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Introduction 

This report examines the results of three San Francisco Supervisorial races from November 2012.  Two 
of the races, District 5 (D5) and District 7 (D7), had Ranked Choice Voting (RCV) Contests, while District 1 
(D1) was won by a close, but outright majority.  In 2012, Districts 3, 9, and 11 also had Supervisorial 
races, but either the incumbent was unopposed or the races were not close due to weak challengers.  
Thus, these races are not analyzed here.  I will look at the RCV results from D5 and D7, while I'll write a 
more general examination for the D1 race.  As usual, I try to mostly stick to the numbers, allowing other 
political observers to draw conclusions from the data; this paper looks more at 'what' than 'why'. 

Methodology 

RCV data are taken from the November 18th ballot image data, and the precinct data was taken from 
the certified Statement of Vote.  Precincts are the new 2012 precincts, after redistricting from Spring 
2012. 

For this paper, 'bullet vote' is defined as a ballot slate where only one candidate is listed, whether a 
voter placed a candidate's name two or three times on a ballot, or whether the voter listed a first-choice 
vote and then no others. 

D1 Synopsis 

District 1, encompassing primarily San Francisco's Richmond neighborhood, saw incumbent Eric Mar 
challenged by David Lee, the Executive Director of a Chinese voter registration organization.  Mar had 
won a very close race in 2008 against Planning Commissioner Sue Lee, where Mar won by only a couple 
hundred votes after the RCV tabulations. 

Mar was perceived by most political observers in San Francisco to be vulnerable in D1, and Lee was 
already somewhat known in the district due to his outreach work.  Mar is considered one of the 
"progressives" in San Francisco politics, while Lee was decidedly more "moderate".1  D1 itself is 
considered a swing district, with a PVI score of 49.5.2

                                                           
1 It is assumed the reader is familiar with the ideological labels and positions used here.  They are not meant to be 
definitive (or even necessarily correct), but instead provide a more convenient context for familiar San Francisco 
political trends and norms. 

  Appendix 1 shows an updated 2012 PVI map.  In 
fact, of all of the races in San Francisco in 2012, this race most closely simulated a classic "progressive" 

2 PVI refers to the Progressive Voter Index.  Please refer to 
http://flanalytics.com/Work%20files/Latterman%20PVI%202011.pdf for details.  The PVI has been updated to 
reflect changes in the precinct lines (unpublished). 
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vs. "moderate" battle, even though these monikers appear to losing meaning in much of San Francisco 
politics.  This is especially true after this year. 

Indeed, this race was seen as a referendum on Mar, where neighborhood issues were as important, if 
not more so, than any broad citywide ideological underpinnings.3

Endorsements in this race broke upon traditional left-right lines.  The Democratic Party gave Mar its sole 
endorsement, while most left-leaning groups also supported Mar.  More downtown-focused 
organizations like Plan C and the Realtors supported Lee.  In the media, the Bay Guardian supported Mar 
while the Chronicle endorsed Lee.  Both campaigns engineered massive voter turnout operations in the 
final days, though there was a larger presence of independent expenditure field efforts for Mar, 
primarily from labor and assorted non-profit organizations. 

  Lee's primary campaign message was 
that Mar didn't focus enough on the needs of the district, instead supporting more tangential issues.  
Lee and his supporters saw an opportunity to wrest D1 from a progressive Supervisor, and spent over 
one million dollars collectively to try to unseat Mar, making this the most expensive district race in San 
Francisco history.  The race turned decidedly negative in its final weeks, after consistent polling through 
much of 2012 showed that this was a very close race.   

If the race was close through much of the campaign cycle, at the end it wasn't, with Mar winning an 
outright majority of 54%.  Lee received 39% of the vote, and a third challenger, Sherman D'Silva, saw 
around 8%.  Table 1 reveals some of the salient facts of this race, indicating Mar did much better in 2012 
than in 20084

Table 1: November 2012 D1 results compared to November 2008 D1 results 

.  Map 1 shows Mar's first-choice votes in D1.  Fortunately for this analysis, both 2008 and 
2012 are presidential election years, with elevated turnouts.  Though 2008 saw better turnout than 
2012, it is possible to make fair comparisons between the two cycles.  It should also be noted that there 
was a somewhat viable third-place candidate in 2008, Alicia Wang, who received 15% of the first-choice 
vote. 

