
1 

Grantee: The Haas Institute for a Fair and Inclusive Society 

Fiscal Period: December 1, 2013 to November 30, 2015 

Project Purpose: To support a project that will enhance the ability of low income communities of color 

to self identify and address the most pressing barriers and opportunities related to health in Richmond.  

Grant Amount: $706,533 

Name of Person(s) Completing this Report: Eli Moore and Nadia Barhoum 

Date: August 2014 

 

What progress has been made (activities, resources, evidence) during the reporting period toward 

the achievement of each outcome listed in the Grant Agreement? 

 

During the last nine months, the Haas Institute for a Fair and Inclusive Society (HIFIS), along 

with our community partners, has made great strides toward building community capacity and 

involvement in anchor institution planning and policy with a focus on leveraging the planned Richmond 

Bay Campus (RBC) to benefit marginalized communities. Our work is rooted in recognizing that healthy 

communities are shaped by economic opportunities, which result from structures and policies that 

determine markets and pathways to wealth and employment. Economic challenges and disparities can be 

traced back to structural forces that create and reinforce disadvantage among and between communities. 

Building the power and capacity of disadvantaged communities to engage in transforming these structures 

is the most sustainable and effective way to create inclusive opportunity and equitable community health. 

Our work centers on leveraging critical and strategic research, technical and legal assistance, training and 

advocacy designed to build power in marginalized communities and achieve transformative change.  

 

Today, anchor institutions comprise a cornerstone for strategies to advance community economic 

development at the scale necessary to substantially improve opportunity locally. As community 

embedded and responsive institutions (hospitals, universities, etc), anchor institutions have multiple 

capacities that are critical to community economic development. Their promise can be realized by 

connecting the core mission of the institution to the aspirations of the community. Anchors are a primary 

conduit for capital moving through the community, and the size of anchor institution budgets and 

spending on procurement often comprise a substantial portion of capital moving through a region. 

Anchors are also major employers; six out of the top ten employers in Richmond are public or nonprofit 

entities. Broadening the mission and practice of anchor institutions like universities and hospitals to 

strategically increase community opportunity and inclusion is increasingly recognized as critical to 

achieving a fairer society. Recognizing this pivotal role they play, a number of universities have dedicated 
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resources to an “anchor mission,” an initiative to “consciously and strategically apply the institution’s 

long-term, place-based economic power, in combination with its human and intellectual resources, to 

better the welfare of the community in which it resides.”1 The Richmond Bay Campus, a research campus 

planned by UC Berkeley and Lawrence Berkeley National Lab, will be the largest publicly funded project 

in Richmond since the WWII shipyards, will employ thousands directly and indirectly, and will have 

influence over key growth industries in the region through its research, purchasing, and operations.  

 

The Richmond Bay Campus development, however, is overseen by the UC Regents, an entity 

with ongoing budget constraints, vast administrative systems, and legal exemption from local regulations. 

This leaves little ‘leverage’ for community involvement and innovative policy. Without intervention, its 

anchor institution mission is not necessarily inclusive of community goals. Anchors typically pursue a 

self-interested path, and are not attuned to community needs or inclined to identify ‘win-win’ propositions 

on their own. Our approach begins by recognizing the business of anchors, and then offers a set of 

strategies that engage the areas of converging interests and can leverage the anchor on behalf of the 

community.  It is essential, in our view, that opportunities for employment, job training, and community 

benefits are realized while the potential negative impacts, such as displacement and environmental, are 

minimized. 

 

We are proud to report that in just the first six months of our project, UCB and LBNL moved 

considerably and took the novel step of the chancellor and lab director signing a letter of agreement 

delineating several goals and strategies for generating inclusive community benefits. The institutions first 

created a new process for involving community members in proposing community benefits outcomes, 

worked with community-based organizations and the Haas Institute, and used this input to develop 

commitments to local hiring, educational partnerships, local purchasing and wealth-building, a grants 

program, and a formal, long-term community engagement.  

 

We see our Richmond work as a potential model for strategies led by marginalized communities 

to develop anchor institution policies and practices that deliver a substantial and lasting local impact 

increasing economic inclusion and community health. We also see this as a promising approach to more 

powerfully integrating critical and strategic research into community organizing.  

 

                                                 
1 Hodges, Rita Axelroth (2012) The Road Half Traveled: University Engagement at a Crossroads. Michigan State 
University Press. 
1 
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 The research and capacity building that HIFIS has provided in Richmond has been both 

strategically planned and responsive to emerging community needs and interests. The work has mostly 

centered on three related areas of focus:  

 

● What is at stake for local, marginalized communities when a new campus or other anchor 
institution is developed? This research has looked at local and regional socio-economic 
conditions, indicators of community opportunity, prioritized community issues, and case studies 
of similar development projects and anchors; 

● What is the decision making process and what are the opportunities for the community to engage 
in shaping how the new campus is developed? This research has analyzed the institutional 
landscape, key decisions, timelines, relevant existing policy, and case studies of similar projects 
to identify strategies for effectively engaging communities;  

● What policy and practice would ensure that the new campus and other anchor institutions have a 
positive effect on community opportunity, inclusion and health? This research included an in-
depth analysis and recommendations on the Draft Environmental Impact Report, policy research 
on community benefits agreements, and policy research on housing, education, local business, 
employment, and other aspects of the project.  

