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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This is a report on the survey of eighteen local economic development
(LED) funders in San Francisco conducted during March 1995 by a team
from the Urban Studies Senior Seminar at San Francisco State
University. The definition of local economic development the team used
focused on job training, small business assistance, non-profit business
ventures and micro-enterprise development. The research team began with
an initial contact list of fifteen possible funders of local economic
development, provided by the client, the Mayor’s Office of Community
Development. From this initial list, four were confirmed not to be regular
funders of local economic development. An additional search yielded 7
funders of local economic development that were unknown to the client.

We attempted to interview all five public agencies and thirteen private
foundations to ascertain the level of local economic development funding,
target populations and program types. We were able to interview all
public agencies, but since interviews could not be arranged for the
majority of the private foundations the team researched appropriate
documents, principally annual reports. A total of two hundred forty grants
to provide local economic development services were discovered, with a
total of $13.9 Million given to one hundred twenty different community-
based organizations .

We found that public agencies provided the bulk (80%) of the $13.9
million total in annual local economic development spending in San
Francisco. The three types of private foundations, Community,
Independent, and Corporate-Funded, give a total of $2.8 million to local
economic development in San Francisco. The top three private
grantmakers were the San Francisco Foundation, the SF United Way, and
the Koret Foundation, with about $350,000 to $375,000 in total grants
each. The vast majority of the grants were small to moderate in size with a
quarter of them under $15,000 and almost 50% at $30,000 or less. The
most prevalent type of program funded was found to be job training,
followed by non-profit business ventures. Almost a third of all funding
went for programs targeted at young adults.
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Chapter [
INTRODUCTION

SAN FRANCISCO ECONOMIC TRANSITION

The economic transition for most mature cities is from a relatively self-contained, fully
diversified economy to the more specialized central core of a large metropolitan area. San
Francisco is no exception. Employment opportunities have grown for professionals and
the highly skilled, as business, office and professional service industries have expanded
during the last 20 years, while the job opportunities for the blue collar and low-skilled
workers have decreased as large industrial employees have left San Francisco. As middle-
income families depart for the suburbs and the more affordable housing, the city has
developed a bimodal distribution of income among the resident population as noted in Left
Coast City, by Richard DeLeon.

Following thirty years of decline, the population of San Francisco began a steady increase
in the 1980’s. From 1980 to 1990 the population grew 6.6% from 678,000 to 723,000.
According to the Association of Bay Area Governments’ (ABAG) predictions the
population will grow by another 43,000 people by 1995, almost another 6% increase
above 1990. By the year 2000 it is estimated the population will surpass the historical
peak of 776,000 achieved in 1950, growing faster in the 1990’s than the 1980’s.

San Francisco has an ethnically diverse population, although some racial and ethnic groups
tend to be concentrated in certain neighborhoods. According to U.S.Census data,
immigrants of Hispanic and Asian descent have experienced the largest population growth
over the last decade. The neighborhoods experiencing the largest influx of immigrants,
such as the Mission, Chinatown and the SOMA also have some of the largest
concentrations of very low-income residents. These areas have a large need for economic
development and job growth, to incorporate both the new immigrants and those residents
with a history of low-income levels into the City’s economy.



Thel993 Commerce and Industry Inventory findings note that the Bay Area enjoyed a
very healthy level of economic growth during the 1970’s and the 1980’s, with an annual
5.7% growth rate. This was reversed in the early 1990’s recession with a decline of 2.4%
and a estimated loss of 70,000 jobs, with over 40% or 30,000 of this loss within San
Francisco. Although the City remains a regional center of employment with more jobs
than residents, the average wage per employee adiusted for inflation, has declined since
1986. Income disparity has doubled between the highest and lowest average wage per
industry since 1976 (from a ratio of 5 to 1 to 10 tol, while poverty at 13% for all of San
Francisco households has not decreased and remains concentrated in the non-white
households. The decline in the growth rate, rising income disparity and uneven spread of
development within the city highlight the need for continuing and even increasing the
efforts of local economic development.

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING & URBAN DEVELOPMENT FUNDING

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) is proposing a massive
consolidation of programs, collapsing all 60 current programs into eight in 1996 and then
into three by 1998. The consolidation into three flexible performance-based funds the: 1)
Housing Certificates for Families and Individuals, 2) Affordable Housing Fund and 3)
Community Opportunity Fund. Pursuant to the new HUD provisions for funding, San
Francisco is required to do consolidated planning.

HUD has a FY 1994 budget of $25.2 Billion which has been dropping steadily since 1980.
Under successive hostile presidential administrations HUD has suffered more than any
other department in the federal government. If funded at the $36 Billion level of 1980,
HUD would have a budget of $62 Billion in 1994 inflation adjusted dollars
(Barbour,1994).

Currently HUD funding provides the City of San Francisco with $41 Million annually.
The funding for Community Development Block Grants (CDBG) is the largest part at $25
Million. The primary objective of the CDBG program is “the development of stable urban
communities by providing decent housing and suitable living environments and expanding
economic development opportunities principally for persons of low and moderate
income.” Currently other programs funded by HUD are the Emergency Shelter Grant
Program (ESG) at $621,000, the HOME program at $5.6 Million, used to increase home
ownership, and the Housing for People with Aids HOPWA program at $10 Million. The
HOPWA and HOME program will be folded into the Affordable Housing Fund, while the
ESG and the CDBG programs will become part of the Community Opportunity Fund.
These super block grants from each fund, will have a single city department as lead agency
with a single fiscal year, combinied with the intent of simplifying the application process.
Five percent of each of these funds will be set aside as a bonus pool that superior
performers will have access to. This performance based funding has been tried
successfully in the state of Oregon and can be used as an incentive for superior
performance, i.e. metropolitan areas that develop “integrated economic development
strategies.” This new block grant process serves to futher HUD’s goal of encouraging
maximum flexibility and innovation at the local level.
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The need for increased emphasis on economic development has been recognized by the
Clinton administration, as evidenced by the initial proposed economic stimulus package,
the Enterprise Zone/Enterprise Community proposal and the increased emphasis on the
Community Reinvestment Act in banking. Providing the current political debate in
Washington does not lead to the demise of HUD, local economic development will most
likely see an increased emphasis in future funding considerations.

COMMUNITY OUTREACH PROJECT CENTER ROLE

The Mayor’s Office of Community Development (MOCD) is currently being assisted in
inventorying and analyzing local economic development resources in the City by the
Housing and Community Development Planning Project of the Community Outreach
Partnership Center (COPC). This consortium of UC/Berkeley, San Francisco State
University and Standford University faculty/students has been awarded a two year grant to
provide local communities with assistance in consolidated planning.