 D1 2012 D1 2008 
% Mar 53.5 40.5 
% Main Challenger (First choice) 38.6 33.9 
% Main Challenger (post-RCV) N/A 50.7 
Precincts won by Mar 45/485 38/49  
% Absentee vote for Mar 54.3 36.2 
% Election day vote for Mar 62.1 44.2 
 

Clearly, Mar's 2012 results outperformed his 2008 results.  Some of that is due to naturally being the 
incumbent, though it is difficult to gauge the exact percentage.  In both races, Mar did about 8 points 

                                                           
3 Mar had taken a few "moderate" positions, including supporting 8 Washington.  He also voted to uphold the 
Sheriff Ross Mirkarimi suspension 
4 For an analysis of the 2008 race, see http://www.sfusualsuspects.com/resources/system/files/u14/Fall_Line_-
_RCV_Analysis_2008.pdf 
5 The three precincts Mar lost were each by fewer than ten votes 
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better with election day voters than with absentee voters.  One way to look at this is that if we 
redistribute the third-candidate’s vote from 2008 to 2012, much of it went to Mar in 2012.  That is, 
thinking of Wang's 15% in 2008 - if we remove the 8% that went to D'Silva, the rest of the 7% seemed to 
all go to Mar. 

Nearly the same number of people voted in D1 in 2008 and 2012 (within around 100 votes).  In 2012, D1 
turnout was therefore elevated relative to the overall city turnout.  These "extra" votes went to both 
Mar and David Lee, but Mar received more of them.  Mar received around 3200 additional votes in 2012 
and David Lee received around 1300 additional votes as compared to what the challenger (Sue Lee) 
received in 2008.  In effect, the added voter turnout in 2012 strongly favored Mar. 

Map 1: First-choice precinct percentages for Mar, Nov 2012 

 

Mar did well throughout the district, especially in the renter-heavy Inner Richmond.  Interestingly, Mar 
did well even in the more moderate precincts, including the new-to-D1 Lake Street area which was 
projected to be a more moderate influx of voters due to redistricting.  In short, Mar won this race 
handily.  Whether that was due to the power of incumbency, the strength of his campaign, or the 
weaknesses of his challengers is, of course, up for debate. 

D5 RCV analysis 

Background 

District 5 has been one of the most liberal districts in San Francisco for many years.  It encompasses 
Haight-Ashbury and the North of Panhandle neighborhoods, which have some of the highest PVI scores 
in the city.  It also contains the historically African-American Western Addition, which hadn't figured in 
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the district's politics for many cycles.  D5 had brought forth progressive stalwarts Matt Gonzalez (2000) 
and Ross Mirkarimi (2004, 2008), and there was initially no reason to think 2012 wouldn't produce 
another progressive supervisor. 

After Ross Mirkarimi won the Sheriff's race in 2011, Mayor Ed Lee appointed Planning Commissioner 
and longtime progressive land-use activist Christina Olague to fill the D5 seat, which she would then 
need to win again in a November 2012 reelection.  Although Olague's politics were to the left of Lee's, 
she was seen as someone who could occasionally compromise, and would no doubt win reelection with 
the support of her district.  Lee ultimately wanted to prevent someone aligned more strongly with the 
Progressives to win the seat in November6

Western Addition-native London Breed, perceived as somewhat of a moderate, or at least more 
moderate than Olague, lobbied for the D5 appointment, but ultimately the Mayor and many political 
workers did not think she could win reelection. 

.   

7

Olague's campaign was in trouble from the start.  Her vote to support the 8 Washington project earned 
the wrath of many progressive activists, and started a drumbeat of strong negativity towards her in the 
alt-media, like the Bay Guardian, which was thought to matter in D5.  The left quickly looked for 
alternative candidates to rally behind, like Davis.  Meanwhile, Olague was having trouble connecting 
with voters of all stripes on the campaign trail, and Breed continued to run her race out of the glare of 
the Progressive spotlight, where it was still assumed by most that this is where the race would be 
fought.  

  The African-American voter base in D5 was under 10% 
of the district overall, and it wasn't thought to be a big enough bloc to win the seat.  Breed ran against 
Olague anyway in the 2012 election, as did several other Progressive and neighborhood candidates, like 
Community College Board Trustee John Rizzo and well-known Progressive activist Julian Davis. 

Two other events shaped this race dramatically.  First, Olague had to vote on the reinstatement of Ross 
Mirkarimi in early October, after Mayor Lee removed him from office.  There is no need here to discuss 
the Mirkarimi story in detail, but the vote at the Board of Supervisors was one of the most anticipated 
political events in San Francisco in many years.  According to polling, much of the city supported the 
Mirkarimi removal, but it was unclear how D5 viewed this issue, since Mirkarimi was so recently its 
Supervisor, and there was the perception that Mirkarimi was heavily supported among Progressives. 8  
Olague ultimately voted to reinstate Mirkarimi, which became a major issue in the campaign and in San 
Francisco.9  While most of the D5 candidates didn't talk about this all that much, a heavily funded 
Independent Expenditure Committee came in at the end of the race to hit Olague for her vote.10

The second major event in the D5 race was a scandal involving Julian Davis, where he was accused of 
committing sexual harassment years prior.  This issue came up during the race, and Davis responded 
with a cease-and-desist letter to the accuser.  On the heels of the Mirkarimi vote, Davis lost many 

 

                                                           
6 In this context, this is taken to mean someone who would virtually never vote with the mayor. 
7 Author included 
8 http://blog.sfgate.com/cityinsider/2012/08/22/poll-ross-mirkarimi-should-lose-his-job/,  
9 http://www.sfbg.com/politics/2012/10/19/d5-shakeups-flip-dynamics-wild-race 
10 http://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/2-supervisor-races-have-turned-brutal-4005006.php 
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endorsements because of his letter, namely the Bay Guardian and several Progressive politicians 
removed their endorsements.11

Results 

  Davis' campaign was seen as irreparably damaged. 

