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I. Changes o Execuve Branch Managemen

1. Appoinng & removing deparmen heads

Curren Sae
The Mayor has some degree o appoinmen auhoriy over he heads o 37 deparmens,

alhough ha auhoriy is consrained in mos cases by he Board o Supervisors, he Ciy

Adminisraor, or Ciy boards and commissions. Overall, he Mayor has no appoinmen auhoriy

over 25 deparmen heads, limied auhoriy over 32 deparmen heads, and complee

appoinmen auhoriy over ve deparmen heads, or 8 percen o all deparmen head

appoinmens.

The Mayor has independen auhoriy o appoin he direcors o he Deparmen o Early

Childhood; he Deparmen o Children, Youh and Their Families (DCYF); he Oce o Economic

and Workorce Developmen (OEWD); he Deparmen o Emergency Managemen (DEM); and

he Mayor’s Oce o Housing and Communiy Developmen (MOHCD)

As shown in Exhibi 1 below, here are 25 deparmen heads or whom he Mayor has no

appoinmen auhoriy. In hese cases, he deparmen head is seleced enrely by a board,

commission, or is eleced by he voers. The appoinmen o he heads o 21 deparmens is

governed by Charer Secon 4.102(5), which provides ha, unless oherwise specically provided,

a commission mus submi a leas hree qualied applicans o heMayor, romwhom heMayor

may appoin a deparmen head.1 Appendix A liss each deparmen and is corresponding level

omayoral appoinmen auhoriy.

1 Separaely, Charer secons 4.136 (b) and B3.581(h) esablish ha he Deparmen o Police
Accounabiliy and he Por are o selec a deparmen head nominee, which he Mayor hen appoins.
The Police Accounabiliy nominee mus also be conrmed by he Board o Supervisors.
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Exhibi 1: Appoinmen of Deparmen Heads - Curren Level of Mayoral Auhoriy

Appoinmen Auhoriy Number of Deparmens % of Deparmens

Complee mayoral auhoriy 5 8%

No mayoral auhoriy 25 40%

Some mayoral auhoriy 32 52%

Mayor selecs rom commission shorlis 21 34%

Ciy Adminisraor appoins wih concurrence
oMayor

7 11%

Mayor appoins; Board o Supervisors
conrms

2 3%

Commission nominaes, Mayor selecs 1 2%

Commission nominaes, Mayor selecs, Board
o Supervisors conrms

1 2%

Toal 62 100%

Source: BLA Analysis

The Mayor’s auhoriy o remove deparmen heads is similarly consrained. Appoinmen and

removal auhoriy are esablished in dieren provisions o he Charer and Adminisrave Code.

Alhough he deparmens in each caegory dier, he larges removal auhoriy caegory is ha a

board or commission can remove a deparmen head on is own iniave, or he Mayor may

recommend ha a board or commission remove a deparmen head, in which case he

commission mus ac on ha recommendaon wihin 30 days by eiher removing or reaining he

deparmen head (Charer Secon 4.102(6)). Overall, he Mayor’s removal auhoriy is limied in

mos cases and requenly depends on acon by a board or commission, he Ciy Adminisraor,

or he Board o Supervisors. The Mayor has he independen auhoriy o remove only ve

deparmen heads unilaerally, or 8 percen o deparmens. Appendix B liss each deparmen

and is corresponding level omayoral deparmen head removal auhoriy.

Exhibi 2: Removal of Deparmen Heads - Curren Level of Mayoral Auhoriy
Removal Authority Number of Deparmens % of Deparmens

Completemayoral authority 5 8%

Nomayoral authority 27 44%

Somemayoral authority 30 48%

Commission removes independently or at Mayor's
request

19 31%

City Administrator removes with concurrence of Mayor 7 11%

Mayor removes with concurrence of Board of Supervisors 2 3%

Mayor has authority to remove; cmmsn. can also remove 1 2%

Mayor removes but can be overridden 1 2%

Total 62 100%

Source: BLA Analysis
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Proposed Changes
The proposed amendmens would make signican changes o how deparmen heads are

appoined and removed, shifing power away rom boards and commissions and oward he

mayor.

Under he proposed Charer amendmens, exclusive appoinmen auhoriy would be graned o

he Mayor or six deparmens and removal auhoriy or 20 deparmens. Exhibi 3 below shows

he level o auhoriy he Mayor currenly has or appoinng and removing deparmen heads or

all Ciy deparmens, and how his would change under he proposed amendmens.

The proposed amendmens expand heMayor’s appoinmen auhoriy by changing he ollowing

six deparmens rom board or commission o ull mayoral appoinmen auhoriy: Building

Inspecon, Ciy Planning, Enerainmen, Public Works, Homelessness and Supporve Housing,

and Oce o Small Business. The legislaon also removes mayoral appoinmen auhoriy rom

Police Accounabiliy and reassigns i o he Police Commission. In oal, hemayor would have ull

appoinmen auhoriy over 11 deparmen head appoinmens, up rom ve.

The Mayor’s removal auhoriy expands considerably under he proposed amendmens. A broad

change in Charer language updaes Secon 3.100(19) o change mayoral power rom “appoin

deparmen heads” o “unless oherwise saed in his Charer, appoin and remove deparmen

heads”. The measure also proposes removing Secon 4.102(6), which esablishes ha i is he

board or commission’s duy o remove deparmen heads. This has he overall eec o shifing

complee removal auhoriy o he Mayor or 27 deparmen heads rom he curren ve,

increasing he Mayor’s span o conrol more han veold.
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Exhibi 3: Proposed Changes o Deparmen Head Appoinmen/Removal Auhoriy
Appointment Authority Number of Departments

Current Proposed Change
Nomayoral authority 25 23 -2

Board or commission appoints 11 9 -2

Elected by voters 8 8 0

Other appointment 6 6 0

Some level of mayoral authority 32 28 -4

Mayor appoints; Board of Supervisors confirms 2 2 0

Mayor selects from commission shortlist 21 15 -6

City Administrator appoints with concurrence of Mayor 7 7 0

Commission nomination toMayor 2 4 2

Mayor has complete authority 5 11 6

Total 62 62 0

Removal Authority
Current Proposed Change

No mayoral auhoriy 27 24 -3

Board or commission removes 15 12 -3

Mayor suspends; Board o Supervisors removes 7 7 0

Oher removal 5 5 0

Some level of mayoral auhoriy 30 11 -19

Commission removes independenly or aMayor's reques 19 1 -18

Ciy adminisraor removes wih concurrence oMayor 7 7 0

Mayor removes wih concurrence o Board o Supervisors 2 2 0

Mayor has auhoriy o remove; Commission can also remove 1 0 -1

Mayor removes bu can be overridden 1 1 0

Mayor has complee auhoriy 5 27 22

Total 62 62 0
Source: BLA Analysis

O noe, where appoinng auhoriy remains “Mayor selecs rom commission shorlis,” he

measure proposes changes o he commission nominaon process. Currenly, commissions mus

propose a leas hree qualied candidaes o he Mayor under Secon 4.102(5). Wih he

proposed changes, commissions mus submi only one or more qualied applicans o he Mayor

or selecon in siuaons where he Mayor mus selec rom a shorlis.

Requesed analysis: Esmae he adminisrave coss or savings o shifing a much larger

number o deparmens head o direcmayoral hire/re auhoriy, including ransion coss such

as severance, recruimen, and onboarding.

Poenal Cos Impacs
To assess poenal cos impacs o he proposed Charer amendmens, we assessed hisorical daa

and used i o projec he nancial impac o hypohecal scenarios. We rs look a hisorical

paerns o undersand he range o separaon acviy he Ciy has experienced in recen years.
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Over he ve-year period rom April 2022 o July 2026, he Ciy experienced 26 deparmen head

separaons, averaging 5.2 per year, as shown in Exhibi 4.

Exhibi 4: Deparmen Head Separatons, April 2022-July 2026

Number of Separations 26

Number of Years 5

Average Annual Separations 5.2
Source: Deparmen o Human Resources, BLA Analysis

The separaed posions included hose appoined by he Mayor and non-mayoral appoinmens,

showing ha urnover occurs regardless o appoinng auhoriy.

Severance coss

Severance pay is available o eligible employees wih Permanen Civil Service Saus in he case o

an involunary separaon rom Ciy service or an involunary reurn o heir underlying permanen

job code.

Only hree deparures beween 2022 and 2026 incurred severance coss, oaling $247,225.When

acoring in all 26 deparures, including he 23 ha did no incur severance coss, he average cos

per separaon was $9,509, as shown in Exhibi 5.

Exhibi 5: Cos of Deparmen Head Separatons, April 2022-July 2026
Toal Severance
Paid

Deparmen Head
Separaons

Avg Annual
Separaons

Avg Severance
Per Separaon

Toal $247,225 26 5.2 $9,509
Source: Deparmen o Human Resources

In addion o severance, vacancies also incur recruimen coss. To esmae he cos o lling a

deparmen head vacancy, we examined wo componens: (1) direc paymens o exernal

recruimen rms and (2) he esmaed value o Ciy sa me devoed o recruimen acvies.

Exernal recruimen rm coss

The Deparmen o Human Resources (DHR) provided acual coss or exernal recruimen rms

used during deparmen head searches in he ve-year review period. DHR repored using a

recruimen rm or nine o he 26 searches. Recruimen-rm expenses or hose searches ranged

rom approximaely $30,000 o $110,000 and oaled $631,492 or he ve-year period.

For he searches or which exernal recruimen rms were used, he average cos was $70,166.

Across all 26 Execuve Direcor searches, including he 17 searches or which no recruimen-rm

cos was incurred, exernal recruimen rm coss averaged $24,288 per vacancy. DHR repors

ha no moving expenses were paid.

Estmaed sa tme coss

We also esmaed he value o sa me required o conduc a recruimen. Unlike recruimen

rm paymens, sa me does no represen an addional cash expendiure. Insead, i represens

an opporuniy cos: me ha deparmenal and Ciy sa could oherwise spend on heir regular

responsibilies. We received sa me esmaes or wo deparmens wih recen Direcor
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recruimens: he Por (open recruimen) and Animal Care & Conrol (direc Ciy Adminisraor

appoinmen).

The Por repored abou 214 hours across 3 ull-me employees (FTEs), which reecs abou

$18,000 in sa me coss. The Animal Care & Conrol Deparmen esmaed approximaely 10

hours across 4 FTEs, reecng abou $950 in sa me coss. To esmae sa-me coss or all

deparmen head vacancies during he review period, we applied he Por’s esmaed cos o open

recruimens and Animal Care & Conrol’s esmaed cos o direc appoinmens. Using his

mehod, esmaed sa-me coss averaged $9,475 per vacancy.2

Toal estmaed coss

Combining he average exernal recruimen-rm cos o $24,288wih he esmaed average sa-

me cos o $9,475 resuls in an esmaed average recruimen cos o $33,763 per deparmen

head vacancy. Exhibi 6 below shows ha adding he average cos o severance ($9,509) resuls in

an esmaed oal esmaed cos o $43,272 per separaon. This gure provides a single baseline

or modeling poenal nancial impacs under varying urnover scenarios.

Exhibi 6: Average Coss of Vacancy-and-Replacemen Cos Associaed wih a
Deparmen Head Deparure FY2022-26

Severance $9,509
Recruimen $33,763
Average cos of a separaton: $43,272
Source: Deparmen o Human Resources, Por & Ciy Adminisraor’s Oce

Baseline Coss Under Saus Quo
To esmae baseline annual coss under he curren sysem, we sar wih he hisorical average

number o deparmen head separaons. Over he pas ve years, he Ciy has experienced 5.2

separaons per year on average. This gure represens all ypes o deparures, boh volunary and

involunary, and hereore serves as a baseline or projecng uure annual acviy i no reorms

are adoped. As shown in Exhibi 6, he average cos o a single deparmen head separaon is

$43,272. Mulplying he average separaon cos by he baseline separaon rae gives us he

expeced annual expendiure under exisng condions:

5.2 average annual separaons × $43,272 per separaon = $225,013 annual average cos

This esmae reecs he saus quo: projeced annual coss assuming no change in removal

auhoriy and no increase in separaon requency.

Increased Turnover Scenarios
Alhough we canno know wheher he expanded conrol o mayoral removal auhoriy will

increase deparmen head urnover, we can esmae he nancial impac o poenal increased

urnover.

2 The margin o error or his esmae is large due o he small sample sized used or esmang
deparmenal sa coss. Though a larger sample would have been ideal, i remained small due o me
consrains.
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I we assume ha only direc removals o deparmen heads by he Mayor would be impaced,

he cos o he proposed changes o he Ciy would be small. According o he Deparmen o

Human Resources, only one ou o 26 deparmen heads ha separaed during he 5-year period

was removed involunarily. The remaining 25 deparmen heads were repored o have volunarily

resigned, rered, or changed roles. This averages 0.2 involunary removals annually. The Charer

amendmens resul in a ve-old increase in he number o deparmens direcly removable by

he Mayor, suggesng ha involunary separaons may increase. However, i is plausible ha he

proposed legislaon could impac boh volunary resignaons as well as involunary removals,

since changes in adminisraon can inuence volunary resignaons.3

Exhibi 7 below shows ha a moderae increase o 25 percen in overall urnover would cos he

Ciy an addional $56,253 annually. I overall urnover were o double o 10.4 separaons

annually, he oal annual cos could reach $450,027, or an increase o $225,013.

