and Smallest Budget Bodies 

Percent Women, Minorities and Women of Color on Commissions and 
Boards with Largest and Smallest Budgets in Fiscal Year 2017-?.018 

70% - · -···--· -···66%"·· ....... - ·····--··--

60% 60% Minority Population 

50 % --· --------··-·---- ..... 
... __ ......... 49% Female Population-· 

40% · -- -· · -----·-··· -
35% 

20% 

10% 

0% ·-·· - --··-· 

Lar~est Budgets Smallest Budgets 

• Women i~ Minorities mi Women of Color 

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311, FYll-18 Annual Appropriation Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor's 
Budget Book. 
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The following two tables present the demographics of the Commissions arid·Boards oyerseeing some of 
the City's largest and smallest budgets. · 

Of the ten Commissions and Boards that oversee the largest budgets, women make up 35% and women 
of color are 18% of the appointees. The Commission on Community Investment and Infrastructure is the 
most diverse with people of color in all appointed seats and women comprising half of the members. 
The Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) Board of Directors and Parking Authority Commission has 
the next largest representation of women with 43%. Four of the ten bodies have less than 30% female 
appointees. Women of color are near parity on the Police Commission at 29% compared to 31% of the 
population. Meanwhile, the Public Utilities Commission and Human Services Commission have no · 
women of color. 

Overall, the representation of minorities on policy bodies with the largest budgets is equal to that of the 
minority population in San Francisco at 60% and four of the ten largest budgeted bodies have greater 
minority representation. Following the Commission on Con:imunity Investment and Infrastructure with 
100% minority appointees, the Health Commission at 86% minority appointees, the Aging and Adult 
Services Commission·at 80% minority appointees, arid the Police Commission w_ith 71% minority 
appointees have the next highest minority representation. In contrast, the Airport Commission has the 
lowest minority representation at 20%. · 

Table 1: Demographics of Commissions and Boari;ls with Largest Budgets 

Health Commission 

MTA Board of Directors and 
Parking Authority 
Commission 

Public Utilities Commission 

Airport Commission 

Murnan Services Commission 

Health Authority (SF Health 
Plan G.overning Board) 

Police Commission 

Commission .on Community 
Investment and Infrastructure. 

Fire Commission 

Aging and Adult Services 
Commission 

·\/~-1 . < .. ·. 
...... \\%: · · /'. ·Total 

: FV17~fs Bu.dg~t · \.:s~~ts·-.·: 
$ 2,198,181,178 7 

$1,183,468,406 7 

$ 1,052,841,388 5 

$ 987,785,877 5 

$913,783,257 5 

·$ 637,000,000 19 

$ 588,276,484 7 

$ 536,796,000 5 

$ 381,557,710 5 

$ 285,000,000 7 

Filled : . 
seat!;: 

7 

7 

5 

5 

5 

15 

7 

4 

5 

5 

% 
Wo.meri 

29% 

43% 

40% 

40% 

20% 

40% 

29% 

50% 

20% 

40% 

86% 14% 

57% 14% 

40% 0% 

20% 20% 

60% 0% 

54% 23% 

71% 29% 

100% 50% 

60% 20% 

80% 14% 

,·. ·.; _. -~-·-. 

'3s%'/ · · ·. Go~ . 
. . . -:~ ... 

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311, FYll-18 Annual Appropriation Ordinance, FYll-18 Mayor's 
Budget Book. ·· 

818 



San Francisco Department on the Status of Women: 

Page 30 

Commissions and Boards with the smallest budgets exceed parity with the population for women's and 
minority representation with 58% women and 66% minority appointees and are near parity with 30% 

women of color appointees compared to 31% of the population. The Long Term Care Coordinating 
Council has th_e greatest representation of women at 78%, followed by the Youth Commission at 64%, 
and the City Hall Preservation Advisory Commission at 60%. Five of the ten smallest budgeted bodies. 
have less than 50% women appointees. The Southeast Communi_ty Facility Commission, the Youth 
Commission, the Housing Authority Commission, and the Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board have more 
than 30% women of color members. 