Breed won the D5 election handily, with 28% of the first-choice vote, eight points above Olague, the 
second-place finisher.  RCV was taken to the final round, where Breed defeated Olague 56-44%.  Rizzo 
came in third.  Breed not only performed well in first-choice voting, but she did solidly in the second and 
third choices as well, showing her support was broad and deep within the district.  Table 2 shows the 
first-choice percentage for the top five candidates, and the number of ballots on which they appeared in 
any position.  

Table 2: First-choice percentage and ballot appearances for D5 

Candidate First-choice % Appeared on a ballot 
London Breed 28.0 17,819 (1st) 
Christina Olague 19.8 14,886 (2nd) 
John Rizzo 16.2 14,873 (3rd) 
Julian Davis 15.2 13,835 (5th) 
Thea Selby 13.5 14,297 (4th) 
 

Breed not only had the most first-choice votes, she was on many more ballots than the other 
candidates, who quite close to each other.  Her depth of support is displayed on Map 2, Breed's first-
choice vote percentage.   

                                                           
11 The Democratic Party did not endorse in D5.  The Bay Guardian endorsement was at first Davis-Rizzo-Selby, 
where it was then changed to Rizzo-Selby.  The Chronicle endorsed Breed. 



 

6 

Map 2: First-choice percentage for Breed by precinct 

 

Breed did particularly well in the Western Addition and Civic Center areas, which was to be expected.  
However, she held her own in most of the neighborhoods, including parts of Cole Valley and Parnassus.  
Only in the Inner Sunset did Breed's vote totals falter a bit.  Breed would not have been able to win on 
Western Addition numbers alone, but her fair-to-good performance throughout most of the district 
gave her enough votes to win easily. 

Table 3 is a crosstab of first by second choice votes for each candidate, which also shows Breed's depth 
of support as well as other voting trends.  Breed was the preferred second choice of voters who 
supported Olague (21%), and did quite well with Davis and Selby (18% and 22%, respectively).  Only with 
Rizzo's seconds did Breed not do as well (11%).12

Examining slate frequencies (Table 4), we see that bullet votes for Breed were the most common slate 
with 7% of all the slate combinations (out of over 600).  In fact, bullet voting of any kind occurred with 
around 19% of voters, a little more than we saw in the Mayoral race in 2011 (16%).  Bullet slates were 
five of the top six slates in frequency.  The other one was the Bay Guardian slate Rizzo-Selby, which was 
about 2% of ballots.  In fact, if we add the original Bay Guardian slate and their revised one, it totals 3% 

 

                                                           
12 I see these results as further confirmation of what I refer to as the 'Latterman 20% hypothesis', which I mention 
in most years' reports.  The empirical hypothesis states that: in nearly all RCV elections, roughly 20%  of supporters 
of the top two "ideological opponents" will put down the other one for their second choice vote.  Here, 17% Breed 
supporters put Olague second, and 21% of Olague supporters put Breed second (and 18% of Davis supporters). 
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of the district.  Adding Rizzo bullet votes to that brings the potential Bay Guardian influence to around 5-
6%.  In previous years, their influence had been higher in strongly progressive districts.13

Even after looking at the all of the numbers and charts, we are still tempted to ask, "what exactly 
happened in this race?"  After all, a woman who was seen as politically 'outside' the district defeated a 
Progressive incumbent — campaign flaws or not.  Some workers believe that the heavily funded anti-
Olague Independent Expenditure campaign made a large difference, but the data don't seem to bear 
that out.  Breed received 30% of the vote-by-mail (VBM) total, and received 25% of the Election Day 
total.  Meanwhile, Olague received 19.6% of Election Day votes and 19.9% of VBM votes, virtually 
identical numbers.

 

14  Had the late push against Olague (and presumably for Breed) been the 'difference-
maker', then we should have seen a more dramatic drop-off in Olague's totals.15

There was also talk that if there had been a 'Progressive coalition', Breed could have been defeated.  
This was even discussed during the campaign once it was clear Breed had a chance to win.  Given the 
intricacies of RCV, and how well Breed did with the second choices of nearly all the candidates, that 
scenario is unlikely.  If Breed had been shut out of second-choice votes by several of the candidates, like 
Don Perata was in Oakland in 2010, then maybe — if they had banded together — someone from that 
coalition would have emerged.  And Rizzo and Selby did try to form a partnership, but it would have 
taken a concentrated effort from Davis and/or Olague (frontrunners), and that still wouldn't have 
guaranteed anything.