The Consolidated Plan requires synthesizing the existing application information from the
CDBG, HOPWA, and ESG documents and adding the CHAS Comprehensive Housing
Assistance Strategy information. Additional information on local economic development,
as defined by our client to mean job training, small business assistance, non-profit business
ventures and micro-enterprise development, has been gathered and will be added as part of
the local economic development component.

For this reason the MOCD, who is the lead agency in this new process, needs a better
understanding of current local economic development funding from both city agencies and
major foundation sources within the city of San Francisco. To use available funds in the
most efficient manner during this era of public fiscal austerity, the city needs to improve
its understanding of who is spending what amounts, where. It is with the intent of filling
the gaps in knowledge and with increasing coordination among local economic
development programs, that the inventory of grant maker/funders was undertaken.

SENIOR SEMINAR TEAM ROLE

The senior seminar team conducted an inventory of major local economic development
funding sources in San Francisco, with the initial list of contacts provided by MOCD
This was done as part of the resource inventory process to assist in the next planning
phase for HUD funding. ~We interviewed agencies, both public and private,
supplementing these contacts with research of the documents available to the team. The
team’s role was to act in concert with the COPC project, while providing the MOCD with
a document and compiled database assessing current local economic development
programs. This document will serve as the groundwork, useful during the larger process
of studying and analyzing local economic development in the City which COPC will
continue over the next year and a half.
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SENIOR SEMINAR TEAM OBJECTIVES
Our objectives can be summarized as follows:

1) Define the universe of San Fransisco’s major historic local economic
development funders.
2) Contact the funders to:
a) Obtain information on programs funded, program funding levels, types
of programs and client profiles.
b) Obtain information on funder mission statements, their local economic
development objectives and their funding criteria.
3) Develop and refine a methodology, to be of use in future efforts, i.e., act as
a pilot study.

DEFINITIONS OF TERMS

The terms “Community Economic Development,” “Local Economic Development” and
“Economic Development” are used somewhat interchangebly in the academic literature.
In this report we use the term “Local Economic Development,” which in relation to our
survey activities was limited to programs of : 1) Job Training and Placement, 2) Small
Business Assistance, 3) Non-Profit Business Ventures and 4) Micro-Enterprise

Development. Specific terms used in the report are defined here for the reader’s
convenience.

.Local Economic Development- refers to the process local governments or community
based organizations (CBO) engage in to stimulate or maintain business activity and/or
employment opportunities. The principal goal being to stimulate local employment
opportunities in sectors while improving the community at large, using existing human,
natural and institutional resources.

.Job Training- any of the activities useful to those seeking new or upgraded skills with
the intent of increasing economic opportunity and self-reliance, especially in this case for
the disadvantaged or underemployed.

.Small Business Assistance- is considered any of the activities often undertaken to
provide help in business licensing, project feasibility analysis, loan packaging, business
plan development, and financial advice for the purpose of business formation or expansion.

.Non-profit Business Ventures- are for-profit businesses set up by non-profits, that are
organized to provide educational business opportunities on a self-supporting basis to those
of low income with limited job experience.

.Micro-enterprise Development- start-up operations for individuals of limited or no
previous business experience, often self employment.



.Community Based Organization- local not for profit organizations with 501(c) status
that provide services directly to local residents and attempt to meet the needs of local
residents not met by the private market or public agencies; the recipients of the grants
provided by the funders.



Chapter I1
METHODS & METHODOLOGY

WHY FUNDERS?

The Mayor’s Office of Community Development (MOCD) was interested in answering
questions on local economic development funding in San Francisco. The objective, as
stated in the previous chapter, was to find out information on the following questions:
Who is funding what programs, for what purpose, to what extent, and serving what
groups. MOCD decided that the best sources of this information would be both the
community based organizations(CBOs) receiving the funds for local economic
development and the public agencies and private foundations providing the funds to them.

In order to keep the work manageable, a division of labor was created along these lines.
The first research team, from San Francisco State University’s Urban Studies’ Senior
Seminar course, would concentrate on the funders. Another research team will interview
the CBOs providing the specified local economic development services. By conducting
research in this manner, a more complete accounting and clearer picture of local economic
development activity should be established. Also it is assumed that by starting the
research with funders, a more complete list of CBOs performing local economic
development activity will be generated for the second team to research. This report is the
first phase of this research strategy and is only concerned with funders.

DEFINING THE POPULATION

CBOs receive their funding primarily from two main sources--public agencies and private
foundations. This report studies both public agencies and private foundations together
due to this reason. We are only reporting on local public agencies and private
foundations serving the City and County of San Francisco who regularly fund
programs of local economic development (as defined in the previous chapter).



The Public Portion of the Population
The population of public funders was set forth by our client the Mayor’s Office of
Community Development, and was an assessment of possible public agencies that fund
local economic development. The list included the following agencies:

The Mayor’s Criminal Justice Council

The Mayor’s Office of Community Development

The Mayor’s Office of Children Youth and their Families

The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency

The Department of Social Services

The Private Industry Council

San Francisco State University

San Francisco City College

All of the above public agencies/institutions were contacted. Three were removed from
the population because of their lack of regularity in funding of local economic
development. The Mayor’s Criminal Justice Council stated that they had funded job
training in the past, but they were no longer. San Francisco State University Career-Pro
has received funds from Congress to lend technical assistance to CBOs. This is a one time
ad-hoc grant from Congress. San Francisco City College applies for and receives grants
from the California State Board of Community Colleges on an ad-hoc basis for in-house

programs working with the community, they are in this respect a grantee and give no
funds to CBOs.

The Private Foundation Portion of the Population
For this report, the term private foundation is used to represent four different general

types of foundations. The following descriptions are taken from The Foundation
Directory 1994 Edition.

e Independent Foundations:
An endowment or fund usually derived as a gift from an individual or family,
sometimes under the direction of family members. Decisions may be made by the
donor or a member of the donor’s family or by an independent board without
family members.

e Company-sponsored Foundations:
Legally an independent grant maker, but with close ties to the corporation
providing the funding. Decisions are made by a board of directors often made up
of corporate officials. Grants are primarily given only to the geographic area that
the company has operation and interest in.

e Operating Foundations:
An organization which uses its resources to provide a direct service or conduct
research. The fund or endowment is usually set up for a primary purpose.
Decisions are generally made by an independent board of directors.

¢ Community Foundation:



A publicly sponsored organization receiving contributions from many donors.
Decision are made by a board of directors, who represent the diversity of the
community. Grants are given to a specific geographic area.

