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Executive Summary 
 
The San Antonio City Council Governance Sub-Committee requested the Office of Innovation review the 
Boards and Commissions application process to determine areas of opportunity that improve and 
streamline the process. From this review, the Office of Innovation identified 18 recommendations (See 
page 7: Conclusion and Recommendations) to be implemented by the Office of the City Clerk. These 
recommendations were made in response to process gaps that were identified during the project. It is 
recommended the Office of the City Clerk work with the Information Technology Services Department 
(ITSD) to help implement solutions. 
 
Background 
 
Some components of the Boards and Commissions application process are time consuming and labor 
and resource intensive. Many tasks performed throughout the application, submission, and review 
process are manual, and/or lack interconnectivity with district board liaisons, city attorney’s Office, 
board liaisons and ethics coordinators. There are opportunities to improve outreach, increase diversity, 
and create a more inclusive and welcoming experience for board members once appointed.      
 
Scope  
 
The City Clerk’s Office in coordination with Information Technology Services Department (ITSD) 
requested the Office of Innovation review the Boards and Commissions application process to 
determine areas of opportunity to improve and streamline the process. 
 
Expected Outcomes and Deliverables 
 

 Current-State Process Maps 
 Gap Analysis 
 Summary of  Findings and Recommendations 

 
Approach 
 
The Office of Innovation conducted an analysis of, and provided recommendations to enhance the 
Boards and Commissions application process. An initial project timeline was established by the Office of 
Innovation and the Office of the City Clerk at the project kick-off meeting.  
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Project Timeline 

 
Process Mapping 
 
The Office of Innovation held process mapping sessions with the Office of the City Clerk to capture the 
workflow for application submission and application review for all 86 Boards and Commissions. To 
create process maps, the Office of the City Clerk provided the Office of Innovation with a categorized list 
of boards and commissions (See Appendix – Figure 2.0). The boards and commissions list was later 
regrouped into 8 general categories and mapped as follows:  
 

1. Application Submission 
2. At-Large 
3. District  
4. Tax Increment Reinvestment Zone (TIRZ) 
5. At-Large and Other Appointments   
6. Mayoral Appointments – Council Action Required  
7. Mayoral Appointments – No Council Action Required  
8. Mayoral and District Appointments  

 
(See Appendix – Figures 1.1 – 1.8) 
 
Following the process mapping sessions, the Office of Innovation was able to identify opportunities. 
  

• Kick-Off
• Finalize Project Charter
• Current State Analysis
• Document Review

Project Initiation
Due: April 05, 2019

• Interviews
• Process Mapping
• Gap Analysis
• Validation

Workflow 
Development 

Due: May 03, 2019 • Findings and 
Recommendations

Report
Due: May 24, 2019
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Interviews 
 
A significant part of the analysis conducted on the boards and commissions’ application process came in 
the form of interviews. The table below consists of subject matter experts who were interviewed to 
gather input on how the boards and commissions’ application process could be improved.   
  

Stakeholder Organization 
Internal Subject Matter Experts  
Brandon Smith Office of the City Clerk 
Leticia Saenz Office of the City Clerk 
Leticia Vacek Office of the City Clerk 
Steve Whitworth City Attorney’s Office 
Alma Lozano City Attorney’s Office 
Camila Kunau City Attorney’s Office 
Zan Gibbs Office of Equity 
Matt Llewellyn ITSD 
External Subject Matter Experts 
Joe Bravo City Council District 7  
Laura Garza City Council District 8 
Paul Jimenez City Council District 10 
Francine Romero, PhD Zoning Commission 
Letty Gonzalez Mayor’s Commission 

 
Internal interviewees were asked, in general, to respond to the following: 
 

1. In what way are you involved with the Boards and Commissions process?   
2. What is lacking about the Boards and Commissions application process?   
3. What would make the Boards and Commissions application process better? 

 
External interviewees were asked, in general, to respond to the following: 
 

1. What was your experience with the application process? 
2. Describe your experience in finding the link to the application. 
3. How did you find out about open positions on the boards? 
4. Did you feel you had good information about the boards prior to applying? 
5. What was lacking about the application process?  
6. What would make this experience better? 

 
The Office of Innovation also met with the Office of Equity to review the application. The purpose of this 
review was to capture findings that referenced the analysis the Office of Innovation was performing.  
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Analysis, Findings & Recommendations  
 
Through the performed gap analysis, each gap was identified as either a resource, process or technology 
constraint. Below are the recognized gaps within the boards and commissions application process, 
accompanied by individual recommendations: 
 
Resource Constraints 
 
Gap 1: Manual intake processes performed by Boards and Commissions Coordinator 
A lot of the work the Boards and Commissions Coordinator performs is manual in nature. Beginning with 
the manual download of applications as they are submitted, to the preparation of appointment 
packages, these tasks take up valuable time that could be utilized in other areas.  
 
