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FILE NO. 180745 MOTION NO. 

1 [Reappointment, Planning Commission - Dennis Richards] 

2 

3 Motion approving/rejecting the President of the Board of Supervisors Malia Cohen's 

4 nomination of Dennis Richards to the Planning Commission, for a four-year term 

5 ending July 1, 2022. 

6 

7 WHEREAS, Pursuant to Charter, Section 4.105, the President of the Board of 

8 Supervisors Malia Cohen has submitted a letter notifying the Clerk of the Board of 

9 Supervisors of the nomination of Dennis Richards to the Planning Commission, received by 

10 the Clerk of the Board on July 3, 2018; and 

11 WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors, by Motion No. M02-80, established a process 

12 to review the President's nomination to the Planning Commission; now, therefore, be it 

13 MOVED, That the Board of Supervisors hereby approves/rejects the President's 

14 reappointment of Dennis Richards to the Planning Commission, for a four-year term ending 

15 July 1, 2022. 
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City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

Room 244 
BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

Tel. No. 554-5184 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

MEMORANDUM 

Fax No. 554-5163 
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

Alisa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director 

President Malia Cohen~ 

July 2, 2018 

SUBJECT: Planning Commission Appointment by President Malia Cohen 

Please be advised that President Malia Cohen has selected Dennis Richards to be 
reappointed for another four-year term to the San Francisco Planning Commission, term 
ending July 1, 2022. 

This appointment will fill the Board of Supervisors Seat No. 3. 

For Clerk's office use only: 

Seat No. --- Term Expiration Date: ___ _ Seat Vacated: 
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Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
(415) 554-5184 FAX (415) 554-5163 

Application for Boards, Commissions, Committees, & Task Forces 

Name of Board, Commission, Committee, or Task Force: Planning Commission 

Seat# or Category (If applicable): N/A District: N/A 
Name: Dennis Richards 

Home Address: - Beaver Street, S.F. Ca. Zip: 94114 

Home Phone: occupation: Planning Commissioner 

Work Phone: Employer: city & County of s. F. 

BusinessAddress: 1650 Mission, Suite 400 S.F. Ca. Zip: 94103 

B . EM .
1 

Dennis.Richards@sfgov.org H EM .
1 usmess - a1 : ome - a1 : 

Pursuant to Charter, Section 4.101(a)(2), Boards and Commissions established by 
the Charter must consist of electors (registered voters) of the City and County of 
San Francisco. For certain other bodies, the Board of Supervisors can waive the 
residency requirement. 

Check All That Apply: 

Resident of San Francisco: Yes~ No D If No, place of residence: ________ _ 

Registered Voter in San Francisco: Yes~ No D If No, where registered: ______ _ 

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

My record as a San Francisco Planning Commissioner for the past 4 years speaks for itself in terms of my ability to 
represent communities of concern and the neighborhoods. I have been open, accessible and have deeply considered to 
all groups and neighborhoods especially those in the Mission, South of Market and the Tenderloin.I have been a strong 
advocate for evelopment without displacment on several advocating and securing the ability of senior, yowth and 
immigrants to remain in their homes where projects that would have displaced them came before us. I am a member of 
the LGBT Community and am proud to be the only member of the Planning Commission to represent the LGBT 
community for the past 6 years. I have received letters advocating my reappointment from across the city from 
neighborhoods to Unite Here Local 2. I am proud of my record and look forward to continuing to strongly advocate for all 
San Franciscans in my role as Planning Commission should I get reappointed to another term. 



Business and/or professional experience: 
San Fr.incisco Pl<inning Commissioner (2014-present) 

Vice Preslden~ Credi~ Colteelions and Customer Servlce, Salesforce,eom 
Oct 2005- Dec 2014 

Sen1or Director of Credit and Collectlons S1irvice 2008·2010 

OirectorofCredll2006-2008 

Ac~untable for a global credit, eollecllons and customer service function for this high growlh company with revenue of$ 4,5 billion and an accounts receivable portfolio of $700 million 

Lead an organization of 115 people In 5 countries with an annual bud gel of $20.5 million 

Designed a new organlzalional model which minimized touch poln1s between functions in the quote to cash process and Improve operational effic!ency. 

Accountable fora customer renewal portoUci of $170 mnuon. Raised customer renewal rates which resu!led in an additional $20 m!lllon In recouped revnue, 

Led the CFO organization in choosing an alternative sourcing model to compUment our direct sourcing model 

D!rectorofCredil, 
AgOenlTechnologies 
Mar1999-Ju\2005 
Accountable for the cred!l funcUon lncludtng credit risk management and high-risk collections fora global company with trade credit receivable portfolio or $1billlon and hlghiisk portfolio of $90 m!ll!on across five businesses In 60 countries. 