A Starting Point

The research team used, as a starting point, an initial list of 7 private foundations provided
by our client, the MOCD. The initial list consisted of three private foundations, three
community foundations and one nonprofit agency which was disregarded. This non-profit
agency, Northern California Grant Makers, does not provide funds to CBOs. Instead, they
work with private foundations developing research and strategies in fields of interest.

The MOCD asked the research team to seek out other private funders of local economic
development. We did this by conducting an archival search and by implementing a
research technique known as the chain of referral or snowballing technique (Bailey 1987).

Archival Search for Private Foundations

An archival search was conducted utilizing the resources of The Foundation Center’s San
Francisco Branch. The most current information available was used at all times. The
following criteria was used to conduct the search:

e Criteria 1-Geographic location.

This report is concerned only with the municipal boundaries of the city and county of San
Francisco. For this reason The Foundation Directory 1994 Edition was referenced by
geographic location. This research generated foundations who had made grants to entities
in San Francisco. Due to time, transportation and financial constraints, the research was
limited to foundations physically located in San Francisco.

e Criteria 2--A Substantial History of Giving.

For this information the research team referenced The Foundation Grants Index 1994
edition, Foundation Grants Quarterly: June 1994 and The California Grants Index:
Economic Development, Housing and Community Development by actual purpose of
grant. The search was limited to foundations who had given at least 50 thousand dollars
total for purposes fulfilling our clients definition of local economic development. The
following search subheadings were used: Economic Development, Job Training, Job
Readiness, Education, Work with New business, Employment and Community
Development.

By creating a 50 thousand dollar threshold, a foundation would either have to have given
one moderate grant or at least two smaller grants for local economic development. This
was done to define which foundations are providing these grants for the intentional
purpose of local economic development.

In an effort not to double count the same money, grants given to Community Foundations
were not counted towards the 50 thousand dollar threshold. However, the community
foundations receiving the grants are represented in this report. For example Wells Fargo



Foundation historically gives substantially (over 100 thousand dollars) to the United Way
of San Francisco, but did not show a history of giving more than 50 thousand dollars in
any of the above mentioned categories. Although Wells Fargo is not part of the
population, the United Way is. We are interested in the foundations that grant money
to local economic development service providers(CBOs). Even though Wells Fargo
may have stipulated this money for a particular use in local economic development, the
United Way makes the decisions which CBOs will provide the services. Therefore
because of this reason the pass-through foundations, like the United Way, are the
foundations represented in this report.

Snowballing

In order to seek out additional funders of economic development, and double check our
work, the research team used the snowball or chain of referral technique. This technique
involves asking everyone interviewed, “Who else do you think funds economic
development?” This question yielded an additional list of 20 private, corporate, and
community foundations known as Bay Area Foundations for Employment and Economic
Development(BAFEED). BAFEED is a loose association of foundations with a mutual
concern for the economic condition of the Bay Area community. Of these twenty
foundations five were on the initial start list given to us by MOCD, and eight dealt
primarily with the Marin or San Mateo counties or the East Bay or Peninsula region.
Three additional funders were found to give to local economic development in San
Francisco and are represented in our findings.

Table 1
Sources of Private Funders.

From the initial list
of possible funders of
local economic dev.
according to the MOCD

From Archival search of
community and private
foundations

Taken from interviews
and members of BAFEED

S.F. Foundation

Koret Foundation

Levil Strauss Foundation
Roberts Foundation
United Way of S.F.

BankAmerica Foundation
Columbia Foundation
James Irvine Foundation
Levi Strauss Foundation
Koret Foundation

Levi Strauss Foundation
The Telesis Foundation
E. & W. Haas Jr. Fund

Pacific Gas & Electric
James Irvine Foundation

Womens’ Foundation H.S. Cowell Foundation Roberts Foundation

E. & W. Haas Jr. Koret Foundation

Roberts Foundation The Gap Foundation

S.F. Foundation H.S. Cowell Founcdation

The Gap Foundation S.F. Foundation

United Way of S.F. Womens’ Foundation

Initial list Archival Chain of Referral

TOTAL 11 11
TOTAL ADDITIONS - 2 3
TOTAL PRIVATE FUNDERS 13



Possible missing data

The substantial overlap of the snowball list and the archival list, as shown in the preceding
table, is persuasive evidence that the complete universe of the funders of local economic
development in San Francisco is represented in this report. Only three foundations were
not confirmed by the archival research. The first unconfirmed foundation, Women’s
Foundation, was missed due to its grant giving amount and size of assets.! The second
unconfirmed fourdation, Telesis Foundation, has not given grants purposely for local
economic development, but has recently begun to target this activity. The last
unconfirmed foundation, PG&E, is a corporate fund and not a company sponsored
foundation. These three unconfirmed funders represent possibly flaws in our archival
search and are discussed later in the limitations portion of this report.

The Summary of Population Studied

When contacted over the phone both The Gap Foundation and The Cowell Foundation
informed us that they were no longer placing an emphasis on economic development. In
the case of Cowell this can be substantiated by the lack of giving in their 1993 annual
report. However, The Gap Foundation’s 1993 annual report showed $67,500 worth of
grants in local economic development. For this reason The Gap Foundation is included in
our findings. The findings of this report are on the following 5 Public Agencies and 13
Private Foundations:

Public Agencies:

The Mayor’s Office of Community Development
The Mayor’s Office of Children Youth and their Families
The San Francisco Redevelopment Agency
The Department of Social Services

The Private Industry Council

Private Foundations:
BankAmerica Foundation
Columbia Foundation
Evelyn and Walter Haas Jr. Fund
The Gap Foundation
Koret Foundation
James Irvine Foundation
Levi Strauss Foundation
Pacific Gas & Electric
Roberts Foundation
The San Francisco Foundation
The Telesis Foundation
The Womens’ Foundation
United Way of San Francisco

" In order for a foundation to be large enough to be recorded in The Foundation Directory it must have
assets of at least 2 million dollars and total grant giving of at least 200 thousand dollars.
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THE SURVEY INSTRUMENT
The Questionnaire
A questionnaire was developed by COPC in conjunction with MOCD. A copy of this
questionnaire can be found in the appendix of this report. It was assumed funders both
public and private would have detailed information on CBOs/grantees. The original
interview questionnaire consisted of approximately 33 open-ended question, divided up
into six sections. The sections were as follows:

1) General Information on funder

2) General Information about Subrecipients

3) Description of Subrecipient Program(s) in Economic Development

4) Description of Programs Clients

5) Outcome Measures of Economic Development Programs

6) Additional “piggy back questions” (Bailey)
Sections 2-6 were to be repeated for every grantee performing local economic
development.