Recommendation 1: Process Automation 
An automation of the application intake and document preparation processes will allow for a redefining 
of the Boards and Commissions Coordinator role, allowing it to be more of a community outreach 
position to promote boards and commissions and attract applicants. This will also allow the Boards and 
Commissions Coordinator to utilize their time to conduct work pertaining to equity and inclusion.  
 
Process Constraints 
 
Gap 2: Unqualified applicants able to apply for any board 
Applications are received for boards from unqualified applicants, causing longer timeframes for staff to 
review and process applications. 
 
Recommendation 2: Pre-Qualification Process 
Create a pre-qualification verification process so that applicants can see what they are qualified for. This 
would be an added capability within the application portal. The system would automatically determine 
whether an applicant is qualified for a board position based on the credentials they’ve notated on their 
application.  
 
Gap 3: Fragmented review process 
The application review process is inefficient. Applications are reviewed differently depending on what 
type of board (i.e. At-large vs. District).  
 
Recommendation 3: Single Review Platform 
Develop a single platform to conduct application reviews. This would entail creating new user roles 
within the current application to allow reviewers to login and review submissions associated to their 
assigned boards. 
 
Gap 4: Board position openings are rare  
The same members tend to be reappointed every year. There are not many opportunities for new 
membership.   
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Recommendation 4: Term Limits 
Reestablish term limits for opposing seats, in some form or fashion. Continue outreach initiatives to 
target and attract new applicants.  
 
Gap 5: Placements are rarely based on qualifications 
Board selections are made based on who someone knows, rather than appointing someone who is a 
qualified candidate. 
 
Recommendation 5: Consistent Selection Criteria 
Stay true to qualifications. Establishing a pre-qualification verification process would alleviate this 
concern. Creating checks and balances within the selection process to ensure these qualifications are 
the primary reason to appoint someone to a board is important. This can be done by having all 
candidates undergo a preliminary interview process in front of a select few council persons or current 
board members.   
   
Gap 6: Board descriptions are inaccurate or lack important information  
Board requirements are not necessarily accurate on the current site. Descriptions can also be lengthy, 
and intimidating based on the listed qualifications.  
 
Recommendation 6: Clarity of Board Descriptions 
Clearly define the board. Specify potential meeting times. Include by-laws and rules and guidelines for 
each board. This information needs to be kept up-to-date on a consistent basis. 
 
Gap 7: Applications and Board descriptions are housed separately on the site 
Applicants have to navigate to two different webpages in order to apply for and get descriptions of 
board positions. Specific qualifications and board requirements are not viewable on the application. 
 
Recommendation 7: Link Board Descriptions to Application 
Incorporate board descriptions with the application. Insert a link to the application at the top or bottom 
of the board description so an applicant can be directed to the application immediately. 
 
Gap 8: Low attendance at board meetings 
Some boards and commissions do not meet quorum when they have a scheduled meeting. This might 
allude to a need for a reevaluation and necessity of a board.  
 
Recommendation 8: Attendance Accountability  
Make selected board members accountable to attend board meetings. Signify on the application that 
missing board meetings will result in the surrendering of their seat. Develop a plan for stakeholders to 
determine which boards can meet virtually to alleviate the inconvenience of travel, which may impact 
attendance. Sunset boards if applicable - establish metrics behind each board regarding how much time 
and resources are being spent. Update committee by-laws and guidelines to adhere to this 
recommendation. 
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Technology Constraints 
 
Gap 9: Difficulty accessing application 
The application is currently difficult to find. The link to the application portal is currently only on the 
Office of the City Clerk’s and some related department’s websites. The link is not very visible on its 
current page. The link is not embedded on associated department’s pages that have boards.   
 
Recommendation 9: Application Accessibility 
Place application link on COSA main page and associated department pages. Also, make link of the 
Office of the City Clerk webpage more noticeable. Consider a user-centered approach to design links 
that are more visible to prospective applicants. 
 
Gap 10: Difficulty finding what open seats exist  
The application portal does not signify which board positions are currently filled or vacant. 
 
Recommendation 10: Vacancy Postings  
Signify which seats are currently vacant with some type of indicator on the application portal. Identify 
vacant seats as a “holdover” or “absolute vacancy”. This will reduce the number of applications and limit 
the number of times applicants will have to renew their applications after 12 months.  
 
Gap 11: Applications require annual renewals without notification to applicant 
Applications for a board expire after one year. There are no automated processes in place to notify an 
applicant to reapply.  
 
Recommendation 11: Renewal Notifications  
Develop automated notifications within the system that will send applicants a notification advising their 
application is due to expire on a certain date. This notification should also request if the applicant would 
like to resubmit/update their application for future consideration. 
 
Gap 12: No application history 
Applicants currently have no way to view which boards they previously applied to. 
 
Recommendation 12: Application Database  
Develop more robust reporting capabilities within the system allowing for such tracking. Create a tab for 
applicants to view a history of all the boards they’ve applied to. 
  