Of the eight smal)est budgeted policy bodies with data on race and ethnicity, more than half have 
greater representation of racial and ethnic minority and women of color than the population. The 
Southeast Community Facility Commission has 100% members of color, followed by the Housing 
Authority Commission at 83%, the Sentencing Commission at 73%, and the Public Utilities Rate Fairness 
Board at 67% minority appointees. Only the Historic Preservation Corri mission with 17% minority 
members, the City Hall Preservation Advisory Commission at 20% minority members, and the Reentry 
Council with 57% minority members fall below parity with the population. 

Historic Preservation 
Commission 

City Hall Preservation Advisory 
Commission 

Housing Authority Commission 

Local Homeless Coordinating 

Board 

Long Term Care Coordinating 

Council 

Public Utilities Rate Fairness 
Board 

Reentry Council 

Sentencing Commission 

Southeast Community Facility 
Commission 

Youth Commission 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 

$ 
$ 

$ 

$ 

45,000 7 

5 

7 

9 

40 

7 

24 

12 

7 

17 

6 33% +7% 17% 

5 60% 20% 20% 

6 33% 83% 33% 

7 43% n/a n/a 

40 78% n/a n/a 

6 33% 67% 33% 

23 52% 57% 22% 

12 42% 73% 18% 

6 50% 100% 50% 

16 64% 64% 43% 

.· Totaii\:ii%!i~.:. . ' ~.:, $ -4s)j90}{?: :13s:j{ lf(:;1Jtiz?\.: : . 58%: . I- ' 66_~- -_-- . ao%:\I 
Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311, FY17-18 Annual Appropriation Ordinance, FY17-18 Mayor's · 
Budget Book. 
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Per the 2008 Charter Amendment, the Mayor and Board of Supervisors are encouraged to make 
appointments to Com.missions, Boards, and other policy bodies that reflecfthe diverse population of 
San Francisco. While state law prohibits public appointments based solely on gender, race and ethnicity, 
sexual orientation, or disability status, an awareness of these factors is important when appointing 
individuals to serve on policy bodies, particularly where they may have been historically 
underrepresented. 

Since the first gender analysis of appointees to San Francisco policy bodies in 2007, there has been a 
steady increase offemale appointees, There has also been a greater representation of women on 
Commissions as compared to Boards. This continued in.2017 with 54% female Commissioners. However, 
it is concerning that the percentage of female Board members has dropped from 48% in 2015 to 41% in 
2017. 

People of color represent 60% of the San Francisco population, yet only represent 53% of appointees to 
San Francisco Commissions and Boards. There is a greater representation of people of color on 
Commissions than Boards. However, Commissions have fewer appointees identified as ethnic minorities 
this year, 57%, than the 60% in 2015, while the representation of people of color on Boards increased 
from 44% in 2015 to 47% in 2017. There is still a disparity between race and ethnicity on public policy 
bodies and in the population. Especially Asians and Latinx/Hispanic individuals are underrepresented 
across Commissions and Boards while there is a higher representation of White and Black/ African 
American appointees than in the general population. Wome_n of color are 31% of the population and 
comprise 31% of Commissioners compared to 19% of Board members. Meanwhile, men of color are 29% 
of the population and 26% of Commissioners and Board members. 

This year there is more data available on sexual orientation, veteran status, and disability than previous 
gender analyses. The 2017 gender analysis found that there is a relatively high representation of LGBT 
individu;;1ls qn the policy bodies for which there was data at 17%. Veterans are also highly represented at 
13%, and the representation bf people with a disability in policy bodies.almost reaches parity with the 
population with 11,4% compared to 11.8%. 

Finally, the policy bodies with larger budgets have a smaller representation of women at 35% while 
Commissions and Boards with smallest budgets are 58% female appointees. While minority_ 
representation exceeds the popula.tion on the policy bodies with· both the smallest and largest budgets, 
women of color are ·considerably underrepresented on the largest budgeted policy bodies at 18% 

· compared to 31% of the population. 