Problems and modifications

Problems with the questionnaire were soon made apparent and modifications were made.
The size of the questionnaire was intimidating to respondents and the level of information
it hoped to retrieve was unrealistic. The questionnaire was faxed along with a cover letter
from MOCD prior to the interview. In many cases the respondent being interviewed had
section 1 filled out prior to the interview. In no cases were sections 2-6 filled out. The
interviewers were told by the funders that they did not have that level of information
readily available.

For this reason it was decided that the questionnaire needed to be limited to only the most
essential information needed by our client--Who is funding whom, for what reason, and to
what extent. All of this information could be found in the first section of the
questionnaire. For this reason sections 2-6 were omitted from the survey. Detailed
information concerning program criteria and client profiles will have to be collected from
the CBOs actually providing the services.

The questionnaire was worded in terms used by the MOCD and not by other agencies.
Terms such as “subrecipient” or even “economic development” are not universal in
meaning among private or public funders. This caused some confusion among the
respondents and at times the researchers.

PROCEDURES USED

Contact Procedure

It was decided that initial contact with both the public agencies and private foundation was
to be made by MOCD.  First a cover letter and questionnaire were faxed to the
prospective respondents by MOCD. This was then quickly followed up by a phone call by
a research team member to set up an interview. It was assumed a letterhead from the
MOCD would stress the importance and validity of this research to the respondents. This

11



procedure worked fine with the public agencies but had poor results with the private
foundations.

Procedures Used in Collecting Data and How Well They worked

In-Person Interviews )

Wkenever possible in-person interviews were used to collect information. Historically in-
person interviews tend to have a better response rate than mailed questionnaires and are
more accurate than phone surveys (Bailey 1987). Interviews lasted anywhere from 20
minutes to 2 hours depending upon the preparedness and time constraints of the
respondent. All in-person interviews were conducted by two members of the research
team. One interviewer directed the questions while the other recorded the responses. The

public agencies were receptive to this form of data collection. This was done in order not
to miss any vital information.

Critique:

Due to the ambiguous definition of local economic development among funders and
differences in basic terminology, interviews were found to be vitally necessary to clarify
any questions. All the public agencies were receptive to our interview requests but only
two private foundations granted in-person interviews. In-person interviews allowed the
respondents to collect current information from their files. This is essential to this type of
research.

Phone interviews

When in-person interviews were not possible, due to the unavailability or unwillingness of
a respondent, the research team conducted interviews over the phone. The interviews
were arranged at the respondent’s convenience. This method proved to be sufficient for
the collection of information concerning the foundations and in most cases did supply
current information on local economic development funding.

Critique:

Of course the phone interviews lacked non-verbal communication, but in each of the three
instances used they provided up-to-date information. Written information requested
during the phone interviews, was delivered as promised 2 out of the 3 times. Information
on specific grants to CBOs was given on a voluntary basis as in all interviews.

PF990’s

Private foundations are required by law to submit a PF990 form to the Internal Revenue
Service each year. This document lists donations given during the preceding year. The
Foundation Center’s San Francisco branch is a depository for PF990 and has an extensive
collection available for public viewing.

Critique:

The research team found PF990s of little value due to the lack of information provided on
the grantees or purpose of grant. A copy of the type of information found in a PF990 is
provided in the Appendix of this report.

12



Mailed Questionnaires

A one page reformatted questionnaire with a cover letter composed by the MOCD, was
mailed to those foundations who had not responded to the first round of contacts. A copy
may be found in the Appendix of this report. This was a condensed version of the
questionnaire and was believed to be less threatening.

Critique:
Twelve, one page mailers were sent out as a trial method of collecting information. They
had a dismal zero percent response rate.

Annual Reports

Annual Reports were used as a source of data collection to supplement the lack of private
foundation interviews. In order to insure that the information was as current as possible,
the Annual Reports were personally collected from the foundation offices. Information
was gleaned from the reports by extracting grant-making activity by purpose of grant.
Only information on CBOs/Grantees with stated activities fitting our definition of local
economic development in San Francisco was collected. Each section of the Annual
Reports were studied in this manner. When the location of the grantee was not indicated
the research team cross referenced the grantees name in the Pacific Bell Phone Book.

Critique:

Annual reports were found to have a much better elaboration on grant giving activity and
background information on foundations than PF990s, but lacked the specifics of a live
respondent. In the most extreme cases the grant purpose descriptions were vague,
missing, or no indication of the community being served was offered.

DATA BASE CONSTRUCTION
In order to fulfill our client’s request and to produce statistical findings, a data base was
created based on the most current known grants by the 18 funders. This information

should prove useful if kept current. It was retrieved by the methods described in the
previous section.

The following fields were set up in the data base and may be used for information
searches:

e Grantor number,

is a number given to help reference the funder and coincides with the name of the
grantor.

e Grantor Name
is the name of the funder who has made this particular grant.

¢ Funder Type
is broken down into the four following categories: Public Agency, Community
Foundation, Independent Foundation, Corporate Sponsored Foundations.
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Grantee Number
is an ID number for the grantee, and was needed because one grantee may receive
funds from more than one funder.

Grantee Name
indicates who received the grant.

Grantee Type
1s broken down into CBO and Non CBO.

Grant Date
is the fiscal year of the grant.

Grant Duration
is the number of years the grant is to be paid over.

Yearly amount
1s the grant amount divided by the grant duration.

Purpose of Grant
is a brief description usually taken from documents provided by funders that
explains what the grant is to be used for.

Target population
1s broken down into 10 groups: young adult, homeless, low-income, women,
refugee, elderly, minorities, adult, disabled, and unknown/other. This information
was separated based upon interviews and grant descriptions.

Local Economic Development type
is broken down into the four basic components of our clients definition: Job
Training and Placement, Small Loans to Business, Micro-Enterprise Development
and For Profit Ventures by Non-profit Organizations. But in the case of the
Private Industry Council this field was expanded to include definitions not easily
broken down such as: On-the-Job-Training, Specific Classroom Training, General
Classroom Training, and Other. Therefore this field has nine possible entries
instead of the original four.

]
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Chapter I
FINDINGS

The core of this research consists of five interviews with 5 public agencies and five
interviews and eight document-studies of 13 private foundations. As far as we are
able to tell, this is the first research of its kind, focusing on public and private
funders of local economic development (LED) in San Francisco. This chapter
focuses primarily on the 18 funders and the 240 grants they gave to 120
community-based organizations (CBOs) in San Francisco, and some preliminary
data is given on the types of LED programs funded and the target populations.