MaMged department of 40 In 16 counlries, !ncluding risk analys!s pe.rsonnel, and administer $4.5 ml!llon annual budgeL 

Reduced bad de~! from 0.2% lo 0.1 "k of revenue, and Increased the currenl porUon of high risk portfolio from 50% lo 70%. 

Lowered operational costs 35% and decreased headcount by 27"k while imp1ov!ng efficiency. 

Civic Activities: 

Board Member and Treasurer, San Francisco Architectural Heritage 2002-2009 
Part of the Core Leadership Team of San Francisco's largest historic preservatron advoe<1cy organlzatron. \Amile Treasurer I worked with the board and s\afflo help SF Heritage transform itself bolh programmatlca!ly {reaching out to an communities and too king as well as 
~::!~:~~n~ullural preservation) and financ!ally lo pos[Hon It for the Mure, Today, SF Heritage through lts new leadership and board ls looked upon as lhe city's premlere preservation organization represtH!ting all communities and cultures and not just actual architectural 

President, Ouboee Triangle Nelghborhood Assoclatlon 2005-2012 
President Emeritus Board Member 2013-2014 

Led this active nelghborhood assocla!!on founded In 1976 lhrough the Marl<el and Octavia rezoning which has been lhe most sfgnlfican\zoning changes since 1978. Worl<ed w!lh the San Ftane!sco Planning Slaff and Commission and many other community groups as well as with 
members of some of the 3000 households !n Duboce Triangle to develop sensible, balanced zoning changes for the Market and Octavia Plan area lorthe nelCl which has 'resulted In a complete transl'ormaUon of the Upper Marl<et, Hayes Valley, Van Ness & Marl<et Area as well as 
portions or SOMA and the Inner Mlsslon/Miss!on Dolores. Wori<ed through several eon\roven;ial spec!lic projecls Including 55 Lllguna Street and several Formula Retail proposals and worked wilh Supervisor Scott Weiner and Planning Director John Raiham and Planning staff and 
Commissioners lo develop Formula Retail Concentration policy for the Upper Markel. Worked with a\I developers lo bulld better projects which integrated well wilh the neighborhood in lerms of design, community benefJ!s as well as affordable housing. Also co· hosted the first San 
Francisco Mayoral Debate on B/8112 for the last San Francisco mayoral election at the historic castro Theater. 

Board Member, Eureka Valley Nelghborhood Assocla!lon 2010-2012 

Member, Market Octavia Community Advisol)' Committee (CAC) 2008-2014 
Appointed by the Board of Supervisors twice for the nelghbOThood assoelation representative lo this lmportant advisory committee which both monitors Plan progress against !ls goals as well as recommends where the mnllons of dollars of communlty benefit fees are spenl The 
CAC worl<s with Planning staff and other city agencies such as D?W, MTA and Mayor's Office on developing thoughtful positions of concern lo the MO Plan area as Well as the best aUoeation of i:onvnunity benefit fees In this rapldl)' deve!oplng Plan Atl!a. 

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

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

Date: 7 -1-18 Applicant's Signature: (required) Dennis Richards 
(Manually sign or type your complete name. 
NOTE: By typing your complete name, you are 
hereby consenting to use of electronic signature.) 

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

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY: 
Appointed to Seat#: ___ _ Term Expires: _______ Date Seat was Vacated:--------



060600029-NFH-0029 

CALIFORNIA FORM 7 00 STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS 

Date Initial Filing 
Received 

Official Use Only 

FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION 

A PUBLIC DOCUMENT COVER PAGE 
E-Filed 

04/02/2018 
17:37:21 

Please type or print in ink. 

NAME OF FILER (LAST) 

Richards, Dennis 

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

City and County of San Francisco 

Division, Board, Department, District, if applicable 

Planning Commission 

(FIRS1) 

Your Position 

Commissioner 

Filing ID: 
170623273 

(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 _______________ _ 

[Rj City of __ s_a_n_F_r_a_n_c_i_sc_o ___________ _ 

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

IBJ Annual: The period covered is January 1, 2017, through 
December 31, 2017 

-or· 
The period covered is __j__j __ , through · 
December 31, 2017 

D Assuming Office: Date assumed __J__J __ 

D Judge or Court Commissioner (Statewide Jurisdiction) 

IBJ County of _s_a_n_F_r_an_c_i_s_c_o _______ ~----

D Other _______________ _ 

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: 7 

Schedules attached 

-or-

[R] Schedule A-1 - Investments - schedule attached 

IB] Schedule A-2 - Investments - schedule attached 

IB] Schedule B - Real Property - schedule attached 

D None • No reportable interests, on any schedule 

5. Verification 
MAILING ADDRESS STREET 
{Business or Agency Address Recommended - Public Document) 

DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER 

). 