  

16

                                                           
13 I had calculated that from 2002-2006, their influence reached as high as 10% in Progressive parts of the city. 

  Basically, Breed ran a good campaign, and her main opponents fell by the 
wayside for different reasons.  Still, Breed only received 28% of the vote, leaving 72% for other 
candidates.  Map 3 shows the percentage by precinct of slates that didn't have Breed on them at all, 
which is somewhat of an inverse of Map 2.  

14 Political consultant Jim Stearns did an even more detailed look at the early vs. late VBM totals.  The percentages 
for Breed and Olague differed little respectively. 
15 However, I believe that the Mirkarimi vote did hurt Olague.  But voters who made their choice away from 
Olague, due to this vote, did so immediately.  I don't recall when the first IE mailers dropped on this, but if it was 
before the absentees went out, then it may have had an impact. 
16 Only 23% of Selby's seconds went to Rizzo, but a stronger 39% of Rizzo's went to Selby.  That, however, could 
also have been due to the Bay Guardian. 
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Table 3: First-choice by second-choice crosstab for D5 

    candidate_name.002 (second choice) Total 

    
ANDREW 

RESIGNATO 
CHRISTINA 

OLAGUE 
DANIEL 

EVERETT 
HOPE 

JOHNSON 
JOHN 
RIZZO 

JULIAN 
DAVIS 

LONDON 
BREED NULL 

THEA 
SELBY  

candidate_name.
001 
(first choice) 

ANDREW RESIGNATO 
Count 

20 65 60 60 97 108 167 66 128 771 

    % within candidate_name.001 2.6% 8.4% 7.8% 7.8% 12.6% 14.0% 21.7% 8.6% 16.6% 100.0% 
    % within candidate_name.002 1.6% 1.3% 3.7% 5.6% 1.8% 2.2% 3.2% .7% 2.2% 1.9% 
  CHRISTINA OLAGUE Count 163 303 264 166 1356 1297 1430 1001 882 6862 
    % within candidate_name.001 2.4% 4.4% 3.8% 2.4% 19.8% 18.9% 20.8% 14.6% 12.9% 100.0% 
    % within candidate_name.002 12.9% 6.3% 16.2% 15.6% 25.3% 26.8% 27.5% 10.4% 14.9% 17.3% 
  DANIEL EVERETT Count 67 178 53 59 192 188 232 165 156 1290 
    % within candidate_name.001 5.2% 13.8% 4.1% 4.6% 14.9% 14.6% 18.0% 12.8% 12.1% 100.0% 
    % within candidate_name.002 5.3% 3.7% 3.3% 5.5% 3.6% 3.9% 4.5% 1.7% 2.6% 3.2% 
  HOPE JOHNSON Count 47 53 55 24 51 57 57 37 101 482 
    % within candidate_name.001 9.8% 11.0% 11.4% 5.0% 10.6% 11.8% 11.8% 7.7% 21.0% 100.0% 
    % within candidate_name.002 3.7% 1.1% 3.4% 2.2% 1.0% 1.2% 1.1% .4% 1.7% 1.2% 
  JOHN RIZZO Count 138 813 271 85 125 879 640 456 2211 5618 
    % within candidate_name.001 2.5% 14.5% 4.8% 1.5% 2.2% 15.6% 11.4% 8.1% 39.4% 100.0% 
    % within candidate_name.002 10.9% 16.8% 16.7% 8.0% 2.3% 18.2% 12.3% 4.8% 37.3% 14.1% 
  JULIAN DAVIS Count 183 1190 262 151 1158 161 938 570 651 5264 
    % within candidate_name.001 3.5% 22.6% 5.0% 2.9% 22.0% 3.1% 17.8% 10.8% 12.4% 100.0% 
    % within candidate_name.002 14.5% 24.6% 16.1% 14.2% 21.6% 3.3% 18.1% 6.0% 11.0% 13.3% 
  LONDON BREED Count 402 1663 417 278 1283 1516 673 1846 1625 9703 
    % within candidate_name.001 4.1% 17.1% 4.3% 2.9% 13.2% 15.6% 6.9% 19.0% 16.7% 100.0% 
    % within candidate_name.002 31.9% 34.3% 25.6% 26.1% 23.9% 31.3% 13.0% 19.3% 27.4% 24.4% 
  NULL Count 6 24 6 7 30 44 50 4845 16 5028 
    % within candidate_name.001 .1% .5% .1% .1% .6% .9% 1.0% 96.4% .3% 100.0% 
    % within candidate_name.002 .5% .5% .4% .7% .6% .9% 1.0% 50.6% .3% 12.7% 
  THEA SELBY Count 236 557 239 237 1074 590 1009 593 163 4698 
    % within candidate_name.001 5.0% 11.9% 5.1% 5.0% 22.9% 12.6% 21.5% 12.6% 3.5% 100.0% 
    % within candidate_name.002 18.7% 11.5% 14.7% 22.2% 20.0% 12.2% 19.4% 6.2% 2.7% 11.8% 
Total Count 1262 4846 1627 1067 5366 4840 5196 9579 5933 39716 
  % within candidate_name.001 3.2% 12.2% 4.1% 2.7% 13.5% 12.2% 13.1% 24.1% 14.9% 100.0% 
  % within candidate_name.002 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Table 4: Top 15 slate frequencies for D5 