PUBLIC AGENCIES LEAD THE WAY

Local economic development is of much interest to the city government of San
Francisco, since it means tax revenue and makes the city more attractive to
residents, businesses, and visitors. This interest is reflected in the fact that
government agencies provide 80.2%, or $11.2 million, out of a city-wide total of
$13.9 million in local economic development grants to CBOs (Table 2 and Figure
1). The Mayor's Office of Community Development, which administers the federal
Community Development Block Grant, accounts for 32.7% of that, followed
closely by the Private Industry Council, which administers the federal Job Training
Partnership Act, at 32%.

The public funders' average grant size tends to be much higher than those of the
private funders. Although publics accounted for only 53.8% of local economic
development grants, or 129 out of 240 total, they funded 80.2% of all local
economic development in SF.
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Table 2.
Number of Grants and Amount for Local Economic
Development Activity in San Francisco(per year) by
Public Funders, FY1995.

Grants Amount
# of % of Amount % of % of
Funder Grants Total. $1,000 Total Public
City Depariments
Mayor's Ofc Comm Develop 57 23.8 $4,561 32.7 40.8
Mayor's Ofc Child Youth Fam 14 5.8 1,260 9.0 11.3
SF Dept of Social Services* 7 2.9 903 6.5 8.1
SF Redevelopment Agency?* - - - - -
Nonprofit Corporation
Private Industry Council* 51 21.3 4,457 32.0 39.9
Total Public 129 53.8 $11,182 80.2 100.0
Total Private (from Table 3) 111 46.3 2,768 19.8 100.0
Total Public & Private 240 100.0 $13,950 100.0

Source: See Directory of Funders in Appendix for sources.

* Four outliers and two missing data observations were deleted from this
table: SFDSS: 2 missing data: grants for NET and GATES programs.
1 outlier: grant for $2,209,244 to Children's Council of SF.
SFRA: 2 outliers: $682,000 for "Business Development”" and $886,000 for
"Employment Development.”
PIC: 1 outlier: grant for $2,619,300 for Summer Youth Employment &
Training Program.
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PRIVATE FOUNDATIONS PROVIDE $2.8 MILLION YEARLY

In contrast to the $11.2 million spent by the 5 public agencies, the 13 private
funders of local economic development together account for only 20% of local
cconomic development funding in San Francisco, or $2.8 million (Table 3 and
Figure 1). The San Francisco Foundation, one of the largest community
foundations in the country, leads the privates with $375 thousand in grants in one
year to CBO providers of local economic development. A close second is United
Way with $373 thousand and Koret Foundation is third with $350 thousand.

Table 3.
Number of Grants and Total Dollars for Local Economic Develooment
Activity in San Francisco (per year), by Private Funders.

Grants Amount
# of & of Amount % of % of

Funder Grants Total $1,000 Total Private
Community Foundations

SF Foundation 16 6.7 385 2.8 13.9

United Way of SF 20 8.3 373 2.7 13.5

Women's Foundation 5 2.1 37 0.3 1.3
Total Community 41 17.1 795 5.7 28.7
Independent Foundations

Roret Foundation 9 3.8 350 2.5 12.6

Roberts Foundation 13 5.4 316 2.3 11.4

James Irvine Foundation 5 2.1 310 2.2 11.2

Evelyn & Walter Haas Jr Fund 8 3.3 273 2.0 9.8

Columbia Foundation 4 1.7 92 0.7 3.3
Total Independent 39 16.3 1,340 9.6 48 .4
Corporate Foundations

Levi Strauss Foundation 8 3.3 200 1.4 7.2

PG&E (not a foundation) 7 2.9 164 1.2 5.9

BankAmerica Foundation 4 1.7 125 0.9 4.5

Gap Foundation 7 2.9 78 0.6 2.8

Telesis Foundation 5 2.1 68 0.5 2.4
Total Corporate 31 12.9 634 4.5 22.9
Total Private 111 46.3 2,768 19.8 100.0
Total Public (from Table 2) 129 53.8 $11,182 80.2 100.0
Total Public & Private 240 100.0 $13,950 100.0

Source: See Directory of Funders in Appendix for sources and fiscal
vear of data.
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Figure 1.

Grants for Local Economic Development in San Francisco,
by Type of Funder

Community Funds

and Foundations Corpo;atlons
6% 5%
Independent
Foundations
10%

Public Agencies
79%

A relatively small piece of the entire private grant pie goes toward local economic
development. Of the $50.2 million dollars contributed by these 13 private
organizations to charitable causes in San Francisco in one year, only $2.8 million,
or 5.5%, was spent on local economic development. Foundations support Arts and
Humanities (for example, ballets and libraries) and Education in much greater
amounts than job training and other local economic development activities.

Education could be considered a form of "job training," but it is usually in a
category by itself. The percentage of total contributions contributed by the 13
foundations for local economic development, 5.5%, was fairly consistent among
the three types of foundations. Surprisingly, the corporate-sponsored foundations,
which you might suppose have the most to gain by supporting local economic
development by improving their workforce were no more generous in this area
than the independent and community foundations.

18



ANALYSIS OF GRANTS

Grant Size

We followed the natural peaks and breaks in the data to produce thirteen grant size
categories (Table 4). A fourth of all grants are $15,000 or below; a fourth are
$15,000 to $30,000; a fourth are $30,000 to $75,000; and a fourth are from
$75,000 to $350,000. The low grant was $1,300; the high $346,000.

Table 4.
Grants for Local Economic Development Activity
in San Francisco, by Grant Size.

Grant Amount | Number Percent Cumulative
per Year | of Grants of Grants Percent
____________ +..__——_____-——____._——____._.——________
0-10K | 28 11.67 11.867
10-15K | 286 10.83 22.50
15-20K | 22 9.17 31.67
20-25K | 21 8.75 40.42
25-30K | 18 7.50 47,92
30-40K | 19 7.92 55.83
40-50K | 23 9.58 65.42
50-75K | 27 11.25 76.67
75-100K | 13 5.42 82.08
100-150K | 22 9.17 91.25
150-250K | 18 7.50 98.75
250-300K | 2 0.83 99.58
300-350K | 1 0.42 100.00
___________ +____.___________...___..—____.-—____...__
Total | 240 100.00

Source: See Directory of Funders in Appendix for sources.