CITY 

IBl 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 94103 
E-MAIL ADDRESS 

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 04/02/2018 
(month, day, year) 

Signature _D_enn_i_s_R_ic_h_a_r_d_s _____________ _ 
(File the originally signed statement with your flflng official.) 

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

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



060600029-NFH-0029 

SCHEDULE A-1 
Investments 

CALIFORNIA FORM 100 
FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION 

Stocks, Bonds, and Other Interests 
(Ownership Interest is Less Than 10%) 

Name 

Richards, Dennis 

Do not attach brokerage or financial statements. 

,.._ NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY 

Amazon.com 

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS 

Online Retailer 

FAIR MARKET VALUE 

D $2,ooo - $10,000 

D $100,001 - $1,000,000 

NATURE OF INVESTMENT 

IBl $10,001 - $100,000 

D Over $1,000,000 

lli] Stock D Other-------------
(Describe) 

D Partnership O Income Received of $0 - $499 
O Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule CJ 

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: 

__}_} __ 
ACQUIRED 

_}__} __ 
DISPOSED 

,.._ NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY 

Johnson & Johnson 

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS 

Healthcare 

FAIR MARKET VALUE 

D $2,ooo - $10,000 

D $100,001 - $1,000,000 · 

NATURE OF INVESTMENT 

IBl $10,001 - $100,000 

D Over $1,000,000 

[XJ Stock D Other ____________ _ 
(Describe) 

D Partnership 0 Income Received of $0 - $499 
O Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C) 

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: 

_}_} __ 
ACQUIRED 

_}__}_ 
DISPOSED 

,.._ NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY 

Walgree~s Boots Alli 

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS 

Pharmacy & Retailer 

FAIR MARKET VALUE 

D $2,ooo - $10,000 

D $100,001 - $1,000,000 

NATURE OF INVESTMENT 

llil $10,001 - $100,000 

D Over $1,000,000 

~ Stock D Other-------------
·(Describe) 

D Partnership 0 Income Received of $0 - $499 
O Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C) 

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: 

_}_} __ 
ACQUIRED 

_}__} __ 
DISPOSED 

,.._ NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY 

Intel 

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS 

Microchip Manufacturer 

FAIR MARKET VALUE 

D $2,ooo - $10,000 

D $100,001 - $1,000,000 

NATURE OF INVESTMENT 

IBl $10,001 - $100,000 

D Over $1,000,000 

lli] Stock D Other-------------
(Describe) 

D Partnership 0 Income Received of $0 - $499 
0 Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule CJ 

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: 

__}_} __ 
ACQUIRED 

_}_} __ 
DISPOSED 

,.._ NAME o·F BUSINESS ENTITY 

Salesforce.com 

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS 

On Demand Computing 

FAIR MARKET VALUE 

D $2,ooo - $10,000 

D $100,001 - $1,000,000 

NATURE OF INVESTMENT 

IBl $10,001 - $100,000 

D Over $1,000,000 

[X) Stock D Other--------------
(Describe) 

D Partnership 0 Income Received of $0 - $499 
0 Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule CJ 

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: 

__}_} __ 
ACQUIRED 

_}_} __ 
DISPOSED 

,.._ NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY 

Charles Schwab 

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS 

Financial 

FAIR MARKET VALUE 

D $2,ooo - $10,000 

D $100,001 - $1,000,000 

IBl $10,001 - $100,000 

D Over $1,000,000 

NATURE OF INVESTMENT 
~ Stock D Other ____________ _ 

(Describe) 

D Partnership 0 Income Received of $0 - $499 
0 Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule CJ 

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: 

__}_} __ 
ACQUIRED 

_}_}_· _ 
DISPOSED 

Comments: --------------~--------------------------------
FPPC Form 700 (2017/2018) Sch. A-1 

FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov 
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov 



060600029-NFH-0029 

SCHEDULE A-1 
Investments 

CALIFORNIA FORM 10 0 
FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION 

Stocks, Bonds, and Other Interests 
(Ownership Interest is Less Than 10%) 

Name 

Richards, Dennis 
Do not attach brokerage or financial statements . 

~ NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY 

Coty 
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS 

Consumer Goods 

FAIR MARKET VALUE 

D $2,ooo - $10,000 

D $100;001 - $1,000,000 

NATURE OF INVESTMENT 

IBl $10,001 - $100,000 

D Over $1,000,000 

[XJ Stock D Other ____________ _ 
(Describe) 

D Partnership 0 Income Received of $0 - $499 
O Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule CJ 

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: 

___}___} __ 
ACQUIRED 

___}__)_ 
DISPOSED 

~ NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY 

Proctor & Gamble 
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS 

Consumer Products 

FAIR MARKET VALUE 

D $2,ooo - $10,000 

D $100,001 - $1,000,000 

NATURE OF INVESTMENT 

IBl $10,001 - $100,000 

D Over $1,000,000 

[X] Stock D Other ____________ _ 
(Describe) 

D Partnership O Income Received of $0 - $499 
O Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule CJ 

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: 

___}___} __ 
ACQUIRED 

__J__J_ 
DISPOSED 

~ NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY 

Alphabet Inc 
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS 

Internet Search & Advertising 

FAIR MARKET VALUE 

D $2,ooo - $10,000 

IBl $100,001 - $1,000,000 

D $10,001 - $100,000 

D Over $1,000,000 

NATURE OF INVESTMENT 

IB] Stock D Other-------------
(Describe) 

D Partnership 0 Income Received of $0 - $499 
O Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C) 

\, 

IF APPLICABLE, LIST .DATE: 

___}__) __ 
ACQUIRED 

___}___} _ 
DISPOSED 

..,_ NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY 

American Express 
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS 

Financial and Travel 

FAIR MARKET VALUE 

D $2,ooo - $10,000 

D $100,001 - $1,000,000 

NATURE OF INVESTMENT 

IBl $10,001 - $100,000 

D Over $1,000,000 

[XJ Stock D Other-------------
(Describe) 

D Partnership O Income Received of $0 - $499 
0 Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule CJ 

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: 

___}___} _ 
ACQUIRED 

___}___} _ 
DISPOSED 

~ NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY 

Walt Disney 
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS 

Entertainment 

FAIR MARKET VALUE 

D $2,ooo - $10,000 

D $100,001 - $1,000,000 

IBl $10,001 - $100,000 

D Over $1,000,000 

NATURE OF INVESTMENT 

[X] Stock D Other-------------
(Describe) 

D Partnership O Income Received of $0 - $499 
0 Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule CJ 

. IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: 

___}___} _ 
ACQUIRED 

__:)___}_ 
DISPOSED 

~ NAME; OF BUSINESS ENTITY 

General Electric Company 

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS 

Conglomerate 

FAIR MARKET VALUE 

D $2,ooo - $10,000 

D $100,001 - $1,000,000 

IBl $10,001 - $100,000 

D Over $1,000,000 

NATURE OF INVESTMENT 
IB] Stock D Other ____________ _ 

(Describe) 

D Partnership O Income Received of $0 - $499 
O Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule CJ 

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: 

___}___} _ 
ACQUIRED 

___}___} _ 
DISP.OSED 

FPPC Form 700 (2017/2018) Sch. A·1 
FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov 

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



060600029-NFH-0029 

SCHEDULE A-1 
Investments 

CALIFORNIA FORM ·100 
FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION 

Stocks, Bonds, and Other Interests 
(Ownership Interest is Less Than 10%) 

Name 

Richards, Dennis 
Do not attach brokerage or financial statements. 

,._ NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY 

Bank of America 
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS 

Bank 

FAIR MARKET VALUE 

D $2,ooo - $10,000 

IB.l $100,001 - $1,000,000 

NATURE OF INVESTMENT 

D $10,001 - $100,000 

· D Over $1,000,000 

[Kl Stock D Other-------------
(Describe) 

D Partnership O Income Received of $0 - $499 
O Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C) 

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: 

_J___j __ 

ACQUIRED 

_J___j __ . 
DISPOSED 

,._ NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY 

Berkshire Hathaway (NEW) 
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS 

Industrial and Financial Conglomerate 

FAIR MARKET VALUE 

D $2,ooo - $10,000 

IB.l $100,001 - $1,000,000 

NATURE OF INVESTMENT 

D $10,001 - $100,000 

D Over $1,000,000 

[XJ Stock D Other-------------
(Describe) 

D Partnership O Income Received of $0 - $499 
O Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C) 

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: 

___J___J __ 

ACQUIRED 

_}___/ __ 
DISPOSED 

,._ NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY 

'EPR 

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS 

REIT 

FAIR MARKET VALUE 

D $2,ooo - $10,000 

D $100,001 - $1,000.000 

[Kl $10,001 - $100,000 

D Over $1,000,000 

NATURE OF INVESTMENT 

. IB.J Stock D Other-------------
(Descrtbe) 

D Partnership 0 Income Received of $0 - $499 
0 Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C) 

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: 

___J___J __ 

ACQUIRED 
___J___J_. -

DISPOSED 

,._ NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY 

AT&T 
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS 

Telecommunications 

FAIR MARKET VALUE 

D $2,ooo - $10,000 

D $100,001 - $1,000.000 

NATURE OF INVESTMENT 

IB.l $10,001 - $100,000 

D Over $1,000,000 

[Kl Stock D Other-------------
(Descrtbe) 

D Partnership 0 Income Received of $0 - $499 
0 Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C) 

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: 

___J___J_ 
ACQUIRED 

___J___J _ 

DISPOSED 

,._ NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY 

Apple Inc. 
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS 

Diversified Technology 

FAIR MARKET VALUE 

D $2,ooo - $10,000 
IB.l $100,001 - $1,000,000. 