Exhibi 7: Cos of Increase in Overall Turnover

Scenario
Average Separatons
Per Year

Toal Annual Cos of
Separatons

Amoun
Increased

Saus quo 5.2 $225,013 $0

25% increase in urnover 6.5 $281,267 $56,253

50% increase in urnover 7.8 $337,520 $112,507

100% increase in urnover 10.4 $450,027 $225,013

Source: BLA Analysis

In sum, even i an expansion o mayoral auhoriy leads o higher urnover, he nancial

consequences or he Ciy remain modes. I overall urnover were o double, he resulng rise in

annual coss would be likely no more han abou a quarer million dollars. The analysis shows ha

alhough hese changes would generae measurable addional expenses, he magniude o hose

coss is small, indicang ha poenal increases in urnover would nomaerially burden he Ciy’s

nances.

3 A number o sudies nd governmen leadership change o be associaed wih urnover. For example,
Bolon, de Figueiredo & Lewis (2021) analyzed over 3 million ederal employees, nding ha
adminisraon changes increase urnover among senior career sa by up o one hird.
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2. Reinsang Depuy Mayor posions

Curren Sae
Charer Secon 3.100.12 currenly prohibis heMayor rom designang and he Ciy and Couny

rom employing on he Mayor’s behal any person o ac as depuy o he Mayor whose

responsibilies include supervision o he adminisraon o any deparmen.

The Charer ses a limi on salaries or all members o he Mayor’s sa a 70 percen o he

Mayor’s salary. The Mayor’s curren ocial salary is $407,110 and 70 percen o ha is $284.977

(hough he currenMayor has eleced o only ake $1 in annual salary).

Proposed Changes
The proposed amendmens o Charer Secon 3.100.12 would allow Depuy Mayor posions

whose responsibilies would include supervision o adminisraon o any deparmen or which

he Ciy Adminisraor, an eleced ocial, or an appoined board or commission is assigned

responsibiliy in he Charer.

Requesed analysis: Prepare a sand-alone projecon o salary and benes packages or he

proposed depuy mayor posions, benchmarked agains comparable privae secor roles.

Depuy Mayors in Peer Jurisdicons
Depuy mayors are in place in mayor’s oces in oher cies across he counry. Generally, he

number o depuy mayors and heir responsibilies are a he mayor’s discreon, ofen changing

beween and during adminisraons. Depuy mayors currenly serving in cies across he counry

come rom a range o proessional backgrounds, mos commonly having held direcor-level

posions in deparmens a he local, sae, or ederal level, while ohers are appoined rom

leadership posions in he nonpro secor. Commonly, hese posions appear o have auhoriy

over a porolio o deparmens, grouped ogeher o encompass a broad uncon. In oher cases,

hey appear o be responsible or a unconal area such as inergovernmenal relaons bu

wihou clear auhoriy over deparmen heads. A review o annual salaries or depuy mayors in

eigh oher cies idened a median o $240,426, as shown in Exhibi 8 below. The number o

depuy mayors as o he curren adminisraon or 2026 ranges rom one depuy mayor in Seale

o 14 in Boson.

Exhibi 8: Salaries and Toal Annual Coss for Depuy Mayors in oher Cites, 2026

City Number Salary Annual Cost to City

Chicago 6 $189,000 $1,134,000

New York City 9 287,663 2,588,967

Los Angeles 5 180,765 903,825

Seattle 1 253,671 253,671

Boston 14 195,000 2,730,000

Baltimore 5 233,922 1,169,610

Washington DC 4 246,930 987,720

Philadelphia 2 249,900 499,800
Source: BLA analysis.
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San Francisco Mayor’s Office
The San Francisco Mayor’s oce sa presenly consiss o 177.58 oal auhorized FTE (Full Time

Equivalen) posions, headed by a Chie o Sa, responsible or overseeing he enre oce sa

and serving as he poin o conac or Ciy deparmen heads. Four posions in heMayor’s oce

are designaed as Chies, each responsible or one o hese our unconal areas: 1) housing and

economic developmen, 2) public saey, 3) healh, homelessness, and amily services, and 4)

inrasrucure, climae and mobiliy. While hey do no have auhoriy o direc deparmens due

o curren Chaer provisions, hey serve as coordinaors and work primarily wih he Ciy

deparmens ha provide services in he our unconal areas o advance he policies o he

Mayor. The FY 2026-27 salary coss or a 0905 Mayoral Sa XVII posion, he classicaon used

or he Chie posions in he San Francisco Mayor’s oce, is $235,560 wih all our posions

oaling $942,240.

Poenal Coss o Auhorizing Depuy Mayors
By provision o he Ciy Charer, no mayoral sa salary shall be greaer han 70 percen o he

Mayor’s ocial salary.4 The impac o he proposed Charer amendmens relave o Depuy

Mayors will depend on he number o such posions esablished in he oce and he salaries

esablished or each, wih none exceeding 70 percen o he Mayor’s salary, presenly se a

$407,110 or FY 2026-27. I all our chies are convered o depuy mayors wih new auhoriy, and

all our salaries are se a 70 percen o he Mayor’s salary a $284,977, oal annual salary coss

o he Ciy would increase by $197,668 rom $942,240 o $1,139,908.5

Coss could also increase i he number o depuy mayors is increased o a number beyond he

curren our Chies. For example, beore depuy mayors were prohibied due o passage o a ballo

iniave in 1991, here were seven depuy mayors in he Mayor’s oce. Each addional depuy

mayor FTE would cos $370,470 in salary and bene dollars. Furher, he depuy mayors could be

added o Mayor’s oce sa wihou replacing he curren Chies, in which case heir salary and

benes coss would represen enrely new coss.

Salary Benchmarking
While here are no direc privae-secor equivalens o a depuy mayor, a review o he

proessional backgrounds o depuy mayors in peer jurisdicons indicaes ha appoinees are

generally drawn rom senior leadership posions in governmen, nonpro organizaons, and, less

requenly, privae or-pro companies. Mos commonly, depuy mayors in oher jurisdicons

previously held deparmen head or oher direcor-level posions in local, sae, or ederal

governmen, while ohers came rom execuve posions a nonpro organizaons relevan o

heir assigned policy porolios. Given he variey o poenal career pahways ino a depuymayor

posion, no single posion provides an appropriae one-o-one salary comparison. To assess he

compeveness o he proposed salary, we hereore compiled compensaon daa or several

groups represenng likely sources o candidaes, including leadership posions a 15 San Francisco

nonpro organizaons, San Francisco deparmen heads, and direcor-level posions in counes

and special disrics across he nine Bay Area counes. As shown below, he proposed Depuy

4 San Francisco Ciy Charer, Secon 3.100.
5 The Ciy would also incur addional coss or ringe benes, ypically amounng o an addional 30 o
35 percen o salary dollars per posion.
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Mayor salary o $284,977 alls wihin he range o compensaon or hese comparison groups,

exceeding median salaries or governmen deparmen heads and regional direcors bu below

he median compensaon or chie execuve ocers a he San Francisco nonpro organizaons

reviewed.

Exhibi 9: Comparison of Proposed San Francisco Depuy Mayor Salary o Peer
Leadership Positons in San Francisco and he Bay Area

Candidate Pool Comparative Title(s) Median Salary

San Francisco non-profit directors* Chief Executive Officer $503,279

San Francisco Deputy Mayor $284,977

San Francisco non-profit leadership* Chief Operating or Financial Officer $279,508

San Francisco City and County Leadership Department Head $246,527

Bay Area County Government Leadership Director, County Executive $244,712

Bay Area Special Districts Directors^ Executive Director $237,609
Source: Form 990s, Sae Conroller’s Governmen Compensaon Direcory, San Francisco FTE Cos Repor.

(*): Nonpro salary inormaon was colleced or 15 San Francisco-based nonpro organizaons across

several secors, including ars and culure, communiy improvemen, educaon, housing, human services,

philanhropy and granmaking, and research. “Non-pro direcors” reecs Chie Execuve Ocer

compensaon, while “non-pro leadership” reecs he salary or he second highes-ranking employee

afer he CEO.

(^): Special disrics include regional ransporaon auhories, parks disrics, wase managemen

auhories, and public insurance groups.

I Depuy Mayor posions are reinsaed and heir salaries are se a $284,977, or 70 percen o

he curren Mayor’s salary as limied by he Charer, i would be compeve wih public secor

execuve and leadership posions in San Francisco and he Bay Area. This salary would be

considerably lower han San Francisco non-pro direcors, hough DepuyMayor posions would

be more comparable o non-pro leadership posions raher han chie execuve ocers.

While here are no exac maches beween depuy mayor and ypical privae secor posions, an

approximaon would be a corporae execuve vice presiden or a senior vice presiden. These

posions ypically repor o he chie execuve ocer or chie operang ocer and are

responsible or overseeing mulple divisions o he organizaon wih a level o auhoriy over

hem. According o GlassDoor, median base salaries or corporae senior vice presidens in he Bay

Area range rom $207,000-328,000 or wihin range o maximum salaries ha could be paid o

depuy mayors. However, oal corporae compensaon generally includes variable pay in addion

o a base salary so hese amouns would likely be surpassed or corporae senior vice presidens

also earning bonuses, sock opons, or oher long-erm incenves. GlassDoor repors variable pay

ranging rom $148,000 o $275,000 or corporae senior vice presidens, resulng in oal pay o

beween $354,000 and $604,000, or well above he maximum pay ha would be allowable or

depuy mayors in he Ciy and Couny o San Francisco.
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3. Deparmen reorganizaons

Curren Sae
Under Charer secon 4.132, he Mayor is allowed o reorganize dues and uncons beween

execuve branch deparmens. The Charer esablishes ha boh Civil Service employees and und

balances may be ranserred beween deparmens. The Mayor mus send a noce o he Board

o Supervisors abou such reorganizaons and unless hey are disapproved by he Board wihin 30

days o he noce being sen, he changes become eecve.

The Mayor does no have he auhoriy o ranser deparmen uncons assigned o a parcular

deparmen in he Charer o oher deparmens.

Proposed Changes
The proposed Charer amendmens would expand he Mayor’s auhoriy o reorganize Ciy

deparmens by allowing he Mayor o ranser uncons among execuve branch deparmens

and submi relaed implemenng ordinances or expedied Board o Supervisors review. The

proposed legislaon reains he 30-day approval window bu he auomac approval dae changes

o 30 days afer he Clerk o he Board o Supervisors receives he Mayor's noce.

A new provision allows he Mayor o inroduce an implemenng ordinance wih he

reorganizaon noce or he proposed change(s) i one is needed and ha boh shall be deemed

approved by he Board o Supervisors unless he Board disapproves hem wihin 60 days.

Currenly, i an implemenng ordinance is needed o eecuae a deparmenal reorganizaon, i

mus be inroduced and go hrough he normal legislave process; here is no provision or

auomac approval.

The proposed Charer amendmens would allow he Mayor o reorganize dues and uncons

boh among or beween deparmens wihin he execuve branch, wih he ollowing

specicaons:

(1) Deparmens could be reorganized in several ways. Cerain uncons and dues could be

ranserred o anoher deparmen. Alernaely, an enre deparmen could be

consolidaed ino one or more oher deparmens, including he Ciy Adminisraor’s

Oce.

(2) Any uncons or dues specied in he Charer would need o remain in place, hough

hey could be ranserred o anoher deparmen. Oversigh o a duy or uncon may be

moved o he board or commission overseeing he deparmen ha receives i.

(3) A deparmen head posion could be eliminaed. When a deparmen is ranserred, is

deparmen head would be replaced by he head o he receiving deparmen. I he

Charer or sae or ederal law requires specic qualicaons or a ormer deparmen

head or oher posion, he receiving deparmen head musmee hose qualicaons or

appoin a qualied person o perorm he required uncons.

The Charer currenly does no dene he execuve branch. The proposed Charer amendmens
clariy he denion o execuve branch o:
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(1) Include deparmens creaed by ordinance (including voer-adoped ordinances) and

deparmens ha are specically designaed as wihin he execuve branch under Arcles

III. JV, V, VII or VIII o he Charer.

(2) Exclude dues and uncons se orh in he Charer o he Ciy Adminisraor, Conroller,

Board o Appeals, Por, Airpor, Asian Ar Museum, and Fine Ars Museums under he

proposed amendmens. The Charer dues o he Deparmen o Police Accounabiliy

could no be ranserred o he Police Deparmen and hose o he Sheri’s Inspecor

General could no be ranserred o he Sheri’s Deparmen.

Requesed analysis: Esmae he coss o implemenng deparmen consolidaons under

his expedied process, including sa ransers, sysems inegraon, and poenal severance

or displaced deparmen heads.

These proposed Charer amendmens could resul in nancial coss and savings. Deparmen

consolidaons are ofen inended o generae savings by reducing duplicave adminisrave

uncons, consolidang managemen and suppor services, and improving coordinaon across

relaed operaons. However, reorganizaons can incur coss or ransion planning, personnel

changes, echnology inegraon, acilies, and process redesign.

This analysis reviews he poenal coss and savings associaed wih his ballo measure hrough

a case sudy.

Case Sudy: Deparmen o Building Inspecon (DBI) and he Ciy Planning Deparmen
(CPC/”Planning”)
We use a case sudy as an example o poenal cos impacs o he proposed Charer

amendmens. Specically, we review he ongoing reorganizaon o he Deparmen o Building

Inspecon (DBI) and he Ciy Planning Deparmen (CPC/ “Planning”) in connecon wih

developmen o he new permi cener. The case sudy idenes he specic changes ha would

occur under he legislaon and idenes acual coss and poenal savings, which can help

illusrae how coss may change i uure consolidaons are more complex or occur more

requenly.

In January 2026, Mayor Daniel Lurie announced ha he Ciy would begin a process o creae a

single organizaon responsible or he uncons o he Planning Deparmen, DBI, and he Permi

Cener.6 This iniave reecs he closely conneced roles o DBI and Planning in he developmen

process, where applicans ypically inerac wih boh deparmens (and ohers) or a single

projec, and aims o esablish a unied permitng cener.