Slate n % Notes 
LONDON BREED BULLET 2439 7%  
CHRISTINA OLAGUE BULLET 1255 4%  
JOHN RIZZO THEA SELBY NULL 878 2% Final SFBG 
THEA SELBY BULLET 721 2%  
JULIAN DAVIS BULLET 694 2%  
JOHN RIZZO BULLET 554 2%  

JOHN RIZZO THEA SELBY LONDON BREED 458 1% 
SFBG with 
Breed filled in 

LONDON BREED CHRISTINA OLAGUE JULIAN DAVIS 429 1%  
LONDON BREED JULIAN DAVIS CHRISTINA OLAGUE 411 1%  
LONDON BREED THEA SELBY JOHN RIZZO 402 1%  
LONDON BREED JOHN RIZZO THEA SELBY 382 1%  
JULIAN DAVIS JOHN RIZZO THEA SELBY 362 1% Initial SFBG 
LONDON BREED CHRISTINA OLAGUE JOHN RIZZO 359 1%  
CHRISTINA OLAGUE JULIAN DAVIS JOHN RIZZO 358 1%  
CHRISTINA OLAGUE LONDON BREED JULIAN DAVIS 351 1%  

 

While it is unlikely a Progressive coalition could have defeated Breed in this cycle, a runoff between 
Breed and Olague would have been difficult to predict.  Breed ran a very strong campaign to get to 28%, 
and get a good proportion of second and third choice votes.  Olague only received 20% of the vote, but 
Map 3 indicates she may have had a lot of movement towards her.  We've already seen that Mirkarimi 
probably didn't play a huge role in this race, so the question would have been whether or not the 
movement from the other candidates' supporters would have gone to Olague or Breed.  Breed received 
more second choice and third choice votes overall than Olague17

Finally, I've maintained that Challenger Breed had an easier time of winning than Incumbent Breed 
would have had in holding on to her seat.

, but 65% of ballots were exhausted 
before RCV reached the final round of Breed vs. Olague.  Those votes would have had to go somewhere, 
like those who voted for the Bay Guardian slate of Rizzo-Selby (with or without Davis), and those who 
bullet voted for other candidates.  As strong of a win as Breed had, it would have been challenging 
(though very possible) for her to maintain that momentum through a December runoff given the 
redistribution of support from all of the candidates.  But, historical voter trends favored Olague before, 
and that didn't seem to matter much. 

18

                                                           
17 Breed received 13% of total seconds and 11% of total thirds; Olague received 12% of total seconds and 10% of 
total thirds.  Pretty close. 

  If Breed had been appointed Supervisor, Olague probably 
wouldn't have run, and there would have been a more direct and concentrated attack on her.  Davis 
may or may not have had the same scandal, but the Progressives would have been energized to kick out 

18 This is my attempt to justify after the fact why I originally thought Breed wouldn't win this race. 
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someone they saw as forced upon them.  Breed as the challenger was able avoid the hard votes at the 
Board, and was able to stay above the fray for much of the campaign.   

Map 3: Precinct percentage of ballots that did not have Breed on them 

 

 

D7 RCV analysis 

Background 

District 7 saw its first open race in twelve years, because eight-year Supervisor Sean Elsbernd was 
termed out.  Elsbernd replaced — by appointment — Tony Hall, who had held the seat from 2000-2004.  
Both Hall and Elsbernd were strong moderates, and District 7 is generally considered to be one of the 
two conservative districts in San Francisco (D2 is the other).  It has a higher proportion of wealthy 
homeowners than most of the city, and few areas that could be considered lower-income.  However, D7 
also part of 'old-school' San Francisco, where being a native San Franciscan and having deep 
neighborhood connections matter.  Indeed, Elsbernd is a native, and there has been a trend of native 
Supervisorial winners, like Mark Farrell and Malia Cohen (and new winner London Breed).   

By Spring 2012, there were three main candidates: President of the School Board (BOE) Norman Yee, 
labor leader F.X. Crowley, and Elsbernd's pick, former Board of Appeals member Michael Garcia.  Yee 
was a leading vote getter for the BOE, and was well known throughout the district.  He was generally 
considered to be, if not a Progressive, at least left-leaning on most issues.  Yee is a native San Franciscan 
though not originally from D7.  Crowley is a native of D7, a St. Ignatius graduate, and was known in D7 
through neighborhood and church activities.  He was known as the 'labor candidate', though he had 
stated he would vote moderate on most issues.  Garcia was seen as the true moderate, even 
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conservative, in the race, especially fiscally.  It was expected that he would have the support of most of 
the traditional 'downtown' interests. 