NATURE OF INVESTMENT 

D $10,001 - $100.000 

D Over $1,000,000 

[XJ Stock D Other--------------
(Descrtbe) 

D Partnership O Income Received of $0 - $499 
0 Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C) 

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: 

___J___J_ 
ACQUIRED 

___J___J __ 

DISPOSED 

,._ NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY 

Ford Motor Co 

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS 

Manufacturer 

FAIR .MARKET VALUE 

D $2,ooo - $10,000 

D $100.001 - $1.000.000 

[Kl $10,001 - $100,000 

D Over $1,000,000 

NATURE OF INVESTMENT 
IB.J Stock D Other ____________ _ 

(Describe) 

D Partnership O Income Received of $0 - $499 
O Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C) 

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: 

___J___J _ 

ACQUIRED 

___J___J _ 

DISPOSED 

Comments: -----------------------------------------------
FPPC Form 700 (2017/2018) Sch. A-1 

FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov 
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov 



060600029-NFH-0029 

SCHEDULE A-2 
Investments, Income, and Assets 

of Business Entities/Trusts 
(Ownership Interest is 10% or Greater) 

-CALIFORNIA FORM 700 
FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION 

Name 

Richards, Dennis 

~ 1. BUSINESS ENTITY OR TRUST 

Corona Advisers LLC 

Name 

San Francisco CA 94114 
Address (Business Address Acceptable) 

Check one 
D Trust, go to 2 IX] Business Entity, complete the box, then go to 2 

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS 

Business Consulting 

FAIR MARKET VALUE 

IBl $0 - $1,999 
D $2,ooo - $10,000 
D $10,001 - $100,000 
D $100,001 • $1,000,000 
D Over $1,000,000 

NATURE OF INVESTMENT 

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: 

__J__J_ 
ACQUIRED 

__]__]_ 
DISPOSED 

D Partnership I]] Sole Proprietorship D ----------
other 

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION---------------

~ 2. IDENTIFY THE GROSS INCOME RECEIVED (INCLUDE YOUR PRO RATA 
SHARE OF THE GROSS INCOME TO THE ENTITY/TRUST) 

D $0 - $499 
IBl $500 - $1,000 

D $1,001 - $10,000 

D $10,001 - $100,000 
DOVER $100,000 

~ 3. LIST THE NAME OF EACH REPORTABLE SINGLE SOURCE OF 
INCOME OF $10,000 OR MORE (Attach a separate sheet ii necessary.) 

I]] None or 0 Names listed below 

~ 4. INVESTMENTS AND INTERESTS IN REAL PROPERTY HELD OR 
LEASED .BY THE BUSINESS ENTITY OR TRUST 

Check one box: 

D INVESTMENT D REAL PROPERTY 

Name of Business Entity, if Investment, Q£ 

Assessor's Parcel Number or Street Address of Real Property 

Description of Business Activity Q£ 

City or Other Precise Location of Real Property 

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

NATURE OF INTEREST 
D Property Ownership/Deed of Trust 

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: 

__]__] _ __]__]_ 
ACQUIRED DISPOSED 

D Stock D Partnership 

0 Leasehold D Other __________ _ 
Yrs. remaining 

D Check box if additional schedules reporting investments or real property 
are attached 

~ 1. BUSINESS ENTITY OR TRUST 

PCS Group LLP 

Name 

Redwood Shores Ca 94065 
Address (Business Address Aqceptab/e) 

Check one 
D Trust, go to 2 1ZJ Business Entity, complete the Pox, then go to 2 

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS 

Real Estate 

FAIR MARKET VALUE 

D $0 - $1,999 
D $2,ooo. $10,000 
D $10,001 - $100,000 
D $100,001 - $1,000,000 
I]] Over $1,000,000 

NATURE OF INVESTMENT 

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: 

__]___}_ 
ACQUIRED 

__]__] _ 
DISPOSED 

I]] Partnership D Sole Proprietorship D ----------
Other 

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION Shareholder Partner 

~ 2. IDENTIFY THE GROSS INCOME RECEIVED (INCLUDE YOUR PRO RATA 
SHARE OF THE GROSS INCOME TO THE ENTITY/TRUST) 

I]] $0 - $499 
D $500 - $1,ooo 
D $1,001 - $1 o,ooo 

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

~ 3. LIST THE NAME OF EACH REPORTABLE SINGLE SOURCE OF 
INCOME OF $10,000 OR MORE (Attach a separate sheet of necessary.) 

