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INTRODUCTION
In the request for proposals for the HPS Community Benefits Agreement consultant, Task 1 and Task 2 called on the consultant team to conduct a Comprehensive Needs Assessment and a Services Census of the BVHP Area. This report is offered in partial completion of the deliverable for those two tasks. We have also prepared and made publicly available a database of service providers in the BVHP Area and a database of the documents we analyzed for the Comprehensive Needs Assessment. 

METHODS
We categorized needs and services by a set of 13 community-building categories that are commonly identified within the community-building field. 

TASK 1
We identified 104 needs assessment, reports, community planning documents and other documents that, in one way or another, described conditions or proposed action to improve conditions in the BVHP Area. We located and analyzed 52 of these reports. Table 1 displays the numbers of documents that either focused solely on or otherwise addressed each community-building area. 

We read each of the documents, coded the contents according to the community building areas used to organize the analysis and entered information about the report and our analysis of it into a Microsoft Excel® spreadsheet. This spreadsheet was transformed into the electronic database titled “Database of Needs Assessments and Community Plans for Bayview Hunter’s Point” as one of the deliverables for this task. 

Table 1:

Needs Assessments, Plans and Other Task 1 Documents by Community-Building Areas
	Community-Building Areas

	Documents Focused on or Addressing This Area  

	Housing
	20

	Economic Development
	17

	Health Care
	14

	Environmental Safety & Enhancement
	13

	Education
	11

	Employment 
	10

	Youth Development
	9

	Arts, Culture, and Recreation
	6

	Community Safety and Justice
	6

	Social Service
	4

	Transportation
	4

	Elder Services
	4

	Financial & Asset Development
	1


TASK 2
For Task 2, we identified 238 organizations, providing a total of 428 programs, across all community-building areas.  We attempted to survey these organizations to collect information about their budgets, staff size and numbers of BVHP Area residents served. However, only 20 organizations or fewer than 10 percent responded, despite repeated attempts. 

Table 2 displays services categorized by community-building areas. These 18 areas were collapsed into the 13 areas for our analysis and description. 
Table 2:

BVHP Area Services by Community-Building Areas
	Community-based Organizations and Programs by
	

	Community Building Area
	

	
	Count

	Total Organizations
	238

	Total Programs
	428

	
	

	Alcohol & Other Substance Abuse
	9

	Arts, Culture & Recreation
	43

	Community Safety & Justice
	19

	Economic Development
	24

	Education
	77

	Employment
	55

	Environmental Safety & Enhancement
	11

	Financial & Asset Development
	15

	Food & Nutrition Services
	20

	Homeless Services
	11

	Housing
	15

	Legal Services
	3

	Medical Services
	19

	Mental Health Services
	23

	Services for Elders
	13

	Social Services
	17

	Transportation
	3

	Youth Development
	51


Characteristics OF THE DATA
From these data sources we could not: 

· Systematically assess the need for services across community-building areas.

· Quantify dollars and resources spent, number of clients or effectiveness of programs. 

However we could: 

· Select community-building areas that the data suggested were priorities 

· Offer a detailed description of how many programs focused on each community-building area.   

PRIORITY COMMUNITY-BUILDING AREAS
We identified six priority community-building areas.  These six areas were selected because they were all: 

· Addressed in detail in multiple reports and 
· Demonstrated through quantitative data to be an area of need and 

· Demonstrated by a community input process to be an area of need and 

· Mentioned frequently in our informal interviews with informants

Table 3 lists these priority areas and the number of services focused on each. 

Table 3: Services Focused on Selected Community Building Areas
	Community-Building Areas

	Services  Focused on This Area  

	Economic Development
	24

	Youth Development
	51

	Community Safety and Justice
	19

	Elder Services
	13

	Housing
	15

	Employment 
	55


We do not recommend relying solely on this analysis to decide where to focus Legacy Fund resources.  Also, there is not necessarily a relationship between the number of programs serving this area and the extent of the perceived need.  