Gap 13: The application is currently only in English 
In a city where Spanish is a prominent language, the application is currently not available in another 
language other than English. 
 
Recommendation 13: Translated Applications  
Translate the application portal in additional languages (i.e. Spanish). Allow applicants to submit 
applications in languages other than English. Coordinate with Government and Public Affairs for 
implementation. 
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Gap 14: Incomplete applications are submitted 
Although the system has mandatory fields, many fields that may be required to fill out on the 
application are left blank, or limited information is provided. 
 
Recommendation 14: Mandatory Fields 
Establish additional mandatory fields. Dropdown boxes on specific questions help create uniformity on 
responses. This can also help with reporting. 
  
Gap 15: Limited communications after an applicant applies 
After an applicant applies, there is an on screen notification that their application was received. 
However, there are no communications to them notifying them of next steps in the process. 
 
Recommendation 15: Status Updates 
Incorporate notification capabilities within the system to notify an applicant at what stage in the review 
process they are in. 
 
Gap 16: Applications are not compatible on mobile devices 
There are issues with the ability to apply for a board using a mobile device.  
 
Recommendation 16: Mobile Compatibility 
Upgrade infrastructure to be compatible on all mobile devices. Address the current issue with the 
inability to view the entire screen on a mobile device. 
 
Gap 17: Boards depict limited association with departments on site 
The current site doesn’t specifically depict what City departments or organizations relate to a board.  
 
Recommendation 17: Link to Departments 
Beautify site with pictures of associated departments, if attainable. Ensure links to associated 
department or organization websites are in place to better inform applicants about the board. 
 
Gap 18: Address Office of Equity Feedback 
Following the application review with the Office of Equity, some questions on the Boards and 
Commissions application were found to create unnecessary barriers. This finding is an identified 
challenge within the application process and illustrates where enhancements can be made to attract a 
more diverse group of people to be placed in particular boards and commissions seats.  

Recommendation 18: Address Equity Feedback 
Incorporate some of the suggested changes to the application made by the Office of Equity. These 
changes promote inclusiveness and create a more diverse boards and commission’s applicant pool. 
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The following changes include:  
 

 Remove the question “Are you a qualified voter in the City of San Antonio?” from certain Boards 
that where being a qualified voter is not a requirement. This question may deter those in our 
community who may have criminal backgrounds or are living in the United States as a non-
citizen (i.e. green card status). These individuals’ perspectives in our community deserve to be 
heard.  

 
 Provide applicants with ability to access a comprehensive list of all City contracts somewhere 

that they can cross check in order to address the question “Does your employer or an employer 
of your immediate family members have a contract with the City that you know of”. This 
question seems like it could be hard to answer accurately given how many contracts the City of 
San Antonio administers. Provide a link to the City’s High Profile Contract listing. In addition, 
provide a contact to the purchasing office.  

 
 Only ask the question “Have you had any convictions of criminal offenses other than parking or 

traffic tickets?” for Boards where this is warranted. This could discourage someone from 
applying to a board, and we want all of our residents to have the opportunity to serve, no 
matter their criminal background. Furthermore, background checks should only be performed 
for Boards and Commissions where absolutely necessary.  

 
 Remove “Describe your Educational history” and “Describe your Professional History & 

Certification designations (Current and historical)”. This information should be part of the 
applicants profile already, and is non-inclusive language. 

 
Next Steps 
 
As part of the project delivery, a transfer of knowledge has been addressed.  As gaps in the current state 
were identified and recommendations were formulated, the Information Technology Services 
Department (ITSD) was included to collaborate on solution development. It is the Office of Innovation’s 
recommendation the Office of the City Clerk and ITSD incorporate the findings and recommendations 
illustrated in this report into their own plans to develop a roadmap. The roadmap will inform the 
creation and delivery of an improved Boards and Commissions application.  
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Appendix 
 
Boards and Commissions Application Process Flows 
 

 Figure 1.1: Application Submission 
 Figure 1.2: At-Large  
 Figure 1.3: District  
 Figure 1.4: Tax Increment Reinvestment Zone (TIRZ)  
 Figure 1.5: At-Large and Other Appointments 
 Figure 1.6: Mayoral Appointments – Council Action Required 
 Figure 1.7: Mayoral Appointments – No Council Action Required 
 Figure 1.8: Mayoral and District Appointments 

 
Figure 2.0 Boards and Commissions Category Assessment   
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Glossary 
 
AL – At-Large (Pertaining to type of Board) 

BCC – Boards and Commissions Coordinator 

CA – Council Approval (Pertaining to type of Board) 

COSA – City of San Antonio 

D – District (Pertaining to type of Board) 

ITSD – Information Technology Services Department 

M – Mayoral (Pertaining to type of Board) 

NCA – No Council Approval (Pertaining to type of Board) 

O - Other (Pertaining to type of Board) 

TIRZ – Tax Increment Reinvestment Zone (Pertaining to type of Board) 

 