According o he Planning Deparmen, in he curren scal year (2026–27), DBI’s adminisrave

and inormaon echnology uncons will move ino he Planning Deparmen. Because DBI and

he Building Inspecon Commission are esablished in he Charer, all Charer-mandaed core

6 Oce o he Mayor, Ciy and Couny o San Francisco, “Mayor Lurie Takes Major Sep o Drive San
Francisco’s Recovery, Launching Process o Creae a Single, Cenralized Permitng Organizaon,”
hps://www.s.gov/news-mayor-lurie-akes-major-sep-o-drive-san-ranciscos-recovery-launching-
process-o-creae-a-single-cenralized-permitng-organizaon
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services, along wih oversigh by he Building Inspecon Commission, mus remain inac.7 The

curren division o dues is shown in Exhibi 10 below.

Exhibi 10: DBI and CPC Organizaton Char, July 2026

Source: Ciy Planning Deparmen

I he proposed ballo measure passes, he Deparmen plans o ransion all DBI core services

ino he receiving deparmen, as shown in Exhibi 11 below. Under his srucure, DBI’s core

services would be moved o wha i calls he Fully Inegraed Permitng Deparmen. Oversigh o

DBI’s uncons, currenly perormed by he Building Inspecon Commission, could echnically,
hough would no necessarily, be ranserred o he Planning Commission. The Mayor’s saemen

ha any commission adjusmens would deer o he Commission Sreamlining Task Force

suggess ha his will no occur, given he ask orce’s deerminaon o reain he Building

Inspecon Commission.8

7 The Commission Sreamlining Task Force, in heir 2026 nal repor, proposes o move he Building
Inspecon Commission rom he Charer ino he Adminisrave Code. Should his be approved, dues o
he Building Inspecon Commission could be modied by ordinance.
8 Ciy and Couny o San Francisco, Commission Sreamlining Task Force, Commission Sreamlining Task
Force Final Repor, January 28, 2026
hps://media.api.s.gov/documens/Commission_Sreamlining_Task_Force_Final_Repor.pd
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Exhibi 11: Proposed Reorganizaton of Deparmen of Building Inspecton (DBI) and Ciy

Planning (CPC)

Source: Ciy Planning Deparmen

Coss and Savings o he DBI and Planning Consolidaon

Under he saus quo

According o he Mayor’s Oce, he ranser o uncons beween DBI and Planning iselwill no

generae direc budgeary coss. The reorganizaon did no incur new real esae or echnology

expenses; insead, he exisng echnology budges o DBI and Planning were consolidaed and

redireced o he combined oce. Thismeans ha savings in redundan inormaon sysems coss

ha migh be expeced rom a merger are no being realized i exisng sysems connue o

uncon as hey do a presen.

Opporuniy coss exis in he orm o sa me. Mayoral sa me spen coordinang and

planning he ranser o uncons represens an opporuniy cos o mayoral sa resources.

However, an esmae or me spen is no currenly available rom he deparmens or Mayor’s

oce. Beyond ha, an unknown amoun o sa me in he wo deparmens will be redireced

o merger acviy or a duraon o me beore and afer he merger.

The Mayor’s Oce also repors ha no layos are currenly planned as par o he ranser o

uncons. However, over he longer erm, hrough arion or organizaonal sreamlining, he

consolidaed srucure is expeced o produce approximaely $3 million in savings in

adminisraon and IT personnel relave o he saus quo. For he near erm, he Ciy will no be

achieving savings hrough reduced headcoun due o he merger. Fuure reorganizaons and
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mergers could likewise incur “coss” i Ciy decisionmakers do no choose o reduce duplicave

posions (beyond deparmen heads) hrough mergers.

Under he proposed Charer amendmens

I he proposed Charer amendmens pass, addional specic savings could be obained due o

he enabled eliminaon o he DBI deparmen head. Currenly he execuve direcor is proeced

as he role is enshrined in he Charer. Under he changes, his role could be eliminaed or savings

o up o $393,000.9

Coss and Savings o Fuure Consolidaons
The ongoing DBI-Planning reorganizaon illusraes ha he Ciy can pursue some adminisrave

sreamlining under he exisng ramework. Esmang he scal eec o he proposed Charer

amendmen hereore requires disnguishing beween reorganizaons ha can occur under

exisng auhoriy and any addional reorganizaons, or changes in process, ha he amendmens

will allow.

The only direc, concree aliaed coss and savings ha are enabled by he ballomeasure is he

abiliy o eliminae Charer-esablished deparmen head posions. This could resul in severance

coss ranging rom approximaely $30,000 o $134,000.10 Salary savings beween approximaely

$221,000 and $416,000 annually could be realized depending on he individual in he role.11

Aside rom his, he proposed Charer changes allow or more complex and comprehensive

reorganizaons, as well as inroducing a new process or sreamlined approvals. These changes

don’ have a direc cos associaed wih hem bu could possibly increase he number o uure

deparmenal consolidaons by making i easier or he Mayor o iniae reorganizaons. The

nancial impac o his is no clear, since each consolidaon’s nancial impac on he Ciy will

depend on is goals, implemenaon choices, and wheher i changes underlying cos drivers.

A key decision aecng coss or uure mergers is i duplicae posions are going o be deleed.

I no, reaining all sa will represen an ongoing “cos” o he merger or reorganizaon as

eciency gains ha should oherwise occur would no be realized. I is no unusual in public secor

mergers or posion eliminaons o be delayed, minimized, or avoided. A sudy omunicipal and

superior cour mergers in Caliornia ound ha coss did no decrease afer he mergers hough

he composion o he workorce may have changed, wih increased wages or some o he new

posions needed because o he mergers. The sudy also repored ha a reducon in duplicave

eors does no occur auomacally in public secor mergers, also a common nding in oher

sudies on his opic. Reasons cied or his are new requiremens or he merged agencies ha

require addional resources and insuonal and personal dicules associaed wih ring

9 Top-sep salary o a Deparmen Head III (0963) in FY 2026-27 was $291,330, wih ringe approximaed as
35 percen o salary.
10 This is he range o severance paid by he Ciy or all separaons o deparmen heads beween 2022
and 2026, according o he Deparmen o Human Resources.
11 The range in op-sep salaries or Deparmen Heads I (0961) hrough V (0965) or FY 2026-27 according
o he SF Jobs Classicaons websie.
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workers.12 Overall, here is limied academic research on deparmen consolidaons, nding

mixed resuls on cos eciency.13 This lieraure ofen nds ha consolidaons can, bu do no

consisenly, produce cos savings. Alhough he evidence is limied and indirec, i poins o

considering personnel coss when rying o undersand cos impacs.

Inormaon sysems revamping ofen represen a signican cos incurred in organizaonal

mergers as he wo (or more) organizaons usually have heir own sysems geared o heir

missions and uncons. These merger-relaed coss can include daa migraon, new sofware

licenses, hardware upgrades, and ouside IT consulans. While mergers should resul in cos

savings and oher benes in he long erm, increased coss or IT inegraon during he ransion

should no be unexpeced. Besides he coss or ouside vendors and consulans, sa me coss

will be incurred o prepare or and execue he sysems ransions. Lieraure on privae secor

mergers ofen cauons he imporance o sa me or pre-merger planning and execung and

ollowing up on he inegraon.

Wheher a consolidaon resuls in ne coss or savings will be specic o a parcular

reconguraon and he willingness o eliminae posions and oher redundancies. For example,

he proposed DBI-Planning consolidaon is inended primarily o improve coordinaon and

service delivery, raher han o eliminae duplicaed capaciy. As a resul, he cos savings may be

less han a reorganizaon ocused on eliminang duplicave roles. Fuure reorganizaons ha are

designed o reduce duplicave uncons or adminisrave coss could poenally resul in greaer

long-erm savings. The naure o hese reorganizaons is no driven by he proposed Charer

amendmens.

A greaer number o deparmenal consolidaons would no, hereore, necessarily produce

greaer savings. By making i easier or he Mayor o iniae reorganizaons, he amendmen

could increase he number o uure consolidaons and incur unnecessary coss i acons aren’

aken o eliminae redundan posions and sysems. However, he scal eec o each

consolidaon would depend on wheher i reduces duplicave sang or oher underlying

operang coss, relave o any implemenaon coss. Overall, he amendmen’s ne scal eec

canno be deermined in advance.

12 Siân Mughan and Dallin Oversree, “Can Local GovernmenMergers Reduce Coss when Capial
Expendiures are Low? Evidence rom CourMergers”, Urban Aairs Review Volume 60, Issue 3, May
2024, pages 892 – 922, DOI: 10.1177/10780874231209908.
13 Mos research on governmenal mergers examines he consolidaon o separae enes raher han
deparmens wihin a single governmen. Cos savings research can be ound on ciy-couny
consolidaons, insuonal mergers, and regional inegraons, bu no local governmen deparmens.
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4. Board and commission appoinmen and removal, spends and
healh insurance

Curren Sae
A presen, mos Ciy board and commission members can only be appoined and removed by he

Mayor or he member’s appoinng auhoriy (i.e., he Mayor, Board o Supervisors, Conroller, or

oher ocer designaed in he Charer). Removal is limied in many cases o he appoinee being

ound guily o ocial misconduc.

The Ciy’s Adminisrave Code Secon 16.700 species 44 San Francisco boards and commissions

whose members are eligible or Ciy-paid healh insurance hrough he Ciy’s Healh Service

Sysem during heir me o service. However, as discussed urher below, many members do no

ake his coverage likely because hey are already covered hrough a ull-me job, a spouse or

parner, heir own sel-insurance, or some oher means.

Secon 5.1-6 o San Francisco Adminisrave Code esablishes ha commissioners are no o

receive compensaon unless esablished in he Charer or hrough ordinance. As a resul, spends

are esablished on a commission-by-commission basis in boh he Charer and hrough ordinance.

Alhough mos commissioners are unpaid voluneers, in FY 2024-25, a oal o 29 boards and

commissions repored paying spends in some amoun.14

Proposed Changes
The proposed amendmens would allow or removal o nearly all board and commission members

by heir appoinng auhoriy wihou cause. In mos cases, he appoinng auhoriy would be he

Mayor. The appoinmen process would remain he same in mos cases, wih he Mayor, a mix o

he Mayor and Board o Supervisors, or he Mayor, Board o Supervisors, and oher ocials sll

responsible or appoinmens or he same bodies as hey are now. The change in removal

provisions could resul in increased urnover o board and commission members since iwould be

easier or he Mayor o remove board and commission members.

There are no changes proposed o commission spends, nor healh insurance eligibiliy or board

and commission members.

Requesed analysis: Esmae he oal annual cos o healh insurance and spends or mayoral-

appoined commissioners, in ligh o he shif o a-will removal or mos commission members

Curren Healhcare and Spend Coss
San Francisco’s commission sysem includes 42 commissions, represenng 348 commissioners,

eligible o parcipae in he Ciy’s Healh Service Sysem under Adminisrave Code Secon

16.700. No all eligible commissioners receive or use he healh insurance spend: abou 69

percen waived coverage in FY 2024-25, according o he San Francisco Healh Service Sysem.

14 Budge and Legislave Analys survey, 2025
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A 2025 survey o commissions conduced by he Budge and Legislave Analys ound ha oal

healh insurance expendiures were $702,723 in FY 2024–25.15 According o he Healh Service

Sysem, he average Ciy cos o his bene was $8,385 per commissioner during his period,

excluding hose who waived coverage. The relavely low per-commissioner average also reecs

commissioners using heir coverage only during par o he year in insances o commissioner

urnover. Adminisrave Code Secon 16.700 provides commissioner healh insurance coverage

only “during heir me in service o he Ciy and Couny o San Francisco.” Accordingly, a

commissioner’s eligibiliy or coverage under Secon 16.700 ends when he commissioner resigns,

complees heir service, or is removed rom oce.

While mos o he commissioners on he Ciy’s boards and commissions are unpaid voluneers,16

some receive spends. For example, he Local Agency Formaon Commission pays commissioners

$100 per meeng,17 Assessmen Appeals Board members receive $125 per hearing up o a

maximum o $375 per day,18 and he Charer Secon 37.4 esablishes a spend o $75 per Board

meeng or members o he Ren Board. According o he Budge and Legislave Analys’s survey,

spends oaled $442,601 across 29 commissions ha repored paying hem in FY 2024–25. This

equaes o an average o $15,262 per commission ha paid spends.

Cos Implicaons o Proposed BalloMeasure
The shif o a-will removal auhoriy or mos mayoral-appoined commissioners would no, by

isel, increase he Ciy’s annual healh insurance spend cos. Raher, he cos would depend on

he number o commissioners who are replaced and wheher incoming commissioners elec o

use he healhcare bene.

The FY 2024–25 expendiure o $702,723 is he bes available baseline esmae o annual

healhcare coss across he 42 eligible commissions. I a parcipang commissioner is removed,

he Ciy sops paying heir healhcare premiums upon separaon. A newly appoined

commissioner could hen become eligible and parcipae, depending on enrollmen requiremens

and heir choice o parcipae.