By and large, personal politics and ideology didn't play a very large role in this race.  Each candidate had 
his respective base: it was assumed most Chinese voters and any progressives  would side with Yee 
(around 20-25% of likely voters); labor and native D7 voters would favor Crowley, and the most 
conservative voters would prefer Garcia.  This race was centered on neighborhood issues and personal 
connections throughout the district.  By mid-summer, polling showed that Yee was ahead, with very 
high name recognition.  In fact, it was thought that some voters might be confusing him with former 
State Senator Leland Yee.19

This race was spirited, and at times negative, but relatively straightforward.  Yee leveraged his time on 
the BOE, and Crowley used a heavy mail presence to play up his district connections.  Garcia effectively 
sold himself as Elsbernd 2.0, but surprisingly, he didn't receive the coveted Chronicle endorsement; that 
went instead to journalist Joel Engardio, who was running a campaign mainly in the West of Twin Peaks 
area.  Engardio ran mostly as a 'neighborhood activist'.  Garcia’s campaign tried to paint Yee, and to a 
lesser extent Crowley, as 'too left for the district'.  In fact, the Bay Guardian endorsed Yee and Crowley 
(in that order), and the Democratic Party endorsed Crowley first then Yee.

  Crowley and Garcia polled nearly even for much of the race, somewhat 
behind Yee.   

20

During the campaign, there was a lot of talk among Crowley and Garcia supporters of forming a 
moderate coalition to avoid what had become known as the 'Mirkarimi scenario', where a Progressive 
candidate for Sheriff defeated two moderate candidates because they effectively split the vote, and RCV 
wasn't enough to overcome that.

   

21

 

  Garcia and Crowley had several conversations about forming a 1-2 
alliance, but ultimately Crowley never signed off on it.  Engardio was also pursued for an alliance, since 
he was pulling in some moderate LGBT voters in the hills across the D8 border. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
                                                           
19 http://blogs.sfweekly.com/thesnitch/2012/09/norman_yee_are_voters_confusin.php 
20 In D7 polling (I worked for Garcia), I found that the Democratic Party registered quite positively, and also that 
voters didn't view candidates with the same lens as issues.  In other words, more liberal positions on issues would 
necessarily hurt a candidate, even if voters still voted more conservatively on ballot measures. 
21 See the 2011 Sheriff's race write-up http://www.sfusualsuspects.com/wp-content/uploads/latterman-cook-nov-
11-rcv-analysis-v3.pdf 
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Results 

Table 5 shows the first-choice percentage of the candidates and the number of ballots on which they 
appeared.  Voters were clearly interested in more than just fiscal conservatism, with over 50% of votes 
going to SF natives.  Although Yee had a four-point higher first-choice total than Crowley, they were very 
close in the number of voters who chose one of them on any ballot.  Somewhat relatedly, after RCV, Yee 
ended up winning by 132 votes over Crowley, one of the narrowest wins ever seen in San Francisco.  
Crowley's supporters considered a recount, but ended up not pursuing this with the Department of 
Elections. 

Table 5: D7 results 

Candidate First-Choice % # of ballots Final % after RCV 
Norman Yee 29 16,709 50.27% 
F.X. Crowley 25 16,665 49.73% 
Michael Garcia 18 12,658  
 

Table 6 shows the first-choice by second-choice crosstab for the candidates, which shows us how 
Crowley was able to gain ground on Yee, falling just short.  Crowley received 25% of Garcia's seconds22

The frequency of ballot slates showed the strength of bullet voting, where four of the top six slates were 
bullet-voting slates for their respective candidates, now a typical pattern for district races (around 17% 
of D7 voters bullet voted).  The Bay Guardian slate came in at 3% of all total slates - around 830) - and 
the Democratic Party slate was also 3% of total slates.  Clearly, the strength of the more 'left-leaning' 
slates showed that D7 voters were not voting on their perceived moderate ideology.  Around 10% voters 
had Crowley-Garcia as 1-2 in either order (regardless of third choice), but 17% had Yee-Crowley as 1-2 in 
some order. 

, 
and 20% of Engardio's, who came in fourth at 14%.  Yee received 13% of Garcia's seconds (but 19% of 
Engardio's).  Crowley was able to catch up to Yee primarily on the strength on Garcia's seconds.  
Notably, Garcia received 22% of Crowley's seconds, compared to 33% for Yee, so the synergy didn't 
work both ways.  Basically, Garcia supporters mostly saw Crowley as the logical second choice, while 
Crowley supporters tended to favor Yee.  So even though insiders saw Crowley and Garcia as the natural 
1-2 alliance, voters themselves saw Crowley and Yee as more closely aligned. 