 
In each of these areas, research and analysis was turned into workshop presentations and facilitated 
discussions, policy briefs, comment letters, infographics, and/or fact sheets for distribution.  
 

Our primary goals with all of our research and technical assistance are to build community 

capacity and power and to have an impact on the narrative and policies shaping opportunities for 

marginalized communities. This is accomplished through a process of collaborative planning 

characterized by shared ownership, transparency and accountability, and awareness of differences in 

power, capacity, and resources. This process has shaped each of the related strategies we have engaged 

through this project:    

 

● Researching critical questions raised by the community and engaging community members in 
participatory research;  

● Providing trainings to build community capacity to develop and advocate for fair and inclusive 
policy;  

● Building strong relationships with allies and diverse community stakeholders to develop policy 
proposals that advance health and equity in Richmond;  

● Maintaining consistent and informed participation in the RBC planning and development process; 
● Building pressure for our goals through engaging local media and public officials. 

 

The remainder of this report details the project activities and outcomes to date, organized into the three 

overarching outcomes from the Work Plan.  
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Outcome #1. Increased capacity to identify and advance targeted strategies that improve health 

outcomes for all.  

 We began this work by analyzing the potential impacts and opportunities for marginalized 

communities near anchor institutions and development projects like the new campus. Community input 

and data and literature were used to identify the populations that would be the most affected and/or had 

the most at stake with such developments. The primary groups were low income public school students, 

formerly incarcerated and other residents with barriers to employment, and low income households 

renting their homes. We developed partnerships with three organizations with deep relationships and 

commitment to building leadership among these communities. The three primary partners have been 

Contra Costa Interfaith Supporting Community Organization (CCISCO), Alliance of Californians for 

Community Empowerment (ACCE), and the Safe Return Project. Together, we developed strategies to 

ensure that these residents would have the information, relationships, and power to be at the table in 

decision-making.  

 

To build capacity and skills among resident leaders and community members, we reached out to a 

variety of technical advisers and experts and organized a number of workshops and trainings with them. 

In September 2013, Jane McAlevey, a thought leader in labor and community organizing, led a training 

for organizers of ACCE, CCISCO, HIFIS, and the Safe Return Project on how to conduct power structure 

analyses. After this training, the Haas Institute was able to conduct its own power structure analysis for 

the Richmond Bay Campus, and the resultant findings helped direct and focus our outreach and planning, 

as well as more accurately evaluate where decision-making power lies in the development process for the 

RBC.  

 

In December 2013, we hired a lawyer to assist the community in reviewing the Environmental 

Impact Report for the Richmond Bay Campus. We compiled our comments and feedback in a report 

(available online here, as well as in the Appendix), which was then submitted in formal comments to 

UCB and LBNL.  This gave us the opportunity to connect a key set of community concerns around 

potential displacement of low income residents with an important legal decision making process related to 

the project.  

 

In February, HIFIS, CCISCO, ACCE, and Safe Return Project began working with Julian Gross, 

a lawyer based in the Bay Area who has expertise in developing community benefits agreements. He led a 

community workshop on the structure and process of developing and negotiating community benefits 

agreements, and has met with organizers, leaders, and institute staff at least once a month to advise on 
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questions regarding local hire policy and community benefits. A month later in March, we hosted a 

workshop on community wealth building where we had a panel of speakers, including: Steve Dubb, the 

Research Director at the Democracy Collaborative and specialist in building community wealth; Doria 

Robinson, the Executive Director of Richmond’s Urban Tilth and Co-Chair of the Richmond Food Policy 

Council; and Veronica Martinez, a local cooperative worker-owner. This workshop focused on strategies 

for building community wealth in disadvantaged communities by building up local businesses and 

cooperatives so they can contract with anchor institutions such as UC Berkeley and LBNL. The workshop 

drew more than 40 members of the public and staff from UC Berkeley. 

 

One of the main goals in our work is to support the development and implementation of policy 

frameworks that leverage the potential of anchor institutions to increase access and inclusion for 

marginalized communities. To this end, we have worked with partners to develop analysis and strategies 

for engaging in community benefits agreements, the South Shoreline Specific Plan, the UCB/LBNL 

Long-Range Development Plan, and city ordinances to create an institutional environment that reflects the 

needs and priorities of the Richmond community.  