Thereore, commissioner urnover could increase annual coss, bu no necessarily. Exhibi 12

below shows poenal cos increases i he incoming commissioners parcipae in he commission

healhcare bene a higher raes han deparng commissioners. Coss could rise by more han

$1 million annually only under a higher increase scenario where parcipaon increases by 50

15 Ciy and Couny o San Francisco, Board o Supervisors, Budge and Legislave Analys, Analysis o he
Annual Financial Cos o Ciy Appoinve Boards and Commissions and he Financial Impac o Their
Eliminaon or Consolidaon, repor o he Commission Sreamlining Task Force, Sepember 1, 2025.
hps://sos.archive.s.gov/sies/deaul/les/BLA.PropE_.090125.pd
16 Though all commissions are unique, some, like he Film Commission, have Charer-esablished
prohibions on spends (Secon 57.2(d)).
17 San Francisco Local Agency Formaon Commission, LAFCo General Policies and Procedures,
hps://www.s.gov/laco-general-policies-and-procedures
18 “Commiee Backs Raise in Spend or Assessmen Appeals Board Members,” CizenPoral,
hps://cizenporal.ai/arcles/7109149/caliornia/san-rancisco-couny/commiee-backs-raise-in-
spend-or-assessmen-appeals-board-members
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percen. By conras, a moderae 25 percen increase in healhcare parcipaon would raise coss

by approximaely $175,000.

Exhibi 12: Cos Increases Under Hypohetcal Increased Eligible Commissioner
Partcipaton in Healhcare19

Scenario
Toal Commissioner
Healhcare Coss

Baseline (FY 2024-25 Acual) $ 702,723

Moderae Increase (25%) $ 878,404

High Increase (50%) $ 1,054,085
Source: San Francisco Healh Service Sysem and BLA Analysis

Coss could also decrease i replacemen commissioners choose o ake healh insurance coverage

a a lower rae han deparng commissioners. Exhibi 13 shows possible decreases based on

moderae and high raes o reduced commissioner accepance o healh insurance coverage.

Exhibi 13: Cos Decreases Under Hypohetcal Increased Eligible Commissioner
Partcipaton in Healhcare

Scenario
Toal Commissioner
Healhcare Coss

Baseline (FY 2024-25 Acual) $702,723

Moderae Decrease (25%) $527,042

High Decrease (50%) $351,362

Source: San Francisco Healh Service Sysem and BLA Analysis

Higher healhcare coss could resul only i newly appoined commissioners use he bene a a

higher rae han deparng commissioners. Conversely, coss could decline i replacemens do no

enroll or i vacancies remain unlled or a period.

Commissioner spends, by conras, are generally deermined by he compensaon srucure and

meeng or hearing acviy o each commission, raher han by an individual commissioner’s

elecon o enroll in a bene. Thereore, he shif o a-will removal isel would no change he

spend raes or he Ciy’s underlying obligaon o pay auhorized spends.

19 Up o a 200 percen increase in enrollmen is easible based on he FY 2024-25 parcipaon rae o 31
percen, wih 69 percen waiving enrollmen. This means ha enrollmen could more han riple should all
eligible commissioners parcipae.
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II. Ciy Adminisraor’s Oce & Modernizing Ciy
Conracng

1. Conracng Changes Updaes

The proposed Charer amendmen, which expands he Ciy Adminisraor’s auhoriy and adjuss

conracng requiremens, is inended o address ineciencies wihin he Ciy’s procuremen

sysem. As he oundaon or his proposal, he ballo measure ses orh several asserons

regarding curren conracng pracces. Beore assessing he broader implicaons o he proposed

amendmens in his secon o he repor, we examine, conexualize, and updae hese asserons

here o provide a clear and accurae basis or undersanding he measure’s inen and poenal

impac.

According o he measure, he Ciy oversees more han $5 billion in annual conracs. For scal

year 2025-26, he Ciy Adminisraor repors he Ciy’s oal conrac spend was jus under $6.2

billion.20

The measure saes ha a single procuremen process coss roughly $25,000 and can ake six o

12 monhs. The Ciy Adminisraor conrms ha procuremens can ake six o 12 monhs.

However, he cos esmae may be less accurae. This esmae derives rom SPUR’s April 2025

repor Purchasing Power,21 which esmaed ha each soliciaon coss he Ciy a leas $22,000

o $28,000. Alhough he $25,000 gure, an average o SPUR’s wo gures, is a helpul sarng

poin as a rough esmae, i should no be considered auhoriave due o a number o imporan

assumpons made as par o he analysis’ mehodology. Firs, he esmae rom SPUR samples

only hree Ciy deparmens, less han ve percen o all Ciy deparmens. Second, he analysis

looked only a proessional services conracs and gran agreemens. Third, he coswas calculaed

based on one deparmen’s esmae ha 65 o 75 percen o hours were rom ouside he

deparmen, a rae which could vary based on deparmen. Finally, he esmae excludes sa

me a he Ciy Aorney’s Oce, he Oce o Conrac Adminisraon, and oher reviewing

deparmens, hereore undersang he cos.

Recen developmens likely aec he accuracy o his gure including salary increases since he

2025 assessmen and he iniaon o he GovOps iniave, which he Ciy Adminisraor’s Oce

repors has decreased he me i akes o process conrac requiremens, hough he Oce did

no provide an esmae o he reducon in elapsed me. Given he mehodological limiaons,

he esmae is no likely he rue gure, however, in he absence o a much more comprehensive

and updaed assessmen, i is a reasonable sarng poin. Policymakers looking o assess he

20Toal conrac spend diers rom he oal value o conracs in place. Toal conrac expendiure reecs
how much he Ciy pays ou on conracs over a given period. In conras, he oal value o all conracs
currenly in place represens he maximum auhorized amouns across all acve agreemens.
21 Nicole Nedich, Purchasing Power: Nine Recommendaons o Improve San Francisco’s Procuremen
Process (San Francisco: SPUR, April 17, 2025),
hps://www.spur.org/sies/deaul/les/2025-04/SPUR_Purchasing_Power_0.pd
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eciency o he procuremen and curren coss should underake a more horough evaluaon

ha address he limiaons o he exisng esmae.

According o he ballomeasure, more han 14 deparmens can be involved in approving a single

conrac. I is heorecally possible hamore han 14 deparmens could be involved in approving

a single conrac, as he Oce o he Ciy Adminisraor conrms ha here are 25 deparmens

wih jurisdicon over some par o he procuremen or conracng process or wih special

purchasing auhoriy or some procuremens. However, we were unable o ideny a parcular

conrac involving his number o conracs.

Themeasure assers ha he Ciymainains ve separaeMicrosof conracs, 20 raining sysems,

and 14 documenmanagemen plaorms. The Deparmen o Technology conrms he exisence

o ve disnc Microsof conracs. I also considers he esmae o 14 documen managemen

plaorms plausible under a broad denion o “documen managemen plaorm” (For insance,

ServiceNow, primarily an HR modernizaon ool, includes personnel le sorage and documen

managemen uncons). The Deparmen o Human Resources could no veriy he claim ha 20

learning sysems exis Ciywide; however, i is aware o ve major plaorms and is currenly

discussing eors o consolidae hese ino a cenralized sysem.

Alhough many sysems incorporae documen managemen capabilies, heir presence alone

does no necessarily indicae duplicaon or ineciency. According o he Deparmen o

Technology, deparmens ha pursue separae procuremens ofen cie unme business

requiremens in exisng ools or a need or greaer conrol over procuremen or licensing.
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2. Increase in Ciy Adminisraor’s erm o oce rom 5 o 10 years

Curren Sae
Charer Secon 3.104 currenly ses he Ciy Adminisraor’s erm as ve years and allows or

removal by he Mayor subjec o approval by he Board o Supervisors. This means ha he Board

o Supervisors can block removal o he Ciy Adminisraor hrough ormal proceedings and a voe.

Proposed Changes
The proposed Charer amendmens would exend he erm o he Ciy Adminisraor rom ve o

en years. Alhough apparenly unsubsanal, he proposed amendmens adjus he language

around removal, sang ha removal o he incumben may be underaken only by he Mayor

wih he concurrence o he Board o Supervisors.

Requesed analysis: Asses he cos/bene radeo o his reduced accounabiliy, decade-long

erm srucure.

Hisory o he Ciy Adminisraor Role in San Francisco
The Ciy’s curren Charer became eecve July 1, 1996, a which me he Chie Adminisrave

Ocer (CAO) posion was eliminaed and all execuve deparmens moved under he Mayor.22

William Lee bridged his ransion, serving as he San Francisco’s CAO sarng in 1995,23 beore

becoming ormally conrmed as San Francisco’s rs Ciy Adminisraor in 2000 by he Board o

Supervisors.24 The Oce o he Ciy Adminisraor was no esablished as a Ciy deparmen unl

2004.25 The lengh o he erms o Ciy Adminisraors in oce since he year 2000 are 17, 11, and

5 years (sll in progress), in ha order.

Proposed Changes: Longer Reappoinmen Inerval; Removal Process Appears
Subsanvely Unchanged
The Charer amendmens propose exending he Ciy Adminisraor’s appoinmen erm rom ve

o en years. I also changes he language around Ciy Adminisraor removal, alhough his change

appears o be non-subsanve. Whereas he Charer currenly reads ha he Ciy Adminisraor

“may be removed by he Mayor subjec o approval by he Board o Supervisors,” he proposed

Charer ex reads ha he Ciy Adminisraor “may only be removed by he Mayor wih he

concurrence o he Board o Supervisors”. Replacing he requiremen or Board “approval” wih

“concurrence” does no clearly esablish a policy change. The measure does no necessarily give

22 James Haas, “Evaluang he New Ciy Charer: A Three-Year Repor Card,” Urbanis, Ocober 1, 1999,
SPUR, hps://www.spur.org/publicaons/urbanis-arcle/1999-10-01/evaluang-new-ciy-charer.
23 Seven A. Chin, “Bill Lee Sworn In as The Ciy’s CAO,” SFGATE, March 28, 1995,
hps://www.sgae.com/news/arcle/bill-lee-sworn-in-as-he-ciy-s-cao-3157348.php
24 San Francisco Board o Supervisors, Resoluon Conrming he Appoinmen oWilliam Lee as Ciy
Adminisraor, File No. 001503, inroduced Augus 21, 2000, led November 7, 2000,
hps://sgov.legisar.com/LegislaonDeail.aspx?ID=467298&GUID=D4498781-6DB1-4D4B-96BD-
3066E4FDF42B&Opons=ID|Tex|&Search=adminisraor
25 San Francisco Board o Supervisors, Ordinance Esablishing he Office o he Ciy Adminisraor as a Ciy
Deparmen, Ordinance No. 204-04, File No. 040754, enaced Augus 5, 2004,
hps://sgov.legisar.com/LegislaonDeail.aspx?ID=475048&GUID=51B73D0B-75EA-4E3E-9845-
344EC9256AF0&Opons=ID|Tex|&Search=adminisraor
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he Mayor unilaeral removal auhoriy, nor does i preven removal beore he erm ends: he

principal proposed change is he adjusmen in he Adminisraor’s erm lengh.

Benes oMoving o a 10-Year Term: Connuiy or Long-Horizon Responsibilies
Ulmaely, exending he Ciy Adminisraor’s erm rom ve o 10 years could yield boh benes

and disadvanages. Benes include greaer long-erm connuiy in adminisering iniaves

wihin he Adminisraor’s purview. The Adminisraor could no only oversee long-erm iniaves

bu develop and apply insuonal knowledge acquired in he role and provide greaer insulaon

rom polical and leadership ransions. I could also provide sucien me o implemen and

assess perormance hamay no be measurable wihin a ve-year period. Many o hese benes

were suraced hrough he Charer Reorm Working Group (CRWG), a group convened by he

Conroller’s oce rom December 2025 o March 2026. In is April 2026 nal repor, he repor

highlighs ha longer erms would bene projec compleon due o he longer me horizon o

capial projecs, major sysems work, and operaonal reorms.

This is made clear when reviewing he Ciy Adminisraor’s dues and heir associaed me

horizons. As summarized by SPUR’s 2024 Designed o Serve repor, he Ciy Adminisraor’s Oce

is responsible or he ollowing acvies:26

- Adminisering long-erm plans such as bonds

- Coordinang all capial improvemen and consrucon projecs

- Adminisering policies and procedures or conracs, procuremen, and permis

- Appoinng and removing heads o deparmens under is direcon

- Managing publiciy and adversing unds

- Providing adminisrave services or he execuve branch

Exhibi 14 below summarizes o wha exen a 5- versus 10-year Ciy Adminisraor erm provides

enough connuiy and accounabiliy o oversee each responsibiliy eecvely. Wih acvies like

long-erm planning and coordinang capial improvemen projecs, a 10-year erm aligns more

closely wih bond and consrucon melines, allowing or a more complee oversigh o any given

projec. Oher acvies, like appoinng and removing deparmen heads and providing

adminisrave services, are less conneced o longer erm melines and may be less aeced by

poenal Ciy Adminisraor urnover. Overall, long-erm planning, capial improvemen, and

consrucon projecs migh be mos impaced by his exension in erm lengh.

26 SPUR, Designed o Serve: Resetng he Ciy’s Governance Srucure o Beer Mee he Needs o San
Franciscans, SPUR Repor, Augus 2024, hps://www.spur.org/sies/deaul/les/2024-
09/SPUR_Designed_o_Serve.pd
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Exhibi 14: Ciy Adminisraor Actvites and Timelines
Ciy Adminisraor Responsibiliy Typical Planning and

Delivery Horizon
Implicatons of 5 vs. 10-Year Appoinmen Term

Adminisering long-erm plans such
as bonds

10-year bond/capial-
planning cycle; ofen
20–30 years o deb
repaymen

A ve-year ermwould cover only par o he Ciy’s
capial-planning and deb-capaciy horizon. The
Ciy Adminisraor sis as he chair o he Capial
Planning Commiee.27

Coordinang all capial
improvemen and consrucon
projecs

5-20+ years,
depending on projec
size and complexiy

A ve-year erm may be insucien o oversee
longer projecs.