This report is intended to inform appointing authorities, including the Mayor and the Board of 
Supervisors, as they carefully select their designees on key policy bodies of the_City & County of San 
Francisco. In the spirit of the charter amendment that mandated this report, diversity and inclusion 
should be the hallmark of t_hese important appointme.nts. 
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Appendix I. 2015 Population· Estimates for San Francisco County 

The following 2015 San Francisco population statistics were obtained from the U.S. Census Bureau's 

2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. 

Chart 1: 2015 Total Population by Race/Ethnicity 

IJit. 
. ,.·. 

.,'!~ I;t"\ iF:\ \:to1:a1i:::t9i'1. ··-·· .... 
_.::.- ··, . 

:· Race/Ethnicity .-/J '!\ .· .. : . . ··· .. ,.: •;. · ...... Estimate Percent ·-·- . :.:-, 
•.•• 

San Francisco County California 840,763 

White, Not Hispanic or Latino 346,732 41% 

Asian 284,426 34% 

Hispanic or Latino_ 128,619 15% 

Some Other Race 54,388 6% 

Black or African American 46,825 6% 

Two or More Races 38,940 5% 

Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander 3,649 0.4% 

American Indian and Alaska Native 2,854 

Chart 2: 20_15 Total Population by Race/Ethnicity and Gender 

San Francisco County California 

White, Not Hispanic or Latino 

Asian 

Hispanic or Latino 

Some Other Race 

Black or African American 

Two or More Races 

Native Hawaiian and Pacific 
Islander 

American Indian and Alaska Native 

840,763 

346,732 

284,426 

128,619 

54,388 

46,825 

38,940 

3,649 

2,854 

427,909 50.9% 

41% 186,949 22% 
34% 131,641 16% 

15% 67,978 8% 

6% 28,980 3.4% 

6% 24,388 3% 

5% 19,868 2% 

0.4% 1,742 0.2% 

0.3% 1,666 0.2% 
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0.3% 

412,854 49.1% 

159,783 19% 

152,785 18% 

60,641 7% 

25,408 3% 

22,437 .. 2.7% 

19,072 2% 

· 1,907 0.2% 

1,188 0.1% 
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Appendix II. Commissions and Boards Demographics 

Total · Filled %· . % % Woinen 
Commission Seats Seats FY17-18 Budget \/Vqmen Minority of Color· 

l !Aging and Adult Services Commission 7 5 $285,000,000 40% 80% 40% 

2 Airport Commission 5 5 $987,785,877 40% 20% 20% 

3 
Animal Control and Welfare 

10 9 $ 
Commission 

14 Arts Commission 15 15 $17,975,575 60% 53% 27% 

5 Asian Art Commission 27 27 $10,962,397 63% 59% 44% 

6 Building Inspection Commission 7 7 $76,533,699 29% 14% 0% 

7 
Children and Families Commission 

9 8 $31,830,264 100% 63% 63% 
(First 5) 