Publics give larger grants than privates do (Table 5). 81% of publics' grants are
over $30,000, and nearly 1/3 are over $100,000. Only one private grant was over
$100,000. Corporate grants were the lowest, with nearly 42% of their grants
$10,000 or less. Community foundations and corporate foundations gave the
smallest grants. Approximately 70% of their grants were $20,000 and under. Only
38% of independents grants and under 32% of all grants were $20,000 or under.
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Table 5.
Grants for Local Economic Development Activity in San
Francisco (per year), by Type of Funder and Grant Size.

Grant| Type of Funder

Amount |

per| Public Community Independent Corporate
Year| Agency Foundation Foundation Foundation] Total
___________ +_______—___——___——__--.__——_-.——-—_——-._—___.—_.__—-_.*._—________
0-10K | 1 11 3 13 | 28
] 0.78 26.83 7.69 41.94 | 11.87
___________ +___...—____-.—_._————_———..._—-—_———-._——___—..__—____—+__________
10-15K | 6 12 2 6 I 26
| 4.65 29.27 5.13 19.35 | 10.83
___________ +—_____————-—————————————————-—————_———___——___—__+__________
15-20K | 3 6 10 3 | 22
| 2.33 14.63 25.64 9.68 | 9.17
___________ +.________.—____——____—_____-——__——____—___...____._._+_______..__
20-25K | 7 6 7 1 | 21
| 5.43 14.63 17.85 3.23 | 8.75
___________ .L__...___.____________._...__________.-________—_______.’._._________.
25-30K | 7 2 5 4 | 18
| 5.43 4.88 12.82 12.90 | 7.50
___________ +____._____________._____...____.._____._____.._.___._.___+__.______.__
30-40K | 16 0 2 1 | 19
| 12.40 0.00 5.13 3.23 | 7.92
___________ +__________—..____—___.___.________.._____________._...+___...._____
40-50K | 13 1 7 2 I 23
| 10.08 2.44 17.85 .45 | 9.58
___________ +_______________.____....__________—___.___.-_____.___+__________
50-75K | 24 3 0 0 | 27
| 18.60 7.32 0.00 0.00 | 11.25
___________ +____...______..__________________.__.._.___._______..__.*._—_..______
75-100K | 10 0 2 1 | 13
| 7.75 0.00 5.13 3.23 | 5.42
___________ +___..__.____._.________.________.______._____________._+.....____.____
100-150K | 21 0 1 0 | 22
I 16.28 0.00 2.56 0.00 I 9.17
___________ +_—_.._____________________—___..___——__..___——-___+_——___..___
150-250K | 18 0 0 0 ] 18
I 13.95 0.00 0.00 0.00 | 7.50
——————————— +___—...—______—_______.__________.___________.______+__________
250-300K | 2 0 0 0 | 2
| 1.55 0.00 0.00 0.00 I 0.83
___________ +_.-________—._______...____._________.-.______—.—.—_..___+_——._.__....___
300-350K | 1 0 0 0 | 1
| 0.78 0.00 0.00 0.00 | 0.42
___________ +_________________._________________________..._.____+__.__.__..._.._
Total]| 129 41 39 31 | 240
| 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 I 100.00

Source: See Directory of Funders in Appendix for sources.
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Women's and Gap gave the lowest average grants. 100% of Women's and 86% of
Gap's were $15,000 or less. Actually, all Women's Foundation grants were
$10,000 or less. With all of their grants small, all targeted for women, and all for
job training, the Women’s Foundation is the most focused grantmaker. Telesis,
PG&E and United Way gave the next lowest average grants. Percentage of their
grants $15,000 or less: Telesis 80%; PG&E 71%; and United Way 65%.

The highest per-grant private grantmakers were Koret with one grant over
$100,000, and Levi Strauss with five grants over $25,000. See also Figures 4 to 7
in the Appendix for comparisons of grants among funders.

MOCDs grants are very diverse, with at least one entry in every size category from
$10-15,000 to $300,000. Their grants tend to be higher than others, with 1/3 of
their grants over $75,000, and 2/3 over $30,000, compared to 1/4 and about 1/2
for the total group. PIC is also high, with 1/3 of their grants over $75,000, and 3/4
over $30,000. Means and medians for all types are listed in the table below (Table
6).

Table 6.
Mean and Median Grant Sizes, by Funder Type, of

Local Economic Development.

Funder Type |Public Community Independent Corporate All Funders

Grant Mean $86,679 $19,377 $34,359 $20,439 $58,123
Grant Median | $61,500 $15,000 $25,000 $15,000 $33,944

Source: See Directory of Funders in Appendix for sources.

COMMUNITY-BASED ORGANIZATIONS

San Francisco's city departments charged with the task of getting as many people
to work as possible have a lot of allies in the 13 private foundations and also in the
120 Community-Based Organizations (CBOs) that provide many local economic
development services to city residents. The Mayor's Office of Community
Development distributes over $25 million CDBG dollars annually to approximately
150 CBOs in the five policy areas of housing, neighborhood facilities, public space
improvement, public services, and economic development.

CBOs' flexibility in delivering services is matched by private foundations' ability to
deliver funds in a more flexible manner than public agencies. Whereas most public
agencies allot their program funds to CBOs only once a year, private foundations
are spared much of the political processes that slow-down public spending, and
tend to have more frequent funding cycles. A CBO that doesn't have a proposal
ready for a public agency's RFP (Request for proposal) cycle can apply to a
foundation in the interim.
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This report focuses on funders. Even so, we needed some understanding of what
exactly was being funded with the 240 grants the 18 funders gave to 120 different
CBOs in San Francisco. To that end, we submit preliminary findings on the target
populations and types of economic development programs.

Target Populations

Limitations of the Data

Target porpulation categories were sometimes known definitively, other times we
made educated judgements based on program title, and at times we had no idea
what the target population was. These are labeled "Unknown." The "Adult" and
"Disabled" categories belong to PIC only. PIC has a very precise system of
categorizing its target population. For simplification, we reduced multi-target
programs to one category. For example, "Refugee, 18-23 years, on public
assistance" could be coded three ways. Here it is categorized it "Refugee." Grants
for "Low-income women" we categorized under "Women." Obviously, the CBOs
should be contacted directly to develop a more accurate classification system. If no
other target population was indicated, “Low-income” was sometimes chosen as a
catch-all. If “Low-income” could not be determined, then “Unknown” was chosen.
We made two changes in categories and nomenclature after data collection was
complete, in order to simplify reporting. “Youth” and “Young Adult” were
combined to form “Young Adult”; “Other” and “Unknown” were combined into
“Unknown.”