Adminisering policies and
procedures or conracs,
procuremen, and permis

Ongoing A ve-year erm is sucien o esablish and
revise policies, procedures, sandard documens,
inernal conrols, perormance measures, and
sa raining.

Appoinng and removing heads o
deparmens under is direcon

Ongoing A ve-year erm is sucien o exercise
appoinmen or removal auhoriy, where ha
auhoriy exiss.

Managing publiciy and adversing
unds

Ongoing A ve-year erm is sucien o oversee recurring
budge developmen, expendiure conrols,
conracng, and compliance or publiciy and
adversing unds.

Providing adminisrave services
or he execuve branch

Ongoing A ve-year erm is sucien o manage recurring
adminisrave operaons.

Source: SPUR, Designed o Serve (2024) & BLA analysis

Coss oMoving o a 10-Year Term: Less Frequen Reassessmen Through Reappoinmen
The main disadvanages o he erm exension cener around he reduced requency o ormal

opporunies or he Mayor and Board o Supervisors o assess he Adminisraor’s perormance

hrough he reappoinmen process. This longer gap beween appoinmens may impac

accounabiliy, parcularly i less requen reappoinmen reduces he perceived pressure o

demonsrae perormance. Required periodic perormance evaluaons could migae, bu no

eliminae, hese risks. These disadvanages were highlighed by some Charer Reorm Working

Group members who expressed concern ha a 10-year erm would cause he Ciy Adminisraor

o be less accounable. According o one Charer Reorm Working Group member, his se erm

limi could allow Ciy Adminisraors o avoid consequences o corrupon or scandal.28

Wha he Research Says
There is lile o no direc evidence ha a parcular xed erm, such as ve versus 10 years, causes

beer perormance or appoined municipal adminisraors. A 2023 sysemic review assessed 170

arcles on he relaonship beween meri principles and governmen perormance.29 The review

ound limied and mixed evidence regarding he relaonship beween job securiy or enure

27 Ciy and Couny o San Francisco, Conroller’s Oce o Public Finance, Deb Policy o he Ciy and Couny
o San Francisco, las updaed December 2024, hps://www.s.gov/sies/deaul/les/2025-
01/Deb%20Policy_12.20.24.pd
28 Ciy and Couny o San Francisco, Charer Reorm Working Group Summary and Analysis, April 15, 2026,
hps://media.api.s.gov/documens/Charer_Reorm_Working_Group_Summary_and_Analysis.pd
29 James L. Perry e al., “Wha Does he Evidence Tell Us abouMeri Principles and Governmen
Perormance?” Public Adminisraon, published online March 12, 2024,
hps://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/padm.12945
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proecon and corrupon. Conrary o expecaons, he researchers ound no sascally

signican associaon beween job securiy and enure proecon and corrupon in hree o he

our arcles ha ocused on his relaonship while one ound ha greaer enure proecon was

associaed wih lower corrupon.

To he exen ha a longer Ciy Adminisraor erm increases job securiy, he available evidence

does no esablish ha i would meaningully aec corrupon. The lieraure insead suggess

ha oher eaures o public-adminisraon sysems may have a sronger relaonship wih good-

governance oucomes. In parcular, he review ound hameri-based recruimenwas generally

associaed wih sronger governmen perormance.

San Francisco’s Fixed Term is Unusual Among Peer Cies
Chie adminisrave ocers (CAOs) and similarly led senior adminisrave ocials are common

in U.S. cies. The Naonal Civic League repors ha 52 percen o mayoral-council cies wih a

populaon o 10,000 or more have a CAO.30 However, he auhoriy, appoinmen process, erm,

and removal procedures or hese posions vary across jurisdicons.

The Charer ReormWorking Group conduced a Caliornia peer cies assessmen, summarized in

Exhibi 15. Among he jurisdicons included in ha assessmen, San Francisco was he only ciy

wih a xed erm or is comparable senior adminisrave ocial. All compared cies had mayoral

appoinmens and removal, hough some required Board or Ciy Council conrmaon. Cies also

diered signicanly in CAO responsibilies. These dierences limi he exen o which he peer

review can ideny an opmal srucure or erm lengh or San Francisco.

Exhibi 15: Peer Jurisdicton Chief Adminisratve Officer (CAO) Comparison

Source: Charer Reorm Working Group Final Repor, 2026

Balmore, Maryland, provides an example o a xed-erm Ciy Adminisraor. Balmore’s Ciy

Adminisraor serves a erm coerminous wih he Mayor and may be reappoined. Balmore is

an independen ciy, raher han a consolidaed ciy–couny, and i creaed a Ciy Adminisraor

30 Naonal Civic League, “Model Ciy Charer—9h Edion: Appendix 1: Opons or Mayor-Council Cies,”
Naonal Civic League, hps://www.naonalcivicleague.org/model-ciy-charer-9h-edion-appendix-1-
opons-or-mayor-council-cies/
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posion in 2021. Is limied experience wih he posion and dieren governmenal srucure

limi is useulness as a perormance comparison o San Francisco.31

Overall, San Francisco’s approach is no common among he reviewed jurisdicons. This nding

suppors broader examinaon o he appropriae erm srucure or he Ciy Adminisraor.

Alhough he ballo measure asks San Franciscans o choose beween a ve- and 10-year

appoinmen erm, policymakers may also wish o consider wheher a xed erm is preerable o

an indenie appoinmen.

Discussion
The proposed exension o he Ciy Adminisraor’s erm rom ve o 10 years could produce he

benes and drawbacks discussed above. However, lile exisng research direcly evaluaes he

likely eecs o his specic change.

Overall, a 10-year erm would reduce one specic orm o accounabiliy: he scheduled

reappoinmen decision currenly required every ve years. Because he proposal reains mayoral

appoinmen and reappoinmen, Board o Supervisors conrmaon, Mayor-iniaed removal,

and Board concurrence or removal, i would no eliminae many orms o ongoing polical

accounabiliy or Board oversigh currenly in place.

Given ha San Francisco’s srucure is unusual and has received limied sudy, i is unclear wheher

a 10-year erm would produce beer oucomes han a ve-year erm. More broadly, i is unclear

wheher a xed-erm, mayor-appoined Ciy Adminisraor is he opmal governance model or

he Ciy. Policymakers could consider wheher he Ciy Adminisraor’s erm and appoinmen

srucure should remain in he Charer or insead be esablished in he Adminisrave Code, which

would allow he Ciy omodiy he srucuremore readily in response o perormance inormaon.

31 Balmore Ciy Charer, ar. VII, secon 136(a), “Ciy Adminisraor: Appoinmen, Term, ec.,”
hps://codes.balmoreciy.gov/us/md/cies/balmore/charer/VII/136#(a)
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3. Increasing he hresholds or Board o Supervisors approval o conracs
and propery sales

Curren Sae
Charer secon 9.118(b) idenes he hresholds or Board o Supervisors approval by resoluon

or proposed conracs as ollows:

• Conracs wih ancipaed expendiures o $10 million or a erm in excess o en years,

excluding consrucon conracs. Modicaons or amendmens o such conracs when

heir value is more han $500,000.

• Conracs wih ancipaed revenue o $1 million or more or he erminaon or

modicaon o such conracs which when enered ino had a value o $1 million or more.

• Leases o real propery or a erm o en years or ancipaed revenue o he Ciy o $1

million or more or modicaon or erminaon o any such lease ha when enered ino

had a value o $1 million or more or had a erm o en years.

• Any sale or ranser o real propery owned by he Ciy and Couny o San Francisco.

There is no provision in he Charer a presen o adjus hese amouns on a regular basis o

accoun or changes in he cos o living.

Proposed Changes
The proposed amendmens o Charer secon 9,118 would increase he hreshold or Board o

Supervisors approval o proposed Ciy expendiure conracs, excluding consrucon conracs,

rom ancipaed ne Ciy expendiures o $10 million or a erm greaer han en years o $25

million or a erm o en years or more. The hreshold or Board review o major amendmens o

such conracs would change rom he curren $500,000 o a 50 percen cumulave increase o

he original conrac amoun over he amoun las approved by he Board o Supervisors. For

example, an expendiure conracwih an original amoun oaling $30million would rigger Board

o Supervisors review once he cumulave value o amendmens oals $15 million. I he mos

recen value o his conrac approved by he Board oaled $47million, he no-o-exceed amoun

riggering review would be an amoun equal or greaer han $62 million.

Revenue conracs wih ancipaed ne revenue o $4.5 million or more o he Ciy and Couny

would require approval by he Board o Supervisors under he proposed Charer amendmens.

This is an increase rom he curren hreshold or Board approval o $1 million or more. Major

amendmens o such leases, or hose ha resul in a cumulave increase o 50 percen or more

o he original lease amoun over he amoun las approved by he Board o Supervisors, would

require approval by he Board o Supervisors. Currenly erminaon, amendmen or modicaon

o conracs wih ancipaed revenue o $1 million when enered ino are subjec o Board o

Supervisors approval.

Under he proposed amendmens, any lease o propery owned by he Ciy and Couny o San

Francisco wih ancipaed ne revenue o $4.5 million or more or a erm o en years or moremus

rs be approved by he Board o Supervisors. Major amendmens o such leases, dened as

modicaons or amendmens o leases ha resul in a cumulave increase o 50 percen or more
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o he original conrac or lease amoun over he amoun las approved by he Board o

Supervisors will be rs subjec o approval by he Board o Supervisors.

Any sale or ranser o real propery owned by he Ciy and Couny will be rs subjec o approval

by he Board o Supervisors, as is presenly he case. Leases o propery under he jurisdicon o

he Por o San Francisco or marime use will remain exemp rom his requiremen under he

proposed amendmens.

The proposed Charer amendmens include a provision ha he Conroller will adjus he

moneary hresholds proposed in he amendmens deailed above sarng in 2032 o reec

changes in he relevan Consumer Price Index sarng on July 1, 2027. Such adjusmens will be

made every ve years covering eiher he preceding ve years or he period since he las

adjusmen i greaer han ve years (9.118(d)).

Requesed analysis: Using hisorical daa, esmae how many conracs would have been

exemped rom Board o Supervisors review under he new hresholds. Projec he cumulave

eec o hese adjusmens over he nex 10 o 20 years.

Change o Conrac Review
Beween calendar years 2023 and 2025, he Board o Supervisors reviewed a oal o 304

expendiure conracs, averaging o approximaely 100 expendiure conracs per year. O hese

conrac review iems, 220 or 72 percenwere new conracs while he remaining 84 or 28 percen

o conrac iems were amendmens o exisng conracs ha riggered Board review. We

assessed he value o each new conrac and conrac amendmen agains he proposed changes

o he Charer hawould increase he review hreshold or new conracs rom $10 million o $25

million and require review o amendmens when hey increase a conrac’s original value by 50

percen or more. As shown in Exhibi 16 below, he number o expendiure conracs requiring

Board review beween 2023 and 2025 would have declined by 189 iems rom 304 o 115, or by

62 percen. The number o new conracs requiring review would have declined rom 220 o 81,

while amended conracs would have declined rom 84 o 34.
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Exhibi 16: Expendiure Conracs Requiring Review by he Board of Supervisors:
Acual and Under Proposed New Sandards

2023 2024 2025 Toal

Actual New Contracts 80 68 72 220

New Contracts under Proposed
Standards 26 29 26 81

Difference -54 -39 -46 -139

Actual Amended Contracts 31 27 26 84

Amended Contracts under
Proposed Standards 13 7 14 34

Difference -18 -20 -12 -50

Total Actual 111 95 98 304

Total Under New Standards 39 36 40 115

Total Difference -72 -59 -58 -189
Source: BLA analysis.

Noe: Our analysis ocused on he scal value o proposed conracs beween 2023-2025 and did

no look a conrac erms. I is possible ha some new or amended conracs under he

proposed value hresholds could have had erms exceeding 10 years and hereore sll be eligible

or review. However, hese iems are no included in he gures above.

The Board o Supervisors reviewed considerably ewer revenue conracs han expendiure

conracs; beween 2023 and 2025, he Board reviewed 23 new and amended revenue conracs.

I he proposed changes o he Adminisrave Code o increase he review hreshold rom $1

million o $4.5 million were in place during his me, only seven o hese 23 conracs would have

required Board approval. As shown in Exhibi 17 below, he proposed hresholds would have

reduced he number o conracs requiring Board review by 16, or 70 percen. 15 o hese

conracs would have been new conracs inroduced o he Board or he rs me while one

amended revenue conrac would orego review during his hree-year period.

Exhibi 17: Revenue Conracs Requiring Review by he Board of Supervisors: Acual
and Under Proposed New Sandards

2023 2024 2025 Toal

Actual New Contracts 10 6 6 22

New Contracts under Proposed Standards 1 2 4 7

Difference -9 -4 -2 -15

Actual Amended Contracts 1 0 0 1

Amended Contracts under Proposed Standards 0 0 0 0

Difference -1 0 0 -1

Total Actual 11 6 6 23

Total Under New Standards 1 2 4 7

Total Difference -10 -4 -2 -16
Source: BLA analysis

The proposed change o he Charer concerning a roune inaon-based adjusmen o he
review hreshold is projeced o conrol he volume o expendiure agreemens reviewed. We
compiled all conracs reviewed by he Board o Supervisors or he rs me in 2025 and adjused
he value o each conrac or inaon beween 2027 when he proposed amendmen would go
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ino eec and 2037 using projeced CPI gures.32 During his me rame, he rs inaon
adjusmen would go ino eec in 2032. As seen in Exhibi 18 below, we projec he number o
conracs requiring review would remain relavely sable over me. Wihou inaon
adjusmens, he number o conracs reviewed by he Board o Supervisors is projeced o
oherwise increase year-over-year. Twelve or 31 percen ewer expendiure conracs would be
reviewed by he Board o Supervisors in 2037 as a resul o implemenng inaon adjused
hresholds as proposed in he Charer amendmens.