IX] None or D Names listed below 

~ 4. INVESTMENTS AND INTERESTS IN REAL PROPERTY HELD OR 
LEASED .BY THE BUSINESS ENTITY OR TRUST 

Check one box: 

D INVESTMENT IX] REAL PROPERTY 

Name of Business Entity, if Investment, Q£ 

Assessor's Parcel Number or Street Address of Real Property 

148 s·aturn St. SF Ca. 94114 

Description of Business Activity Q£ 

City or Other Precise Location of Real Property 

FAIR MARKET VALUE 
D $2,ooo - $1 o,ooo 
D $10,001 - $100,000 
D $100,001 • $1,000,000 
IX] Over $1,000,000 

NATURE OF INTEREST 
D Property Ownership/Deed of Trust 

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: 

__]___} _ __]___}_ 
ACQUIRED DISPOSED 

D Stock [ill Partnership 

D Leasehold D Other----------
Yrs. remaining 

D Check box if additional schedules reporting investments or real property 
are attached 

Comments: _________________________ _ FPPC Form 700 (2017/2018) Sch. A·2 
FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov 

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



060600029-NFH-0029 

-~~Ll-~~R~I~ ~~RM -100-· 
SCHEDULE B 

Interests in Real Property 
(Including Rental Income) 

FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION 

Name 

Richards, Dennis 

,.. ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER OR STREET ADDRESS 

23 Beaver Street 

CITY 

San Francisco 

FAIR MARKET VALUE IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: 
D $2,ooo - $10,000 

D $10,001 - $100,000 __j__J _ __J__J_ 

D $100,001 - $1,000,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED 

~ Over $1,000,000 

NATURE OF INTEREST 

[Xl Ownership/Deed of Trust D Easement 

[j Leasehold D 
Yrs. remaining Other 

IF RENTAL PROPERTY, GROSS INCOME RECEIVED 

D $0 - $499 D $500 - $1,ooo D $1,001 - $10,000 

[]:;] $10,001 - $100,000 D OVER $100,000 

SOURCES OF RENTAL INCOME: If you own a 10% or greater 
interest, list the name of each tenant that is a single source of 
income of $10,000 or more. 

Q9 None 

,.. ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER OR STREET ADDRESS 

148 Saturn Street 

CITY 

San Francisco 

FAIR MARKET VALUE 
D $2,ooo - $10,000 

D $10,001 - $100,000 

D $100,001 - $1,000,000 

~ Over $1,000,000 

NATURE OF INTEREST 

Ownership/Deed of Trust 

D Leasehold 
Yrs. remaining 

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: 

__J__J _ __J__J_ 
ACQUIRED DISPOSED 

D Easement 

49 .1% Equity 
[Xj Interest 

Other 

IF RENTAL PROPERTY, GROSS INCOME RECEIVED 

[Xl $0 - $499 D $500 - $1,ooo D $1,001 - $1 o,ooo 

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

SOURCES OF RENTAL INCOME: If you own a 10% or greater 
interest, list the name of each tenant that is a single source of 
income of $10,000 or more. 

[!] None 

* You are not required to report loans from commercial lending institutions 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* NAME OF LENDER* 

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable) ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable) 

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER 

INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years) INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years) 

____ % 0None ____ % 0None 

HIGHEST BALANCE DURING REPORTING PERIOD HIGHEST BALANCE DURING REPORTING PERIOD 

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

D $10,001 - $100,000 DOVER $100,000 · D $10.001 - $100,000 D OVER $100,000 

D Guarantor, if applicable D Guarantor, if applicable 

Comments: ___________________________________________ _ 

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

FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov 
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SCHEDULE C 
Income, Loans, & Business 

Positions 

CALIFORNIA FORM 7 00 
FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION 

Name 

(other than Gifts and Travel Payments) Richards, Dennis 

.... 1. INCOME RECEIVED .... 1. INCOME RECEIVED · 

.NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME 

City & County of San Francisco 

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable) 

San Francisco, Ca 94103 

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE 

Governmental 

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION 

Planning Commissioner 

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED 

D $500 - $1,ooo 

D $10,001 - $100,000 . 

D No Income - Business Position Only 

IBJ $1,001 - $10,000 

D OVER $100,000 

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED 

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

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

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

D Loan repayment 

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

(Describe) 

[R! Other Stipend on a Per Meeting Attended Basis 
(Describe) 

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

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME 

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable} 

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SO~RCE 

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION 

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED 

D $500 - $1,ooo 

D $10,001 - $100,000 

D No Income - Business Position Only 

D $1,001 - $10,000 

D OVER $100,000 

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED 

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

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

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

D Loan repayment 

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

(Describe) 

D 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 $500 - $1,ooo 

D $1,001 - $10,000 

D $10,001 - $100,000 

DOVER $100,000 

Comments: 

INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years) 

----% 0None 

SECURITY FOR LOAN 

D None D Personal residence 

D Real Property _________________ _ 
Street address 

City 

D Guarantor-------------------

D 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 
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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 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 
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 

> While 60% of San Franciscans are people of 

color, 53% of appointees are racial and ethnic 

minorities. 