The Young Adult category with 72 grants is the largest target population category,
receiving 30% of all grants and 31%, or $4.3 million, of all LED dollars (Table 7
and Figure 2). The Young Adults category includes MOCYF grants for youth and
PIC grants for several age group categories ranging from 16 to 23 years.
“Homeless” is next with 27 grants (11.3% of total grants) but only 5% of total
dollars, showing a small average grant size for Homeless. Half of the Homeless
grants were $20,000 or below, compared to about 1/3 of all grants (Table 4,
above). Sixty percent of local economic development grants for Women were
$15,000 or less. Grants specifically for low-income individuals show a bimodal
distribution with about 40% at $15,000 or below, then about 40% above $50,000.
To compare, only 23% of all grants were above $50,000. Grants targeted for
Adults are skewed high with 44.4%, or 8 out of 18, above $100,000, while 18% of
grants for Young Adults and less than 9% of all grants were above $100,000.



Grants

Target
Population
Young Adults
Homeless
Low Income
Women
Refugees
Elderly
Minority
Unknown
Adult
Disabled

for Local Economic Development Activity in
San Francisco, by Target Population.

Table 7.

Number
of Grants

Percent
of Grants

Amount of
Total Grants
in Dollars

Percent of
Total Grants
in Dollars

4,323,929
704,576
905,256
453,832
534,809
316,685
635,891

3,968,502

1,951,522
154,697

= N
P WwWwoasaNnhwwoy o,
o]
w

72 30.00 s
27 11.25 3
13 5.42 3
20 8.33
12 5.00 s
5 2.08 3
11 4.58 3
59 24.58 3
18 7.50 3
3 1.25
240 100.00

$13,949,699

Source: See Directory of Funders in Appendix for sources.

Figure 2

Local Economic Development Funding in San
Francisco, by Target Population, From Most Recent
Annual Reports
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Young Adult

32%
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Types of Programs Funded
Limitations of the Data

We had the same types of challenges classifying program types as we had with the
target populations -- too little information. And again, when necessary, we either
made educated judgments based on the program title or called it "Unknown." PIC
has an entirely different classification scheme than other funders. They roughly
divide their programs into four types: On-the-Job Training (OJT); classroom
training for specific occupations;, more generalized classroom training (i.e.
computer, language, and interpersonal skills); and other employment assistance

such as job searching.
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We made several changes in the classification and nomenclature of program types
after data collection was complete. “On-the-Job Training” and “Classroom
Training” programs were separated from “Job Training and Placement.” “Job
Training and Placement” was then renamed “Employment Services” and used as sa
catch-all, when no other program type seemed to fit.

Over 44% of all local economic development grants in SF were in the area of
"Employment Services" (Table 8 and Figure 3). This could mean job training,
readiness, placement, or counseling. Next is "Classroom training" (PIC only) with
33 grants, or 13.4%. Grants to assist nonprofit business ventures tend to be small.
Over 63% of grants for nonprofit business ventures were $25,000 or below,
whereas only 40% of all grants are that low. Sixty percent of General Classroom
Training and over 60% of Occupational Classroom Training grants are over
$50,000. Less than 35% of all grants are over $50,000. The On-the-Job Training
grant distribution is bimodal, with 52% at $30,000 and under, and 43% over
$50,000.

Table 8.
Grants for Local Economic Development Activity in
San Francisco, by LED Program Type.

Amount of Percent of
Program | Number Percent Total Grants Total Grants
Type | of Grants of Grants in Dollars in Dollars
————————————— +———_——_-————-————————————————————————————_——_———_——_——_
Employment |
Services | 106 44.17 $ 5,050,222 36.20
|
Micro- |
Enterprises | 10 4.17 $ 794,100 5.69
|
Small Biz |
Assistance | 19 7.92 $ 1,405,350 10.07
I
Non-Profit |
Ventures | 22 9.17 $ 571,300 4.10
|
Other |
(non-PIC) | 14 5.83 $ 349, 389 2.50
I
On-the-Job |
Training | 24 10.00 $ 1,458,090 10.45
|
Classroom |
Training | 33 13.75 $ 3,022,410 21.67
I
General |
Classroom | 9 3.75 $ 1,093,248 7.84
|
Other |
(PIC) | 3 1.25 $ 205,590 1.47
_____________ +__.___________.._______________________...__—____——_.._——.__—-.—
I
Total | 240 100.00 $13,949,699 100.00

Source: See Directory of Funders in Appendix for sources.
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Figure 3.

Grants for Local Economic Development in San
Francisco,
by Type of LED Activity Funded
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ANALYSIS BY FUNDER TYPE

Grants for local economic development activity were analyzed to detect major distinctions
between grants according to the four main types of funders: public foundations,
community foundations, independent foundations, and corporate foundations. The
distinctions by funder type regarding grant size have already been noted. Essentially,
public funders tend to provide larger grants. In addition, distinctions were noted in the
type of economic development activity funded and in the target populations funded,
according to funder type.

Regarding type of activity funded, community and corporate foundations tend to favor job
training more than the other two types of funders, especially community foundations.
About 83% of all grants by community foundations 8o the this type of activity, whereas
corporate foundations give about half their grants for this activity, and the other two
funder types give approximately one-third of their grants for this activity. Corporate
foundations strongly favor small business assistance in relation to the other funders, and
independent foundations strongly favor NPO ventures.

Regarding target population, strong preferences can be distinguished by funder type.
Public agencies tend to fund young adult programs much more than the other funder
types. About 35% of public grants go to young adult programs, while the other three
funder types give a quarter of their grants to young adults, at the most. In addition, public
funders favor programs that target refugees, adults, and the disabled more than the other
funders.

Two other funder types reveal strong preferences in their grants according to target
population, compared to the other funders. Community foundations favor grants for
women much more than the others. Independent foundations favor grants for the
homeless. Corporate foundations don’t show any drastic preferences.
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On-rthe-Job|
Training |

Classcoom |
Trainirgl

Total|

Table 10.
Targe: Population by Funder Type

Type =f Funger
Pupl
“ndn’s

i9 11

32.09 26.83

4 3

z.10 7.32

3 0

5.20 0.00

2 1

1.35 26.83

9 2

6.98 4.88

5 0

3.88 0.00

7 1

5.43 2.44

27 13

20.93 31.71

18 0

13.95 0.00

3 0

2.33 0.00

129 41
100.00 100.00

0 23

0.00 2.58

0 33
3.7

Zammunity Incependent Corporate|
£ndn’s

rncn’s | Total

3 | 72
25.81 | 30.00
5 27
16.13 | 11.25
2 3
6.45 5.42
4 20
12.50 8.33
12

3.23 5.00
O 5
0.00 2.08
2 11
6.45 4.58
9 59
29.063 24.58
0 18
0.00 7.50
0 3
0.00 1.25
31 240
100.00 | 100.060



Chapter IV.
CONCLUSION

Limitations of the Research Project

The information collected for this paper came in widely-varying degrees of completeness,
in different formats, and for different years from the various funders. Whereas a few
funders provided reams of data and spent hours answering questions, many were unable
to give a brief telephone interview. For those who would not grant us an interview, we
used the most current written information source available. In these instances we used
information from the Foundation Center or from the organization's latest Annual Report.
The public agencies generally provided more complete, up-to-date, and detailed
information than the private funders. Therefore, the amounts listed for LED from the
private funders in the tables are perhaps too low, due to a lack of complete detailed
information and personal contact. How low is a question for further research. Fortunately
a few private funders were able to provide us with detailed and up-to-date information.