Exhibi 18: Number of New Expendiure Conracs Requiring Board of Supervisors
Review wih CPI Adjusmens o Threshold Amouns, 2027-2037

Due o he small volume o revenue conracs, he impac o inaon adjusmens on hose iems

are projeced o be negligible or a leas en years ollowing he implemenaon o he proposed

hreshold change. Furhermore, he inaon adjused hresholds would have no impac on he

number o amended conracs coming beore he Board o Supervisors or approval, as he

proposed hreshold o 50 percen value increase is no a xed value.

Dollar Impac o Lower Review Volume
Implemenng he proposed conrac review hresholds would reduce he oal amoun o Ciy

spending on grans and conracs subjec o review by he Board o Supervisors. As shown in

Exhibi 19, beween 2023 and 2025, he Board reviewed expendiure conracs oaling

approximaely $12.5 billion, including $5.4 billion in 2023, $3.3 billion in 2024, and $3.8 billion in

2025. Had he proposed hresholds been in eec during his period, approximaely $2.5 billion or

20 percen o hese conrac expendiure dollars would no have been subjec o Board review, or

approximaely $830 million worh o conracs per year. Among conrac amendmens hawould

32 CPI projecons hrough 2037 were compiled rom regional and naonal projecons rom he San
Francisco Conroller, he Congressional Budge Oce, he Oce oManagemen and Budge, and he
Caliornia Deparmen o Finance.
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no longer have been subjec o review, he median conrac increase subjec o approval was

approximaely $3.6 million, wih individual increases as high as $15.6 million.

Exhibi 19: Value of Conracs ha would no have been Reviewed by he Board of
Supervisors under Proposed Charer Amendmens 2023-2025

Source: BLA analysis

Noe: Excludes consrucon conracs, consisen wih he proposed Charer amendmens

The scal impac o he proposed hresholds does no ully capure he poenal eec o reduced

review by he Board o Supervisors. Conrac approval also provides an opporuniy or he Board

o evaluae conracor perormance, program implemenaon, and he Ciy’s oversigh o key

services and gran-unded acvies. Board review creaes an accounabiliy mechanism ha

incenvizes deparmens o adequaely monior conracor perormance and ensure compliance

wih conracual and reporng requiremens. Addionally, in several recen insances in he las

hree years, he Board’s review o conracs and amendmens idened perormance or oversigh

concerns ha resuled in modicaons o unding levels or proposed agreemens, addional

reporng requiremens, or connued monioring. Exhibi 20 highlighs seleced legislave iems

rom he las hree years or which Board review resuled in amendmens o proposed

agreemens, addional reporng requiremens, or oher oversigh acons. I inroduced under

he new hresholds, hese iems would no have been submied o he Board o Supervisors or

review.
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Exhibi 20: Sample Legislatve Iems Excluded from Board of Supervisors Review Under
Proposed Thresholds

File No. Proposed Legislation Summary of Board Review and Action

24-0994

Resolution to approve the 5th amendment
of the expenditure grant agreement with the
Mid-Market Foundation, increasing the
grant amount by $7.7 million for a total not
to exceed amount of $68.9 million.

A performance and fiscal review of the Mid-
Market/Tenderloin Community-Based Safety Program
determined the City was not tracking outcomes of the
program, and that the upcoming RFP should include
objective outcome standards such as crime statistics
and criteria to evaluate the success of the program.
Furthermore, the contractor's use of subcontractors
incurred $850,000 per year in unnecessary
administrative expenses. The Board of Supervisors
passed an amended version of the grant agreement,
reducing the increase to the not to exceed amount to a
total of $3.8 million instead of the originally proposed
$7.7 million. Under the proposed thresholds, this item
would not have been heard as the proposed
amendment amount would not have exceeded 50% of
he agreemen’s value.

23-1247

Resolution to approve the 4th amendment of
the expenditure grant agreement with the
San Francisco Pretrial Diversion Project for a
new total not to exceed amount of
$19,763,114.

A review of the proposed grant agreement found
signiican weaknesses in he Ciy’s oversigh o he San
Francisco Pretrial Diversion Project, including
insufficient monitoring of program performance and
financial condition. The Budget and Legislative Analyst
found the contractor had insufficient cash on hand and
no Chief Financial Officer, and that insolvency would
massively disrup he Ciy’s criminal diversion system.
Under the proposed thresholds, this item would not
have been heard as the not-to-exceed amount of the
contract never exceeded $25,000,000.

23-0692

Resolution to approve the 4th amendment to
the grant agreement with the Japanese
Community Youth Council for a new total
not to exceed amount of $13,727,411.

The Board’s conrac review process uncovered
discrepancies in client participation data and an unusual
set of work orders funding the contract. In addition,
many performance data points were not tracked by the
City or contractor. The Board approved a smaller
contract amount and requested a financial audit by the
City Services Auditor. The 2026 financial audit
confirmed deficient fiscal controls and mismanagement
of the grant agreement, including a finding of $5.6
million paid to program participants without verifying
eligibility. Under the proposed thresholds, this item
would not have been heard as the not-to-exceed
amount of the grant never exceeded $25,000,000.

Source: BLA analysis

Conversely, increasing he conrac approval hresholds and reducing he volume o legislave

iems requiring Board consideraon could poenally allow greaer aenon o he conracs and

amendmens ha remain subjec o review. To he exen ha he reduced volume creaes

addional capaciy or he Board and is commiees, i could enable more deailed consideraon

o conracor perormance, scal risk, programoucomes, and oher oversigh concerns or higher-
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value or higher-risk agreemens. However, his benewould need o be weighed agains he loss

o roune Board review or conracs below he proposed hresholds.

San Francisco’s Review Threshold Already Signicanly Higher han Peer Jurisdicons
San Francisco’s curren $10 million expendiure conrac review hreshold already exceeds he

hresholds esablished by oher cies and counes in Caliornia. As shown in Exhibi 21, conrac

review hresholds among seleced peer jurisdicons generally range rom $25,000 o $5 million

beore requiring approval rom he presiding Ciy Council or Board o Supervisors. Some

jurisdicons esablish dieren hresholds depending on he ype o conrac, deparmen, or

oher acors, as reeced by he ranges below. Noably, he legislave review process varies

beween jurisdicons. Counes and municipalies may review proposed conracs in baches or

hrough oher sreamlined approval processes ha do no require deailed review o individual

conracs, accounng in par or he lower conracng auhoriy ceilings. General law counes,

which operae under conracng requiremens esablished in Sae law raher han locally

adoped charer provisions, are generally subjec o a $200,000 hreshold.

Exhibi 21: Expendiure Conrac Review Thresholds for Peer Cites and Countes in
California

Jurisdiction Contract Threshold

City of San Diego $1,000,000-3,000,000

San Diego County 2,000,000

City of San Jose, CA 250,000-1,430,000

Santa Clara County 200,000-500,000

City of Los Angeles 193,000

County of Los Angeles 200,000

City of Sacramento 100,000

County of Sacramento 50,000-5,000,000

City of Oakland 50,000

Alameda County 25,000

General Law Counties 200,000
Source: BLA analysis
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4. Changes o Conracng Governance and Oversigh and Role o Ciy
Adminisraor

Curren Sae
Under Charer Secon 3.014, he Ciy Adminisraor has power o “award conracs wihou

inererence rom he Mayor or Board o Supervisors” and o propose rules governing

procuremen o he Board o Supervisors or consideraon. In insances where conrac awards

are no subjec o Board o Supervisors’ review, he Ciy Adminisraor mus award conracs in

compliance wih applicable laws and he Charer, wih such decisions being nal.

Charer Secon 2.105 esablishes ha ordinances can be only inroduced by a member o he

Board, a commiee o he Board, he Mayor, or he Commission Sreamlining Task Force; he Ciy

Adminisraor may no direcly inroduce ordinances.

Proposed Changes
Exclusive Auhoriy o Inroduce Procuremen Ordinances

The proposed amendmens would add he Ciy Adminisraor o he lis o ocials and enes

auhorized o inroduce ordinances under Secon 2.105. Addionally, he proposed new Charer

Secon 9A.102 would gran exclusive auhoriy o he Ciy Adminisraor o inroduce ordinances

a he Board o Supervisors governing procuremen, wih he ollowing excepons:

• Ordinances ha primarily address conracor wage sandards, benes, or workplace

healh and saey sandards

• Ordinances esablishing local-business ulizaon requiremens or projec labor

agreemens.

Such ordinances could no longer be inroduced by he Board o Supervisors orMayor, or amended

by he Board o Supervisors, as is presenly he case. Such ordinances inroduced by he Ciy

Adminisraor will adhere o a dieren process han oher ordinances:

• They shall be deemed approved by he Board o Supervisors and Mayor 60 days afer

inroducon unless, during ha 60-day period, he Board disapproves he ordinance by

moon or he Mayor by noce o he Ciy Adminisraor and he Clerk o he Board o

Supervisors.

• The ordinancemay also be approved by he Board o Supervisors by a single voe ogeher

wih noce o approval provided by he Mayor o he Clerk o he Board o Supervisors.

• Unlike oher proposed legislaon, he Board o Supervisors may no amend proposed

procuremen-relaed legislaon inroduced by he Ciy Adminisraor.

By giving he Ciy Adminisraor exclusive auhoriy o inroduce mos procuremen ordinances,

allowing hose ordinances o ake eec wihou armave Board approval, and removing Board

o Supervisors auhoriy o amend such ordinances, he proposed Charer amendmens would

limi he Board’s abiliy o iniae and shape mos procuremen policy.
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Expanded Auhoriy Over Procuremen Rulemaking

The proposed Charer amendmens add Secon 9A.102(b) which grans he Ciy Adminisraor he

auhoriy o adop and amend rules and regulaons ha implemen Municipal Code provisions

governing procuremen. This secon esablishes ha hese adoped rules and regulaons

supersede any conicng rules or regulaons adoped by deparmens. Currenly he Ciy

Adminisraor is only auhorized o propose procuremen rules and regulaons or consideraon

by he Board o Supervisors.

As a resul, he Ciy Adminisraor could esablish Ciywide rules or implemenngMunicipal Code

procuremen requiremens, including requiremens relaed o soliciaons, documenaon,

proposal evaluaon, and conrac adminisraon. Deparmens could connue o adminiser

procuremen, bu heir rules would need o conorm o Ciy Adminisraor regulaons where he

wo conic.

Additonal Changes

The curren provision ha he Ciy Adminisraor has he power o “award conracs wihou

inererence rom he Mayor or Board o Supervisors” will remain in eec under he proposed

amendmens hough worded slighly dierenly granng he power o procure and execue

conracs wihou inererence rom he Mayor or Board o Supervisors.

Requesed analysis:

Ideny wha oversigh or audimechanism, i any, would replace Board o Supervisors review

or conracs procured and execued by he Ciy Adminisraor wihou inererence by he

Mayor or Board o Supervisors and he coss o implemenng hose mechanisms.

Provide o he exen available an analysis o he marke cos o reduced insuonal uncerainy

when procuremen auhoriy and deparmen srucures can be alered adminisravely raher

han hrough a sable process.

Esmae he acual projeced savings rom cenralizing procuremen and echnology purchasing

under he Ciy Adminisraor.

Reduced Board Oversigh o Conracs
The proposed legislaonwould reduce he number o conracs and conrac amendmens subjec

o Charer-required approval by he Board o Supervisors and does no esablish a new,

comparable independen review or audi requiremen or maers no longer subjec o ha

approval.

As is discussed above, he proposed Charer amendmens allows he approval o signicanly

larger conracs wihou obaining approval rom he Board o Supervisors. Currenly, Charer

Secon 9.118(b) requires Board approval or conracs ha exceed 10 years, require expendiures

o $10 million or more, or require a modicaon exceeding $500,000. For conracs and

amendmens ha require Board approval, he Budge and Legislave Analys prepares repors

ha evaluae he proposed acon and may ideny issues or Board consideraon. The ballo

measure would raise he Board-approval hreshold or conracs rom $10 million o $25 million
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and would replace he curren $500,000 hreshold or conrac modicaons wih a hreshold o

50 percen o he original conrac amoun.

Impacs o Charer Amendmens
Passage o his measure would reduce legislave oversigh o conracng wihin he Ciy. The

legislaon does no esablish an addional review process or conrac amouns beween $10

million and $25 million, or or amendmens below 50 percen o he conrac. Nor does he Ciy

Adminisraor’s Oce currenly plan o esablish a new review process or conracs below he

proposed hresholds. Consequenly, absen oher applicable legal, budgeary, commission, or

deparmenal approval requiremens, more conracs and amendmens would proceed wihou

Charer-required Board review and approval.

The economic impacs o he Charer amendmens are less clear. Alhough he measure would

expand he Ciy Adminisraor’s auhoriy, i does no require specic procuremen-policy

changes. As a resul, he acons aken under he proposed governance srucure, and heir scal

eecs, canno be deermined in advance.

The expanded auhoriy could give he Ciy Adminisraor greaer capaciy o sandardize

procuremen rules and procedures across deparmens. To he exen he Ciy Adminisraor uses

his auhoriy o reduce inconsisen processes, duplicave adminisrave work, or procuremen

delays, he measure could improve adminisrave eciency.

Alhough more cenralized procuremen auhoriy could aec privae-secor parcipaon in Ciy

conracng, he direcon and size o he eec are uncerain. Should he change produce

predicable, ransparen, and consisen procuremen pracces, hese changes could make he

Ciy easier o navigae or privae secor conracors. On he oher hand, creang new rules could

negavely aec bidding processes by creang conusion, and deparmens may be less able o

cusomize heir procuremen procedures o heir unique needs.