8 
City Hall Preservation Advisory 

5 5 $- 60% 20% 20% 
Commission 

9 Civil Service Commission 5 5 $1,250,582 .40% 20% 0% 

Commission on Community 

10 Investment 5 4 $536,796,000 50% 100% 50% 

and Infrastructure 

11 Commission on the Environment 7 6 $23,081,438 83% 67% 50% 

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

13 Elections Commission 7 7 $14,847,232 33% 50% 33% 

14 Entertainment Commission 7 7 $987,102 29% 57% 14% 

15 Ethics Commission 5 5 $4,787,508 33% 67% ·33% 

16 Film Commission 11 11 $1,475,000 55% 36% 36% 

17 Fire Commission 5 5 $381,557,710 20% 60% 20% 

18 Health Commission 7 7 $2,198,181,178 29% 86%. 14% 

19 Historic Preservation Commission 7 6 $45,000 33% 17% 17% 

20 Housing Authority Commission 7 6 $- 33% 83% 33% 

21 Human Rights Commission 11 10 $4,299,600 60% 60% 50%-

22 Human Services Commission 5 5 $913,783,257 20% 60% 0% 

23 lmm.igrant Rights Commission 15 14 $5,686,611 64% 86% 50% 

24 Uuvenile Probation Commission 7. 7 $41,683,918 29% 86% 29% 

25 Library Commission 7 5 $137,850,825 80% 60% 40% 

26 . Local Agency Formation Commission 7 4 $193,16 

27 Long Term Care Coordinating Council 40 40 $- 78% 

28 Mayor's Disability Council 11 8 $4,136,890 75% 25% 13% 

29 
MTA B(?ard of Directors and Parking 

7 7 $1,183,468,406 43% 57% 14% 
!Authority Commission 

30 Planning Commission 7 7 $54,501,361 43% 43% 29% 

31 Police Commission 7 7 $588,276,484 29% 71% 29% 

32 Port Commission 5 4 $133,202,027 75% 75% 50% 

33 Public Utilities Commission 5 5 $1,052,841,388 40% 40% 0% 

822 



. •. 

Commission ... 

34 Recreation and Park Commission 

35 Sentencing Commission 

36 ISmall Business Commission 

37 
!Southeast Community Facility 

:::om mission 

38 
Treasure Island Development 

Authority 

39 N'eterans' Affairs Commission 

rio [Youth Commission 

rrotal .•. ·. 

Board 

1 Assessment Appeals Board 

2 Board of Appeals 

· Golden Gate Park Concourse 

3 Authority 

Health Authority (SF Health Plan 

4 . Governing Board) 

5 Health Service Board 

In-Home Supportive Services Public 

6 Authority 

7 Local Homeless Coordinating Board 

8 Mental Health Board 

9 Oversight Board 

10 Public Utilities Rate Fairness Board 

11 Reentry Council 

13 Relocation Appeals Board 

12 Rent Board 

14 Retirement System Board 

15 Urban Forestry Council 

16 War Memorial Board of Trustees 

17 Workforce .Investment Board 

i~t:~I 

... · .. _........ . . ·. 

Commissions and BoardsTotal 

Total 

Seats 

7 

12 

7 

7 

7 

17 

17 

373 .. 

Total 

seats 

24 

5 

7 

19 

7 

12 

9 

17 

7 

7 

24 

5 

10 

7 

15 

11 

27 

213 
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Filled % . ., % . %Women 

seats FY17-18 Budget Women Minority ··~fC:olor: 

7 $221,545,353 29% 43% 14% 

12 $- 42% 73% 18% 

.7 $1,548,034 43% 50% 25% 

6 $- 50% · 100% 50% 

7 $2,079,405 43% 57% 43% 

15 $865,518 27% 22% 0% 

16 $- 64% 64% 43% 

350 54%, 57% . 31% 

Filled % ·% %Women 

Seats FY17-18 Budget Women Minority of Coior 

18 $653,780 39% 50% 22% 

5 $1,038,570 40% 60% 20% 

7 $11,662,000 43% 57% 29% 

15 $637,000,000 40% 54% 23% 

7 $11,444,255 29% 29% 0% 

12 $207,835,715 58% 45% 18% 

7 $- 43% 86% 

16 $218,000 69% 69% 50% 

5 $152,902. 0% 20% 0% 

6 $- 33% 67% 33% 

23 $- 52% 57% 22% 

0 $ 

10 $8,074,900 30% 50% 10% 

7 $97,622,827 43% 29% 29% 

14 $92,713 20% 0% 0% 

11 $26,910,642 5~%. 18% 18% 

27 $62,341,959 26% 44% 7% 

190 41% 47% . ·. 19% • 

Total Filled FY17 18 B d . ·. .% . : % < % Women 
Seats Seats .·. ·. : - u g~t wcirnen Minority: of Color 

586 540 . 49.4% 53% ··.· 27% 
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