OBSERVATIONS ABOUT PRIORITY COMMUNITY-BUILDING AREAS
Providing for the needs of youth and of elders was identified repeatedly in Task 1 documents as a high community priority, and both were mentioned in many reports addressing other community-building areas as well. 

Economic development, housing and employment issues were indicative of the rapid changes that market-driven investment and development are creating in the BVHP Area. 

Community safety and justice issues were rated very high in community surveys as a need or a problem to be addressed, and were frequently mentioned informal interviews with key informants.  However, those issues received relatively modest attention in the reviewed documents’ programmatic or policy recommendations. .
Initial Recommendations
The following initial recommendations grew out of our early thinking about how to most effectively use Shipyard Legacy Fund resources. Note: These recommendations are independent of our recommendations about how and whether to preserve significant portions of the fund through investment vehicles. 
1. Use Shipyard Legacy Fund resources to leverage and enhance existing resources and to add new capacity in strategic areas. 
Fund resources, while not trivial, are modest enough to be quickly depleted if used solely to operate programs and services. In general, they should be used where other resources cannot, or where a relatively small resource commitment can have significant impact. 

2. Develop local capacity and expertise to monitor and intervene in economic development and investment activities.  
Market-driven investment and economic development is proceeding in the BVHP Area and surrounding neighborhoods at a rapid pace. The challenge is to ensure that this market activity provides maximum opportunity and creates minimum disruption and harm to residents and small businesses. Despite the expertise and commitment of resident volunteers who serve on official community oversight bodies, the volunteer nature of these bodies objectively limits their capacity. This suggests to us the need to develop the paid capacity to monitor development and investment activities and deploy appropriate resources to intervene in that process. Some of those resources include planning expertise, community economic development and housing expertise, legal services and community organizing/resident engagement capacity.  
3. Create a Community Information System.
We would recommend the creation a Community Information System that contains up-to-date, geographically fine-grained data to track neighborhood trends, needs and resources. This interactive technology tool can be used to help make informed decisions about the deployment of resources. 

4. Improve service delivery through increased collaboration, co-location, and inter-agency coordination. 

In several community-building areas, including youth development and employment, our census found a significant number of programs.  Yet the reported need for these services remains high. We cannot tell from this data whether there is a need for more services. It may be, however, that increasing the capacity of existing programs would be an appropriate strategy. We would suggest that an effective way to increase capacity and improve outcomes for users of these services is to encourage cross-sector collaboration and to locate as many services as possible in the same or near-by locations.

5. Establish clear and consistent outcomes for all Shipyard Legacy Fund funded activities. 

Residents are entitled to the most effective services possible and there should be accountability mechanisms in place to ensure effectiveness. We would recommend that the quasi-public entity, once established, create clear and realizable standards and expected outcomes upon which to base funding decisions. Those standards and expectations should be created with the participation of service users and providers. Once established, recipients of funding should be assisted in receiving sufficient funds to meet the standards and outcomes. 

6. Increase the commitment of resources from philanthropic and public sources and use Shipyard Legacy Fund resources in ways that philanthropic and public sources are not likely to be used. 

One of the unusual attributes of the Shipyard Legacy Fund is that the funds are almost completely unrestricted. Most government and philanthropic funding has to be spent in certain categories. The community and the quasi-public entity can capitalize on this by using Shipyard Legacy Fund resources to leverage philanthropic and public sector resources and to “fill in the gaps.” 
7. Thoughtfully create limited amounts of new service capacity. 
For most community-building areas we would recommend investigating ways to enhance existing services and build existing capacity where at all possible. However there may be areas where it is prudent to build new capacity, given both the urgency of the need or the potentially modest investment of resources required or both.  For instance, the community may wish to investigate the development of a resident based organization to rapidly respond to increased violence in an effective way. 

8. Build community advocacy capacity 

For many of the community-building areas, such as education and social services, the largest pool of resources is public. Building an effective advocacy capacity could result in both more resources and improved services

OBSERVATIONS ABOUT EACH COMMUNITY-BUILDING AREA
In addition to identifying the priority areas, we conducted a brief analysis of perceived needs and gaps for each community building area. See the full report for those analyses. 
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