Possible Cos Savings rom Cenralized Procuremen
The proposed cenralizaon o procuremen and echnology purchasing under he Ciy

Adminisraor is a governance change and does no speciy any policies ha may increase or

decrease he coss o procuremen and echnology purchasing. Thereore, is scal eecs canno

be esmaed. Noneheless, he ballomeasure idenes improved eciency in he procuremen

process as a purpose o cenralizaon. I he Ciy Adminisraor implemens changes ha increase

he eciency o ciywide procuremen, he measure could suppor long-erm cos savings.

The Ciy Adminisraor repors an average o 3,065 compeve procuremens compleed annually

during he las ve scal years.33 The Ciy Adminisraor has no calculaed a curren average cos

per procuremen, bu applying his quany o SPUR’s average esmaed sa coss o $25,000

per procuremen,34 oal annual procuremen coss are esmaed o be approximaely $76.6

million. Should eciencies be implemened, Exhibi 22 below shows he magniude o possible

33 Includes only procuremens o over $20,000, as his is he hreshold or compeve requiremens o
apply.
34 Nicole Nedich, Purchasing Power: Nine Recommendaons o Improve San Francisco’s Procuremen
Process and Make I a Core Par o he Ciy’s Sraegy o Deliver More Equiable Services (San Francisco:
SPUR, April 2025), hps://www.spur.org/sies/deaul/les/2025-04/SPUR_Purchasing_Power_0.pd
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cos savings. Under a moderae savings scenario, a 5 percen reducon in coss could yield

esmaed annual savings o approximaely $3.8million. A 15 percen reducon in coss could yield

$11.4 million, and a 30 percen reducon could resul in $23 million in annual savings.

Exhibi 22: Cos Savings Under Hypohetcal Procuremen Efficiency Scenarios
Scenario Percen Savings Amoun ($) Savings Toal Annual Cos

Procuremen Cos

No Eciency Gained 0% $0 $76,625,000
Some Eciency Gained 5% $3,831,250 $72,793,750
Moderae Eciency Gained 15% $11,493,750 $65,131,250
Large Eciencies Gained 30% $22,987,500 $53,637,500

Source: SPUR, Designed o Serve (2024), San Francisco Ciy Adminisraor’s Oce, BLA Analysis

Overall, he proposed ballo measure could generae savings only i cenralizing procuremen

resuls in meaningul improvemens in how he Ciy purchases goods and services. Because he

measures changewho oversees procuremen, no he purchasing policies hemselves, hey do no

guaranee ha hese improvemens, or any associaed savings, will occur. Policymakers should

pursue specic procuremen policies and operaonal changes o more reliably achieve eciency

gains and cos savings.
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III. Changes o Ballo Iniave Process

1. Increasing he signaure hreshold rom 2 o 8 percen o
regisered voers or ballo iniaves

Curren Sae
The Charer currenly requires ha proponens o iniaves or he ballo presen he Ciy’s

Direcor o Elecons wih a peon conaining he iniave and signed by voers in a number

equal o wo percen o he number o regisered voers in he Ciy and Couny o San Francisco.

Once he signaures have been validaed by he Direcor o Elecons, he iniave can be

presened o he voers. Voes on such iniaves occur a he nex general municipal or saewide

elecon a any me afer 90 days rom he dae a cercae o suciency is execued by he

Direcor o Elecons.

I an iniave peon requess a special elecon, he Direcor o Elecons mus cery ha he

peon has been signed by a leas en percen o he voes cas or Mayor in he las preceding

general municipal elecon or Mayor.

An iniave is a proposal by he voers o change any ordinance, ac, or oher measure wihin he

powers o he Board o Supervisors o enac, any legislave ac wihin he power conerred upon

any oher ocial, board commission or oher uni o governmen, or any declaraon o policy.

Signaure requiremens or iniaves are dieren han hose or Charer amendmens, which are

no covered by he proposed amendmens discussed in his repor secon.

Proposed Changes
The proposed Charer amendmens would require ha signaures be gahered rom a leas eigh

percen o he number o regisered voers in San Francisco raher han a leas wo percen as

currenly required. Voes on such iniaves would connue o be required o occur a he nex

general municipal or saewide elecon a any me afer 90 days rom he dae a cercae o

suciency is execued by he Direcor o Elecons.

For iniaves ha reques a special elecon, he peon would need o be signed by a number

o voers equal o a leas en percen o he regisered voers in he Ciy and Couny o San

Francisco. This is a change rom he curren requiremen ha hese peons be signed by a

number o voers equal o a leas en percen o he voes cas for Mayor in he las preceding

general municipal elecon or Mayor. This change will se a higher sandard or peons

requesng a special elecon since he number o voes cas or Mayor in he las elecon would

in all likelihood be lower han he number o regisered voers.

Requesed analysis: Summarize exisng research on he relaonship beween rising campaign

sending, independen expendiure acviy, and voer urnou or disengagemen, as i relaes o

raising he signaure hreshold or cizen iniaves rom 2 o 8 percen o regisered voers.

Esmae he praccal cos and organizing capaciy required or a grassroos or non-pro backed

campaign o mee he proposed 8 percen hreshold compared o he curren 2 percen

hreshold.
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Qualiying Iniaves or he Ballo in San Francisco by Peon
Under he San Francisco Ciy Charer, voers may propose an ordinance or oher policy measure

or consideraon by voers hrough he peon iniave process. As noed above, proponens o

an iniave ordinance mus obain signaures rom regisered San Francisco voers equal o a

leas wo percen o he Ciy's regisered voers. Based on curren voer regisraon, his

represens approximaely 10,600 valid signaures. The signaure requiremen or ordinance

iniaves is lower han or oher orms o voer peons: Charer amendmens require signaures

rom 10 percen o regisered voers, while recall peons require signaures rom 10 percen o

regisered voers or Ciywide eleced ocials and 15 o 20 percen or disric-eleced ocials,

depending on he number o regisered voers in he disric. These oher requiremens are no

aeced by he proposed amendmens discussed in his repor secon.

Exhibi 23: Curren Signaure Requiremens for San Francisco Pettons
Ballot Initiative Required Signatures

Ordinance or policy change 2% of registered voters

Recall removing an elected official from
office

15-20% of registered voters for incumbents
elected by district
10% of registered voters for incumbents who
hold citywide office

Charter amendment 10% of registered voters

Source: San Francisco Charer. Signaure requiremens or Charer amendmens are se in Sae law, no

he Charer isel (see Caliornia Elecons Code 9255(c)(2),

Qualiying an iniave requires proponens o complee several seps beore and afer peon

circulaon. Proponens submi he proposed measure and required maerials o he Deparmen

o Elecons, publish a noce o inenon, and circulae peons during a prescribed circulaon

period. Following submission o he peons, he Deparmen deermines wheher he measure

has obained he required number o valid signaures by veriying ha peon signers are eligible

regisered voers. Depending on he number o signaures submied and applicable vericaon

procedures, he Deparmenmay veriy a sample o submied signaures or conduc an individual

review. I he Deparmen ceres ha he peon conains sucien valid signaures and

sases oher applicable requiremens, he iniave qualies or placemen on he ballo.

Cizen iniaves are no he only means o placing measures on he ballo; he Board o

Supervisors may also submimeasures o voers by majoriy voe. Because o he coss associaed

wih qualiying an iniave hrough he peon process, cizen iniaves are more commonly

concenraed in higher-urnou elecons, such as November presidenal and miderm elecons.

For example, o he eigh measures on he June 2022 primary ballo, seven were placed by he

Board o Supervisors and one qualied by peon; by comparison, or he November 2026 general

elecon, hree measures were placed by he Board and seven qualied hrough he peon

process.

Hisorical Peon Circulaon Coss
Peon circulaon expendiures are a required campaign nance reporng caegory under

Caliornia law, and he daa is mainained by he San Francisco Ehics Commission. These coss

may include paid peon circulaors, consulng, legal ees, prinng, and oher relevan
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expendiures. We reviewed his daa or ordinance iniaves ha pursued peon qualicaon

since 2021. As shown in Exhibi 24, repored peon-relaed expendiures or he ordinance

iniaves reviewed ranged rom approximaely $2,400 o $399,000, wih an average o

approximaely $19 per legally required signaure. Mos campaigns reviewed incurred coss

equivalen o approximaely $10 o $37 per required signaure, alhough expendiures varied

subsanally across campaigns. Variaons can reec he exen o which some campaigns rely

more on voluneers raher han paid workers o collec signaures.

Exhibi 24: Repored Petton Circulaton Coss for Proposed Ordinance Initatves,
2021- 2026

Initiative Petition Costs Election
Signatures
Received

Signature
Threshold

Cost per
Required
Signature

Prop K: Guaranteed Income $211,046 Struck 19,895 8,979 $23.50

Prop O: City College Parcel Tax 171,339 Nov. 2022 20,432 8,979 19.08

Prop I: JFK Drive and Great
Highway 308,790 Nov. 2022 17,578 8,979 34.39

Prop L: Fund the Bus 96,170 Nov. 2024 20,000* 10,029 9.59

Prop C: Small Business Tax Cuts 398,954 June 2026 20,000* 10,643 37.49

Prop H: MUNI Parcel Tax 189,248 Nov. 2026 18,469 10,615 17.83

Prop G: Reopen Great Highway 2,439 Nov. 2026 15,924 10,615 0.23

Prop I: Real Estate Transfer Tax 115,234 Nov. 2026 20,598 10,644 10.86

Average Cost $186,653 $19.12
Source: Ehics Commission Campaign Finance Transacons, Deparmen o Elecons cercaon

documenaon.

Noe: (*) Coun o signaures received reec esmaed values rom media reporng.

Coss o Grassroos Campaigns
As par o our analysis, we spoke wih mulple communiy organizers who have worked or

coalions ha pursued he peon process o qualiy ordinance measures o he ballo in San

Francisco in he las ve years. O he grassroos ballomeasures discussed in our inerviews, one

solicied peon signaures using boh voluneer labor (75 percen o signaures) and paid

circulaors (25 percen o signaures) while he remaining campaigns were enrely voluneer-

driven eors. Coss o peon circulaon were repored o average $186,653, ranging rom a low

o $2,439 o $398,594 The range o coss reecs dieren campaign characeriscs, including he

exen o which voluneers conduced signaure gahering, and he use o polical consulng or

public relaons rms.

Organizers repored ha he sauory 2 percen hreshold undersaes he number o signaures

campaigns seek o collec because some submied signaures will no be validaed by he

Deparmen o Elecons. One organizer esmaed ha approximaely 70 percen o colleced

signaures are rom eligible San Francisco regisered voers, and organizers repored generally

collecng an addional buer o reduce he risk o ailing vericaon. Because an insucien

number o valid signaures requires proponens o resar he qualicaon process, campaigns

may also conduc inernal vericaon beore submitng peons o he Deparmen o Elecons.
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Organizers inerviewed or his analysis saed ha increasing he signaure requiremen ourold

would subsanally change he resources needed or a grassroos campaign. All repored ha he

proposed 8 percen hreshold would make qualicaon hrough a predominanly voluneer eor

impraccal and would necessiae reliance on paid circulaors. Organizers cied he cos o paid

signaure gahering as a principal consrain, wih one esmang ha a seven-gure expendiure

solely or peon circulaon could approach he oal resources available or an enre grassroos

ballo campaign.

Exhibi 25 below illusraes he poenal labor and nancial requiremens o a grassroos iniave

campaign under he curren 2 percen signaure hreshold and he proposed 8 percen hreshold.

Based on he number o regisered voers as o Sepember 2026, he sauory requiremenwould

increase rom 10,615 o 42,460 valid signaures. Consisenwih organizer experience, we assume

ha campaigns would seek signaures equal o 160 percen o he sauory requiremen o

accoun or signaures ha may no ulmaely be validaed, resulng in collecon arges o

approximaely 17,000 and 68,000 signaures, respecvely. For purposes o illusrang a grassroos

campaign ha maximizes voluneer collecon, we assume ha he rs 16,984 signaures under

eiher hreshold are colleced by voluneers and ha signaures above his amoun are obained

hrough paid circulaors a $20 per signaure. The average cos per required signaure, including

peon circulaon adminisrave coss, would increase rom approximaely $30 o $35.

We urher assume peon circulaon adminisrave coss o $320,000 under he curren

hreshold and ha hese coss increase by 50 percen under he proposed hreshold o accoun

or he larger circulaon eor. Under hese assumpons, he esmaed cos o qualiying an

iniave would increase rom approximaely $320,000 o $1.5 million.

Exhibi 25: Comparison of Fiscal and Labor Impac from 2% and 8% Signaure
Thresholds on Grassroo Campaigns for Ordinance Initatves

2% Threshold
(Current)

8% Threshold
(Proposed)

Signatures required 10,615 42,460

Signatures sought 16,984 67,936

Signatures verified by Elections 550-10,615 2,200-42,460

Petition circulation administrative costs $320,000 $480,000

Costs paid to petition circulators $0 $1,019,040

Cost per required signature $30.15 $35.30

Total cost incurred $320,000 $1,499,040
Source: BLA analysis.

Wha he Research Says
Research on campaign nance in he conex o direc democracy, including peon circulaon, is

limied bu generally suppors he perspecves expressed by local organizers: higher signaure

hresholds can reduce access o he ballo and widen disparies beween grassroos campaigns
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and campaigns backed by large donors.35 The lieraure also suggess ha ballo iniaves are

rarely he preerred sraegy or advocacy organizaons because collecng and validang peon

signaures is boh labor-inensive and cosly; organizaons generally pursue iniaves when oher

avenues or achieving policy change, such as legislave advocacy, are unavailable or unsuccessul.