Maps 4a-c show how the candidates performed geographically.  Yee did really well in Sunset Heights 
and in Sunnyside, but Crowley performed more consistently throughout most of the district, and 
Garcia's base was in the more conservative St. Francis Wood.  A lot of talk after the election was on 
Yee's field efforts at SFSU, but notice that while he did well there, they weren't his strongest precincts. 

Crowley's consistency is another reason he was nearly able to catch up to Yee, which he did in RCV and 
in the first-choice vote.  Crowley moved the most — at least according to polling — in the final weeks of 

                                                           
22 The percentage seems greater in the RCV runs, since many ballots are exhausted by the time the penultimate 
round is reached. 
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the election.  The Democratic Party field effort helped him as well.  In contrast, neither Yee nor Garcia 
was able to move much past their natural base.  But, where Yee did well, he did quite well.  Yee was able 
to dominate a couple of neighborhoods, which eclipsed Crowley's 'strong-second' showing in most of 
the D7 neighborhoods.  Contrast this to D10 in 2010, where Malia Cohen came in third but won because 
she was more consistent than candidates who finished ahead of her, who dominated in one 
neighborhood but were not able to do well anywhere else. 

This race also mimics the D1 race from 2008, When Eric Mar barely won against Sue Lee.  Mar had a 
significant lead over Lee after the first-choice votes, but Lee received the strong majority of Alicia 
Wang's second choice votes, losing by only a couple hundred votes at the end.  That race was less 
geographically divided, but Mar did better with his constituencies (renters, left-leaners) than Lee did 
with her more conservative constituency.  Garcia played a role much like Wang in this D7 race. 
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Table 6: First-choice by second-choice crosstab for D7 

    candidate_name.002 (second choice) Total 

    
ANDREW 

BLEY 
F. X. 

CROWLEY 
GLENN 

ROGERS 
JOEL 

ENGARDIO 
JULIAN P. 

LAGOS 
LYNN 
GAVIN 

MICHAEL 
GARCIA 

NORMAN 
YEE NULL 

ROBERT 
J. SQUERI  

candidate_name.001 
(first choice) 

ANDREW 
BLEY 
  

Count 19 121 99 95 65 86 91 123 75 49 823 

  % within candidate_name.001 2.3% 14.7% 12.0% 11.5% 7.9% 10.4% 11.1% 14.9% 9.1% 6.0% 100.0% 
    % within candidate_name.002 1.7% 2.0% 9.6% 3.2% 3.6% 7.3% 2.0% 2.3% .9% 1.9% 2.3% 
  F. X. 

CROWLEY 
  

Count 152 328 147 669 265 197 1684 2509 1080 674 7705 
  % within candidate_name.001 2.0% 4.3% 1.9% 8.7% 3.4% 2.6% 21.9% 32.6% 14.0% 8.7% 100.0% 
    % within candidate_name.002 13.7% 5.4% 14.3% 22.5% 14.7% 16.6% 36.6% 47.9% 12.3% 26.6% 21.9% 
  GLENN 

ROGERS 
  

Count 100 61 29 40 81 83 44 69 41 46 594 
  % within candidate_name.001 16.8% 10.3% 4.9% 6.7% 13.6% 14.0% 7.4% 11.6% 6.9% 7.7% 100.0% 
    % within candidate_name.002 9.0% 1.0% 2.8% 1.3% 4.5% 7.0% 1.0% 1.3% .5% 1.8% 1.7% 
  JOEL 

ENGARDIO 
  

Count 177 838 118 119 135 106 942 792 645 282 4154 
  % within candidate_name.001 4.3% 20.2% 2.8% 2.9% 3.2% 2.6% 22.7% 19.1% 15.5% 6.8% 100.0% 
    % within candidate_name.002 15.9% 13.9% 11.5% 4.0% 7.5% 8.9% 20.5% 15.1% 7.4% 11.1% 11.8% 
  JULIAN P. 

LAGOS 
  

Count 75 95 108 103 30 135 112 282 91 53 1084 
  % within candidate_name.001 6.9% 8.8% 10.0% 9.5% 2.8% 12.5% 10.3% 26.0% 8.4% 4.9% 100.0% 
    % within candidate_name.002 6.8% 1.6% 10.5% 3.5% 1.7% 11.4% 2.4% 5.4% 1.0% 2.1% 3.1% 
  LYNN 

GAVIN 
  

Count 73 57 121 56 112 26 74 102 64 24 709 
  % within candidate_name.001 10.3% 8.0% 17.1% 7.9% 15.8% 3.7% 10.4% 14.4% 9.0% 3.4% 100.0% 
    % within candidate_name.002 6.6% .9% 11.7% 1.9% 6.2% 2.2% 1.6% 1.9% .7% .9% 2.0% 
  MICHAEL 