 

In addition to these workshops and trainings, we continued to build our relationships and 

communications with local, elected officials in order to raise awareness about the potential for 

opportunity with the Richmond Bay Campus project. To this end, we advised and accompanied 

organizers and residents in their meetings and communication with officials including the Richmond 

Mayor, various council members, the city’s Director of Employment and Training Congressman George 

Miller, California Assemblymember Nancy Skinner, Richmond City Manager Bill Lindsay, Richmond 

Public Schools’ Superintendent Dana Bedden, and Senator Loni Hancock. In engaging these elected 

officials, community leaders were able to share a vision for the Richmond Bay Campus project and build 

power in relation to these institutions in order to achieve shared governance in this project.  

 

In April, we began consultation with CA Endowment staff regarding the priorities for our 

trainings to be provided to BHC grantees across the state. After initial meetings, we developed a memo on 

HIFIS trainings that could be offered. CA Endowment staff are currently consulting with program officers 

and grantees to decide on the desired format and goals for the trainings. In September we will  meet again 

to agree on goals, dates, and locations for the trainings.  

 

In parallel with this outreach, we also were in regular contact with UC Berkeley and LBNL 

representatives and worked with community partners to hold a number of meetings to discuss our goals in 
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partnership with them. After three private meetings between the partners and UC Berkeley and LBNL, 

during which HIFIS and partners advocated for greater inclusion and community engagement, the 

university and LBNL decided to host a series of three public community partnership meetings in February 

and March. During these meetings, dozens of residents who had been trained by partners and the institute 

discussed key concerns and policy proposals for the RBC project, primarily focusing on housing 

affordability, educational opportunity, local hiring and procurement, workforce training, and community 

engagement. Our previous community meetings helped frame the goals of this discussion, and our 

preparation allowed community leaders to convincingly challenge the university’s assumption that 

inclusive community benefits would materialize without intentional planning and policy. We also hosted 

a private workshop with UC Berkeley and LBNL staff and Steve Dubb, to provide examples of anchor 

institution wealth-building strategies that already exist and could be employed in their development 

process. During these meetings with UC Berkeley, LBNL, and community and institutional leaders, we 

made great strides in developing a shared commitment to reach an inclusive and equitable partnership. 

 

Outcome #2. Increased awareness and support for the strategies for engaging anchor institutions 

that reflect the model and principles of Building Health Communities.  

 

We are in the final stages of production of our Richmond Bay Campus report that thoroughly 

details how the new campus and other anchor institutions in the area can increase community health and 

opportunity. We also included a number of our GIS maps that we created to highlight and visualize 

opportunity and access in Richmond. This report will be published and distributed widely to raise 

awareness and support for the Building Healthy Communities model, and provides a model for how to 

forge effective, long-term partnerships between universities and/or other anchor institutions and 

communities in service of health and equity. We have developed a robust communications strategy and 

will be targeting a wide range of individuals, institutions, and organizations, including: state and federally 

elected officials, UC Berkeley and LBNL staff, City of Richmond staff, progressive UC student groups 

and unions, Richmond and East Bay youth and their organizations, low-income, unemployed, and 

underemployed Richmond residents, and local and regional policymakers and advocates. 

 

Outcome #3. Increased community capacity to leverage the opportunity of a new Richmond Bay 

Campus to advance health equity.  

 

To effectively launch this project and form a principled partnership with community leaders, we 

developed a memoranda of understanding (see Appendix) with our three primary partner CBOs that 
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clearly articulates our campaign plans and the nature and structure of our relationships and work, both 

independent and collective, in order to work together in the most meaningful way possible. To this end, 

we have been holding meetings every Friday at the CCISCO office in Richmond, with lead organizers 

from our partner organizations to develop timelines, strategy and policy, and coordinate our work to 

strategically engage in the planning and development of the Richmond Bay Campus. 

 

To build capacity and strengthen our relationships within the community and with local 

stakeholders, we organized a number of meetings and trainings. To date we have  held:  

 

● 150 meetings with local community organizers and resident leaders;  

● 74 meetings with technical advisers and experts;  

● 45 meetings with public officials and staff in local government and staff from UC 

Berkeley and LBNL; and  

● 20 community workshops to build residents’ capacity.  

 

In the fall of 2013, HIFIS and our partner organizations hosted a set of two public trainings at 

Greater Love Ministries in Richmond. The first provided an introduction to the RBC project within the 

context of historical opportunity in Richmond. The second training focused on how to engage the 

community in organizing efforts for the RBC.  In the meetings with the community, we were able to 

increase awareness about the Richmond Bay Campus and its potential for increasing fairness and 

inclusion in local hiring, education, housing, and jobs and training. By drawing on research done at the 

Haas Institute, we were able to incorporate existing models for community engagement and development 

into our conversation.  Most importantly, however, in providing this space for discussion and 

collaboration, we had the opportunity to hear from the community about their needs and priorities so that 

we could better focus and direct our research, planning and outreach. In addition, these meetings opened 

the space for community members to get more involved and many participated in conducting research to 

build on our work, and their findings were incorporated into our analysis and narrative.  