Based on available research, campaign expendiure daa, and inerviews wih local organizing

commiees, increasing he signaure requiremen o 8 percen o regisered voers would likely

make qualicaon hrough predominanly voluneer signaure gahering subsanally more

dicul and increase campaigns’ reliance on paid peon circulaors. Because communiy

organizaons and nonpro coalions generally have less capaciy o raise unds or signaure

gahering han well-nanced ineress, he higher hreshold could disproporonaely consrain

cizen-led campaigns and reduce he range o organizaons able o qualiy measures or he

ballo.

35 New America, The Economics o Direc Democracy: Cos, Access, and Value, July 2026,
hps://www.newamerica.org/insighs/direc-democracy-cos-access-value/.
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Appendices

Appendix A: Deparmen Head Appoinmen Auhoriy, Curren & Proposed
Department Current Appointment Authority Proposed Appointing Authority
Academy of Sciences Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Adult Probation Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Airport Mayor selects from commission

shortlist
Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

Animal Care & Control City Administrator appoints with
concurrence of Mayor

City Administrator appoints with
concurrence of Mayor

Arts Commission Nomayoral authority Commission nomination to Mayor
Asian Arts Museum Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Assessor-Recorder Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Board of Appeals Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Board of Supervisors Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Building Inspection Mayor selects from commission

shortlist
Mayor has complete authority

Child Support Services Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Children, Youth & Their
Families

Mayor has complete authority Mayor has complete authority

City Administrator Mayor appoints; Board of
Supervisors confirms

Mayor appoints; Board of
Supervisors confirms

City Attorney Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
City Planning Mayor selects from commission

shortlist
Mayor has complete authority

Civil Service Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Controller Mayor appoints; Board of

Supervisors confirms
Mayor appoints; Board of
Supervisors confirms

Convention Facilities City Administrator appoints with
concurrence of Mayor

City Administrator appoints with
concurrence of Mayor

County Clerk City Administrator appoints with
concurrence of Mayor

City Administrator appoints with
concurrence of Mayor

Disability & Aging Services Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

District Attorney Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Early Childhood Mayor has complete authority Mayor has complete authority
Economic &Workforce
Development

Mayor has complete authority Mayor has complete authority

Elections Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Emergency Management Mayor has complete authority Mayor has complete authority
Entertainment Mayor selects from commission

shortlist
Mayor has complete authority

Environment Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

Ethics Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Fine Arts Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
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Fire Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

Health Service System Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Homelessness and
Supportive Housing

Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

Mayor has complete authority

Housing & Community
Development

Mayor has complete authority Mayor has complete authority

Human Resources Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

Human Rights Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

Human Services Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

Juvenile Probation Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

Law Library Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Medical Examiner City Administrator appoints with

concurrence of Mayor
City Administrator appoints with
concurrence of Mayor

Municipal Transportation
Agency

Nomayoral authority Commission nomination to Mayor

Office of Community
Investment and
Infrastructure

Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority

Office of Small Business Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

Mayor has complete authority

Police Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

Police Accountability Commission nominates, Mayor
Selects, Board of Supervisors
confirms

Commission has full authority

Port Commission nominates, Mayor
Selects

Commission nominates, Mayor
Selects

Public Defender Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Public Health Mayor selects from commission

shortlist
Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

Public Library Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

Public Utilities Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

PublicWorks Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

Mayor has complete authority

Purchaser/Contract
Administration

City Administrator appoints with
concurrence of Mayor

City Administrator appoints with
concurrence of Mayor

Real Estate City Administrator appoints with
concurrence of Mayor

City Administrator appoints with
concurrence of Mayor

Recreation & Parks Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

Rent Arbitration Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

Retirement System Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Sheriff Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Sheriff Accountability Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
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Status ofWomen Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

Mayor selects from commission
shortlist

Superior Court Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Technology City Administrator appoints with

concurrence of Mayor
City Administrator appoints with
concurrence of Mayor

Treasurer-Tax Collector Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
WarMemorial Nomayoral authority Commission nomination to Mayor
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Appendix B: Deparmen Head Removal Auhoriy, Curren & Proposed
Department Current Removal Authority Proposed Removal Authority
Academy of Sciences Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Adult Probation Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Airport Commission removes

independently or at Mayor's request
Mayor has complete authority

Animal Care & Control City Administrator removes with
concurrence of Mayor

City Administrator removes with
concurrence of Mayor

Arts Commission Nomayoral authority Mayor has complete authority
Asian Arts Museum Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Assessor-Recorder Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Board of Appeals Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Board of Supervisors Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Building Inspection Commission removes

independently or at Mayor's request
Mayor has complete authority

Child Support Services Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Children, Youth & Their
Families

Mayor has complete authority Mayor has complete authority

City Administrator Mayor removes with concurrence of
Board of Supervisors

Mayor removes with concurrence
of Board of Supervisors

City Attorney Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
City Planning Commission removes

independently or at Mayor's request
Mayor has complete authority

Civil Service Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Controller Mayor removes with concurrence of

Board of Supervisors
Mayor removes with concurrence
of Board of Supervisors

Convention Facilities City Administrator removes with
concurrence of Mayor

City Administrator removes with
concurrence of Mayor

County Clerk City Administrator removes with
concurrence of Mayor

City Administrator removes with
concurrence of Mayor

Disability & Aging Services Commission removes
independently or at Mayor's request

Mayor has complete authority

District Attorney Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Early Childhood Mayor has complete authority Mayor has complete authority
Economic &Workforce
Development

Mayor has complete authority Mayor has complete authority

Elections Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Emergency Management Mayor has complete authority Mayor has complete authority
Entertainment Commission removes

independently or at Mayor's request
Mayor has complete authority

Environment Commission removes
independently or at Mayor's request

Mayor has complete authority

Ethics Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Fine Arts Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Fire Commission removes

independently or at Mayor's request
Mayor has complete authority

Health Service System Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Homelessness and
Supportive Housing

Commission removes
independently or at Mayor's request

Mayor has complete authority
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Housing & Community
Development

Mayor has complete authority Mayor has complete authority

Human Resources Mayor removes but can be
overridden

Mayor removes but can be
overridden

Human Rights Commission removes
independently or at Mayor's request

Mayor has complete authority

Human Services Commission removes
independently or at Mayor's request

Mayor has complete authority

Juvenile Probation Commission removes
independently or at Mayor's request

Mayor has complete authority

Law Library Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Medical Examiner City Administrator removes with

concurrence of Mayor
City Administrator removes with
concurrence of Mayor

Municipal Transportation
Agency

Nomayoral authority Mayor has complete authority

Office of Community
Investment and Infrastructure

Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority

Office of Small Business Commission removes
independently or at Mayor's request

Mayor has complete authority

Police Mayor has authority to remove;
Commission can also remove

Mayor has complete authority

Police Accountability Nomayoral authority Commission has full authority
Port Commission has full authority Commission has full authority
Public Defender Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Public Health Commission removes

independently or at Mayor's request
Mayor has complete authority

Public Library Commission removes
independently or at Mayor's request

Mayor has complete authority

Public Utilities Commission removes
independently or at Mayor's request

Mayor has complete authority

PublicWorks Commission removes
independently or at Mayor's request

Mayor has complete authority

Purchaser/Contract
Administration

City Administrator removes with
concurrence of Mayor

City Administrator removes with
concurrence of Mayor

Real Estate City Administrator removes with
concurrence of Mayor

City Administrator removes with
concurrence of Mayor

Recreation & Parks Commission removes
independently or at Mayor's request

Mayor has complete authority

Rent Arbitration Commission removes
independently or at Mayor's request

Commission Removal at Mayor
Request

Retirement System Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Sheriff Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Sheriff Accountability Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Status ofWomen Commission removes

independently or at Mayor's request
Mayor has complete authority

Superior Court Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
Technology City Administrator removes with

concurrence of Mayor
City Administrator removes with
concurrence of Mayor

Treasurer-Tax Collector Nomayoral authority No mayoral authority
WarMemorial Nomayoral authority Mayor has complete authority
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Member, Board of Supervisors       
                 District 10 

 
 

 

SHAMANN WALTON 

City and County of San Francisco

July 14, 2026 
 
TO: Budget and Legislative Analyst 

Re: Budget and Legislative Analyst Request for Independent Cost Analysis of Charter Reform 
Ballot Measures in Advance of the November 2026 Election 

Dear Budget & Legislative Analyst, 

I am writing to request that the Budget & Legislative Analyst prepare an independent cost analysis of the 
three Charter reform measures proposed by Mayor Lurie for the November 2026 ballot: 

• Changes to Executive Branch Management 
• Extending the City Administrator's Duties and Changes to City Contracting 
• Changes to Ballot Measure Process 

Legal text for each measure is linked below for reference: 

• Changes to Executive Branch Management: 
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/LT_ExecutiveBranchAccountablility.pdf 

• Extending the City Administrator's Duties and Changes to City Contracting: 
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/LT_ModernizingCityContracting.pdf 

• Changes to Ballot Measure Process: 
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/Legal_Text_Changes_to_Ballot_Measure_Process.pdf 

These measures are currently in the verification process of the signature submissions phase at the 
Department of Elections, and given the timeline to Election Day on November 3, 2026, I am requesting 
that this analysis be completed by September 8, 2026, so that voters, city officials, the press, and 
community organizations have time to review and act on this information well ahead of ballots being 
cast, not after the fact. Below are specific questions organized by measure, several of which are drawn 
directly from the language and stated findings in the legal text itself. 

Changes to Executive Branch Management 

• The measure's findings state that the Mayor currently has direct hire-and-fire authority over only 
a small fraction of department heads despite them controlling the vast majority of City staff and 
resources. Please estimate the administrative cost or savings of shifting a much larger number 
of department heads to direct mayoral hire/fire authority, including transition costs such as 
severance, recruitment, and onboarding. 
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• The measure removes the Charter's current express prohibition on the Mayor designating 
"deputy" positions, opening the door to deputy mayor appointments with no defined cap on 
number or salary. Please provide a stand-alone projection of salary and benefits packages for 
the proposed deputy mayor positions, benchmarked against comparable private sector roles, 
including the prior compensation of individuals named in connection with these positions, 
such as Alicia Jean Baptiste's prior compensation at SPUR. 

• New Section 4.132 allows the Mayor to reorganize or consolidate departments by notice, which 
takes effect automatically unless the Board disapproves within 30 to 60 days. Please estimate 
the cost of implementing department consolidations under this expedited process, including 
staff transfers, system integration, and potential severance for displaced department heads. 

• As a case study in what this new coordination authority is intended to prevent, please analyze 
the Potrero Yard NOFA process, including the value of the 465-unit affordable housing 
proposal that was not realized, set against the projected cost of the roughly $1 billion Muni 
yard rebuild that replaced it. 

• Please estimate the total annual cost of health insurance and stipends for mayoral-appointed 
commissioners, in light of the shift to at-will removal for most commission members. 

• Please estimate the additional staffing, overtime, or administrative burden costs associated 
with implementing this measure across affected departments. 

Extending the City Administrator's Duties and Changes to City Contracting 

• The measure's own findings state that the City oversees over $5 billion in annual contracts, that a 
single procurement process costs roughly $25,000 and can take six to 12 months, that more than 
14 departments can be involved in approving one contract, and that the City runs five separate 
Microsoft contracts, 20 training systems, and 14 document management platforms. Please verify 
and update these figures and estimate the actual projected savings from centralizing 
procurement and technology purchasing under the City Administrator. 

• The City Administrator's term is extended from five years to ten, removable only by the Mayor 
rather than requiring Board concurrence. Please assess the cost/benefit tradeoff of this reduced 
accountability, decade-long term structure. 

• The Board approval threshold for contract expenditures rises from $10 million to $25 million, 
the contract/lease revenue threshold rises from $1 million to $4.5 million, and the "Major 
Amendment" standard requiring Board review is changed from a $500,000 increase to a 50% 
cumulative increase. Using historical contract data, please estimate how many contracts over 
the last five years would have escaped Board review under these new thresholds, and their 
aggregate value. 

• The City Administrator would gain authority to procure and execute contracts "without 
interference from the Mayor or Board of Supervisors," along with sole authority to introduce 
procurement ordinances that are deemed approved after 60 days absent action. Please identify 
what oversight or audit mechanism, if any, would replace Board review for these contracts, 
and the cost of implementing it. 
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• The thresholds above are set to auto-adjust for CPI every five years beginning July 1, 2032. 
Please project the cumulative effect of this adjustment schedule on the volume of contracts 
exempted from Board review over the next 10 to 20 years. 

• Please provide, to the extent available, an analysis of the market cost of reduced institutional 
certainty when procurement authority and department structures can be altered 
administratively rather than through a stable process, drawing on developer commentary from 
the inclusionary TAC process and the recent SFAC/GFTA/Film Office consolidation as 
comparable examples. 

Changes to Ballot Measure Process 

• Please summarize existing research on the relationship between rising campaign spending, 
independent expenditure activity, and voter turnout or disengagement, as it relates to raising 
the signature threshold for citizen initiatives from 2% to 8% of registered voters. 

• Please estimate the practical cost and organizing capacity required for a grassroots or non-
profit-backed campaign to meet the proposed 8% threshold, compared to the current 2% 
threshold. 

Given the September 8, 2026, deadline, I would ask that your office confirm receipt of this request and 
let me know as soon as possible whether any of the above items require narrowing to be feasible on this 
timeline. My legislative aide, Natalie Gee will be staffing on this and I would welcome the chance to 
discuss further. 

Thank you for your consideration, 
 

  
Supervisor Shamann Walton 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors, District 10 

 