GARCIA 
  

Count 142 1364 115 954 225 109 280 705 791 796 5481 
  % within candidate_name.001 2.6% 24.9% 2.1% 17.4% 4.1% 2.0% 5.1% 12.9% 14.4% 14.5% 100.0% 
    % within candidate_name.002 12.8% 22.6% 11.2% 32.1% 12.5% 9.2% 6.1% 13.5% 9.0% 31.4% 15.6% 
  NORMAN 

YEE 
  

Count 302 2777 205 730 813 396 1057 439 1890 514 9123 
  % within candidate_name.001 3.3% 30.4% 2.2% 8.0% 8.9% 4.3% 11.6% 4.8% 20.7% 5.6% 100.0% 
    % within candidate_name.002 27.2% 46.1% 19.9% 24.6% 45.1% 33.4% 22.9% 8.4% 21.6% 20.3% 25.9% 
  NULL Count 2 34 7 12 5 3 35 48 3883 12 4041 
    % within candidate_name.001 .0% .8% .2% .3% .1% .1% .9% 1.2% 96.1% .3% 100.0% 
    % within candidate_name.002 .2% .6% .7% .4% .3% .3% .8% .9% 44.4% .5% 11.5% 
  ROBERT J. 

SQUERI 
Count 69 348 81 191 72 44 287 171 187 82 1532 

  % within candidate_name.001 4.5% 22.7% 5.3% 12.5% 4.7% 2.9% 18.7% 11.2% 12.2% 5.4% 100.0% 
    % within candidate_name.002 6.2% 5.8% 7.9% 6.4% 4.0% 3.7% 6.2% 3.3% 2.1% 3.2% 4.3% 
Total Count 1111 6023 1030 2969 1803 1185 4606 5240 8747 2532 35246 
  % within candidate_name.001 3.2% 17.1% 2.9% 8.4% 5.1% 3.4% 13.1% 14.9% 24.8% 7.2% 100.0% 
  % within candidate_name.002 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Table 7: Slate frequencies for D7 

Slate n % Notes 

NORMAN YEE BULLET 2268 7%  

F. X. CROWLEY BULLET 1344 4%  

NORMAN YEE F. X. CROWLEY JOEL ENGARDIO 1097 3% SFBG 

MIKE GARCIA BULLET 1034 3%  

F. X. CROWLEY NORMAN YEE NULL 822 3% DCCC 

JOEL ENGARDIO BULLET 737 2%  

NORMAN YEE F. X. CROWLEY NULL 575 2%  
F. X. CROWLEY MICHAEL GARCIA JOEL ENGARDIO 476 2% 1st full 'kinda-

mod' slate 
F. X. CROWLEY NORMAN YEE MICHAEL GARCIA 451 1%  

F. X. CROWLEY NORMAN YEE JOEL ENGARDIO 439 1%  

MICHAEL GARCIA ROBERT J. SQUERI F. X. CROWLEY 429 1%  

MICHAEL GARCIA F. X. CROWLEY JOEL ENGARDIO 399 1%  

NORMAN YEE F. X. CROWLEY MICHAEL GARCIA 393 1%  

F. X. CROWLEY MICHAEL GARCIA NORMAN YEE 381 1%  

JOEL ENGARDIO MICHAEL GARCIA F. X. CROWLEY 320 1%  

MICHAEL GARCIA JOEL ENGARDIO F. X. CROWLEY 317 1%  
 

A major question is whether Crowley would have won had he and Garcia had completed a 1-2 deal.  
While it's fair to assume Crowley would have lost some votes with this deal, I'm fairly certain he would 
have gained more than he lost, and would have been able to collect more than 132 net votes.  15% of 
Garcia's voters bullet voted (1,071), and given the strong preference from Garcia voters to support 
Crowley second (or third after Squeri or Engardio, over 700 more votes), Crowley would have been able 
to pick up fewer than 10% of Garcia bullet-voters, in addition to voters who supported Garcia but left 
Crowley off their ballots.  Although Crowley and Yee may have actually had more in common politically 
than Crowley and Garcia, a political deal in the midst of a campaign would have helped both candidates, 
though of course Crowley much more. 

That said, there is little doubt that Crowley would have won in a runoff against Yee.  It likely wouldn't 
have been close.  Yee would have picked up some voters from the other candidates, but Garcia voters 
would have come out to support Crowley, regardless of how any of the candidates would have tried to 
position themselves.  This race joins the list of races that would have had a different outcome had there 
not been RCV: Mar 2008, Cohen 201023

                                                           
23 She wouldn't have even made the runoff. 

, Mirkarimi 2011, and now Yee 2012. 
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Map 4a-c: First-choice precinct percentages for (a) Yee, (b) Crowley, and (c) Garcia 

(a)

(b)

(c) 
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Appendix 1: 2012 San Francisco Progressive Voter Index map. 

 