> Minority representation on 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. 

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

2007 2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 

....,._Commissions c;z;(>·• Boards =z;',;:::CY·Commissions & Boards Combined 

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

Figure 2: 8-Year Comparison of Minority Representation 
on Commissions and Boards 

2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 
...,.__Commissionscrn'::>:::•·Boards-4':.::"",··Commissions & Boards Combined 

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



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 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, or transgender (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. 

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 

Commissions and Boards Combined 49% 53% 

Commissions 54% 57% 

Boards 41% 47% 

10 Largest Budgeted Bodies 35% 60% 

10 Smallest Budgeted Bodies 58% 66% 

Women 
·.of Color 

27% 

31% 

19% 

18% 

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. 

The full report is available at the San Francisco Department on the Status of Women website, 
http://sfgov.org/dosw/. 
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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 collected from 57 policy bodies with a total of 540 members 
primarily appointed by the Mayor and Board of Supervisors . 

. Key Findings 

Gender 

Y 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: women compose 

54% of Commissioners in 2017. 

Y Women's representation on Boards has 

declined to 41% this year following a period of 

steady increases over the past 3 reports. 2007 

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

2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 

_..,_Commissions ,,,,,·,··: · · Boards -(:1:~,,,commissions & Boards Combined 

Race and Ethnicity 

Y While 60% of San Franciscans are people of 

color, 53% of appointees are racial and ethnic 

minorities. 

> Minority representation on 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. 

Y There is a higher representation of White and 

Black or African American members on policy 

bodies than in the San Francisco population. 

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

Figure 2: 8-Year Comparison of Minority Representation 
on Commissions and Boards 

2009 2011 2013 2015 2017 

Sources: Department Survey, Mayor's Office, 311. 
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> 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, or transgender 

(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 

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, FYll-18 Mayor's Budget Book. 
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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 Nations 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 Amendment 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 representation 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 further information, 
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, at www.sfgov.org/dosw. 
4 The full text of the charter amendment is available 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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This report focuses on City and 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 made 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 bodie.s 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 possible. As the fundamental objective of this report is to surface 
patterns of underrepresentation, every attempt has been made to reflect accurate and complete 
information in this report. 

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 the 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 
American Indian 

and Alaska Native, 
0.3% 

Native Hawaiian 
and Pacific 

Black or African --
American, 6% 

Two or More 

Source: 2Df1-2015 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 Franciscans are men of color and 31% 
are women of color. 

Figure 2: San Francisco Population by Race/Ethnicity and Gender 

25% 

20% 

15% 

10% 

5% 

0% 

San Francisco Population by Race/Ethnicity and Gender, 2015 

N=840,763 
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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 concentrations of LGBT individuals 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 Mateo 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 or 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 
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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. There 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 
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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 summary of key indicators, comparing them 
between Commissions and Boards. Refer to Appendix II for a complete table of demographics by 
Commissions and Boards. 

Figure 5: Summary Data Comparing Representation on Commissions and Boards, 2017 

·.· Commissions Boards 

Number of Policy Bodies 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 to 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 Comparison of Women's Representation on Commissions and Boards 
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The next two charts illustrate the Commissions and Boards with the highest and lowest 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 5) 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 Boards with Most Women 
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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 also 
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 Boardswith Least Women 
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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 Board 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 
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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 minorities are 
underrepresented on Boards, except for the Black/ African American population with 16% of Board 
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 Asian, 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 
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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 
Infrastructure and the Southeast Community Facility Commission both are comprised entirely of people 
bf 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 
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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 
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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. Meanwhile, 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 Forestry 
Council with no members of color. 

Figure 14: Minority Representation on Boards 
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C. Race/Ethnicity by Gender 

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 
population.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 
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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 Commissioners and Board members, yet 7% of the population, 
while 6% of appointees are Latino men compared to 8% of San Franciscans. 

Figure 16:·Commission and Board Appointees by Race/Ethnicity and Gender 
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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 
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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 on Commissions at 10%. 

Figure 18: Commission and Board Appointees with Disabilities 
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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 
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G. Policy Bodies by Budget Size 
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In addition to data onthe appointment of women and minorities to Commissions and Boards, this 
report examines 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 small'est 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 with 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 
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The following two tables present the demographics of the Commissions and Boards overseeing 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 appoirited 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 Community Investment and Infrastructure with 
100% minority appointees, the Health Commission at 86% minority appointees, the Aging and Adult 
Services Commission at 80% minority appointees, and the Police Commission with 71% minority 
appointees have the next highest minority representation. In contrast, the Airport Commission has the 
lowest minority representation at 20%. 