 

The combined efforts of the partner organizations, resident leaders, the institute, and other 

stakeholders culminated in a resolution (see Appendix) signed by the UC Berkeley Chancellor and LBNL 

Director that was incorporated into the Long Range Development Plan and made commitments to various 

community benefits and engagement. The statement included agreements to provide educational 

opportunities to low-income, underrepresented communities; give annual funds to local organizations; 

develop local hire and local procurement policy that would apply for the 30 year duration of the campus 
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development; and form a community working group to advise and engage in the development process of 

the RBC. To build on the success of this resolution and further engage the community in Richmond, we 

held a community forum at Miracle Temple in May, where we invited community members, local unions, 

Richmond City Council members, Richmond local elected officials, and UC Berkeley and LBNL to 

participate. During this forum, we passed out over 300 copies of an infographic in Spanish and English 

that described the potential for opportunity with the Richmond Bay Campus (see Appendix). We also 

reached out to local media and were featured in a segment of KTVU’s nightly news and other print 

outlets.  

 

Have you encountered any unexpected successes and/or challenges during this reporting period? 
 

In February, we recognized that the policy adopted by the city regarding Chevron’s refinery 

expansion project would be an important precedent for the city’s approach to the Richmond Bay Campus. 

In particular, the Community Benefits Agreement and the local hire agreement being negotiated would be 

the only similar such policies adopted in the city. Because we had already developed significant capacity 

to analyze local hire policy and negotiate community benefits agreements, and had built strong 

relationships with city staff, a core group from CCISCO, Safe Return, ACCE and HIFIS, were able to 

meet several times with the city manager and his staff to review and revise language for the Chevron 

agreement. With the assistance of Julian Gross, the consultant HIFIS brought on to assist with these 

policy issues, we were able to identify several loopholes and weaknesses in the draft local hire agreement. 

We developed alternative language and presented it to the city manager and city attorneys. They adopted 

the alternative language, which among other things ensured that union hall hiring would include local 

workers, that Chevron would also prioritize purchasing from local businesses, and that regular reporting 

would be done in a precise and transparent way that would facilitate community oversight. Initially, this 

effort was intended to be a small piece of work to ensure that no bad precedents were set that would 

jeopardize the RBC opportunities, but it turned into a significant opportunity to improve the community 

benefits resulting from this other major development project that was already underway in Richmond.  

 
Are you requesting changes to any grant outcome or workplan? If yes, please list. 
 
We are not requesting any changes.  
 
Have you identified or developed any additional materials (e.g., media, tools, surveys) that are 
helpful in communicating the value or context of the work? If yes, please list (do not submit materials 
unless requested by an Endowment Program Manager). 
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We developed a set of fact sheets and an infographic that have been important tools for sharing concise 
information on the project that reflects the community vision, values, analysis and recommendations. 
These are included as appendices.  
 
We also developed a set of maps of Richmond that illustrate community level indicators of opportunity. 
This opportunity mapping helps identify and quantify key factors of community opportunity across 
various spheres including education, housing, employment, and others.  
 
There were several articles and news segments that reported on the work as well. These included:  
 

● Press Release: Will UC Berkeley’s New Campus in Richmond Cause Displacement of Low-

Income Residents?  

● San Jose Mercury News: Richmond leaders, community discuss proposed UC lab research 

facility 

● Richmond Confidential: Residents urge Berkeley to consider impacts of Richmond campus 

● The Post News Group: Richmond citizens want in on on LBNL Expansion Project 

● KTVU: Residents express concerns about proposed Lawrence Lab expansion 

● KPFA: CCISCO Organizer Claudia Jimenez talks about the Richmond Bay Campus on Up 

Front with Marie Choi 

●  
 
Part IV: Grant Expenditures (Interim and Final reports)  
 
Have you attached an expenditure report (use only The Endowment expenditure report template) 
detailing the use of grant funds during the reporting period and listing expenditures for each line 
item in the approved budget? If no, please explain. 
 
Per the grant award terms, the expenditure report is due on October 31, 2014.  
 
Was any interest earned on grant funds? If yes, please state the amount. 
If you have already applied interest to the approved project/program, please state how much you 
spent on which line item/s. 

 
There was no interest earned on the grant funds during the reporting period. 
 
 
Appendices 
 

1. Environmental Impact Report Comments 
2. Memoranda of Understanding 
3. Resolution Statement from UC Berkeley and LBNL 
4. RBC Infographic 
5. RBC Factsheets 
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