Table 1: Demo~raphics of Commissions and Boards with Largest Budgets 
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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 the 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 Community 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 smallest 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 Commission 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. 

Table 2: Demographics of Commissions and Boards with Smallest Budgets 
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Per the 2008 Charter Amendment, the Mayor and Board of Supervisors are encouraged to make 
appointments to Commissions, Boards, and other policy bodies that reflect the 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 of female appointees. There has also been a greater representation of women on 
Commissions as compared to Boards. This continued in 2017 with 54% female Commi~sioners. 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. Women 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 
individuals on the policy bodies for which there was data at 17%. Veterans are also highly represented at 
13%, and the representation of 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 population 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 these important appointments. 
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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 
2011-2015American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates. 

Chart 1: 2015 Total Population by Race/Ethnicity 

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 0.3% 

Chart 2: 2015 Total Population by Race/Ethnicity and Gender 

San Francisco County California 49.1% 840,763 427,909 50.9% 412,854 

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 

346,732 

284,426 

128,619 

54,388 

46,825 

38,940 

3,649 

2,854 

41% 186,949 

34% 131,641 

15% 67,978 

6% 28,980 

6% 24,388 

5% 19,868 

0.4% 1,742 

0.3% 1,666 

22% 159,783 19% 

16% 152,785 18% 

8% 60,641 7% 

3.4% 25,408 3% 

3% 22,437 2.7% 

2% 19,072 2% 

0.2% 1,907 0.2% 

0.2% 1,188 0.1% 
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Appendix II. Commissions and Boards Demographics 

I~~- ; ' 
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total <f:iilE!cf .... :y3 .. ::.<· %Women 
,/_.,. :::,o: <: !> L\ ~6~6 

::<:·.::.·:::.'::-.:::; . .:;· 

°FVi7AliJ ~uJg~~ Wb~~ri tilii~atiw 
·:;;.::·:::::::·::::-:::::::::;.;:··::.:.:::·· 

.·.· ·"' ,.,.,,_ .,_ ,,., .:seats> <9t•<;qtor? 
1 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 
V\nimal Control and Welfare 

10 9 $ 
tom mission 

4 V\rts 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 
K:hildren and Families Commission 

9 8 $31,830,264 100% 63% 63% 
(First 5) 

8 
City Hall Preservation Advisory 

5 5 $- 60% 20% 20% 
:ommission 

9 :ivil 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 Immigrant Rights Commission 15 14 $5,686,611 64% 86% 50% 

24 Juvenile 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 Board 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% 



2 

entencing Commission 

mall Business Commission 

outheast Community Facility 
ommission 
reasure Island Development 
uthority 

eterans' Affairs Commission 

outh Commission 

ssessment Appeals Board 

olden Gate Park Concourse 
3 uthority 

Health Authority (SF Health Plan 
overning Board} 

In-Home Supportive Services Public 
6 uthority 

7 Local Homeless Coordinating Board 

9 

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 ar Memorial Board of Trustees 

·. 

Commissions and Boards Total 

Total 
s~~t~ 

7 

12 

7 

7 

7 

17 

17 

San Francisco Department on the Status of Women 
Page 34 

· .<> • · '·· •···· > · % > % .> % women 
~~ii-i~~td~~ wC>~e~ MinStit~ hic~iriF< 

Filled 
Se~fs 

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% 

/54%> \57%\ 

.Tgt~t· •••Fi11~d••• )> <s.!i\ /W• cg·.········· >;;•··~x:• ~\fJ?fu~n · 
S~at~ s~~t~ FY17-18 Budget Women Minority of ColoJ. 

24 18 $653,780 39% 50% 22% 

5 5 $1,038,570 40% 60% 20% 

7 7 $11,662,000 43% 57% 29% 

19 15 $637,000,000 40% 54% 23% 

7 7 $11,444,255 29% 29% 0% 

12 12 $207,835,715 58% 45% 18% 

9 7 $- 43% 86% 

17 16 $218,000 69% 69% 50% 

7 5 $152,902 0% 20% 0% 

7 6 $- 33% 67% 33% 

24 23 $- 52% 57% 22% 

5 0 $ 

10 10 $8,074,900 30% 50% 10% 

7 7 $97,622,827 43% 29% 29% 

15 14 $92,713 20% 0% 0% 

11 11 $26,910,642 55% 18% 18% 

27 27 26% 44% 7% 

<213< /190/ '41%······· \ 47%< .· 1.9%f\ 

Total Filled 
FY17~18 Budget 

% % %Women 
Seats Seats Women Minority ofColor 

·. 

586 540 49.4% 53% 27% 