Another difficulty with extracting data from Annual Reports was the nonstandard
categorizing of grants. With the almost universal exception of Arts & Humanities and
Education, each funder has its own particular method of categorizing grants. One may
place job training in its Urban Affairs category; another might call it Social Services; a
third - Community Development; a fourth-- Employment. This complication added to our
difficulty in collecting complete, detailed data from the Annual Reports.

It must be noted that apparently there is a lack of coordination among the public
agencies. The city departments seem to lack the overall guiding framework/plan and
common definition of economic development, although the San Francisco
Redevelopment Agency is currently working on this important task. The responsibility for
economic development program administration had no central department, but was
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instead diffused throughout several departments, with an apparent lack of linkages
perhaps, leading to some unnecessary fragmentation among the players. While this
diffusion can be viewed as a plus for political accountability and responsibility, it makes
the gathering of this information more tedious. It should be noted that the publics had a
much more complete level of data available, Lastly we must note that this survey is a
snapshot of local economic development funding as of Spring 1995 and provides no
information on trends in funding levels or future program activity.

One of the limitations of the information we were able to gather from the private
foundations is related to their reluctance to respond, despite the team’s repeated attempts
at arranging  appointments. It is unknown whether this lack of response is due to a lack
of time, of trust, or of interest on their part.

Most foundations did not respond to introductory letters or faxes from the MOCD, nor
to repeated phone calls from us. We played phone tag for weeks with several foundations
(SF, Irvine, Koret, PG&E). We were able to secure current Annual Reports, in person,
from all of the above, except one. For BankAmerica we used information from a year-
old Annual Report from the Foundation Center.

As noted earlier there is a possible flaw in our search for funders. That flaw involved the
discovery of three private foundations not confirmed by our archival search, Women’s
Foundation, Telesis Foundation, and PG&E. In order for a funder to be missing from
this report they would have to be unknown to the respondents interviewed, and meet one
of the three following conditions: 1) funders too small to appear in the Foundation
Directory at the Foundation Center, e.g. under $2 million in assets or $200,000 in annual
grant giving; 2) corporate funders not foundations; and 3) new funders with no previous
history of giving grants.

Recommendations for Future Study

In the future the team thought two categories of public organizations definitely should be
contacted, the community based organizations (CBOs) and the neighborhood economic
development organizations (NEDOs). The CBOs should have more detailed information
on client profiles and neighborhood needs. The NEDOs should have more complete
information on the Small Business/Enterprise Loan programs, which were not reported
on in this survey.

The Taft Directory available at the Foundation Center has additional information on
corporate giving. Excluded from our research were corporate givers and in-house
programs, e.g., those volunteer groups of employees funded by their employer. The
€xact amount or prevalence of these programs is unknown to the team, but there are
several noted in The Taft Directory.
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Specific in-depth study of on-the-job training (OJT) could be interesting as this seems to
be a particularly comprehensive and effective program locally. The Enterprise
Zone/Community loan programs seem to have a sizable pool of funds available and
information should be gathered on program potential, outreach, and disbursement of
funds. The concept of incubator space for micro-enterprise development has potential
and seems particularly interesting, worthy of additional inquiry.

Finally, as stated earlier, direct information from decision-makers in the private
foundations is vital to this type of research. Most foundation grant boards meet at set
times of year to make decisions, much like MOCD. These cycles consist of: a Request for
Proposal stage, a review of proposals stage, a grant recommendation stage, and a contact
or grant awarding stage. Therefore the best time of year would be when the foundation
has complete information and the time to convey it. Obviously the end of the funding
cycle would be the optimum time to collect this, but this time varies among foundations.
Perhaps including this process in the granting cycle as part of a periodic evaluation could
be useful.
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Senior Seminar Team Profiles

Richard Cox

Richard has gained experience from a past research project interviewing recent immigrants
about their views on labor unions, while enrolled in a class in Research Methods at San
Francisco State University. In a previous position of employment he conducted manv
hiring interviews for a Modesto canning company. Through another class at SFSU in
Urban Politics he studied local political structure and gained an insight into San Francisco
politics.  Upon graduation Richard hopes pursue a career related to economic
development planning, '

Michael Schulte

Michael gained the skills necessary to design written surveys and conduct interview
involved in a project surveying the homeless population in a Research Methods and Data
Analysis class at SFSU. The class in Policy Analysis he took proved useful in sharpening
his analytical skills. Michael has learned the necessity of teamwork and coordination of
effort in order to meet deadlines in a timely manner. His writing skills were sharpened
while serving as an editor for the SFSU Urban Studies journal Urban Action . He has an
interest in cooperative local economic development and economic justice.

Steve Sherr

Steve has direct experience in small business management for the past sixteen years and
with his strong interest in small business he helped the team understand their special needs
- The class he took in State and Local Government at SESU will proved useful in
understanding the dilemma facing many municipalities in how to best provide a favorable
climate for job growth and economic development. Steve has previously completed a
survey of how CDBG funds were used to provide social services in the city of Hayward.



e
'y
-




Appendix



-~

o




DIRECTORY OF SAN FRANCISCO
LOCAL ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT FUNDERS

Mission statements, economic development (ED) objectives and ED funding

criteria are taken from interviews or, if no interview, gleaned from Annual
Reports.

PUBLICS

Mayor's Office of Community Development
10 UN Plaza, Suite 600 94102, tel. 554-8755

Person interviewed: Bernhard Gunther, Program Manager.

Source of data: MOCD documents. Fiscal Year of Data: 1995.

Mission statement: CDBG's primary objective: "...development of viable
urban communities, by providing decent housing and suitable living
environment and expanding economic development opportunities
principally for persons of low and moderate income."

ED objectives: CDBG's economic development program strategy: to support
the goals of the City's overall economic development efforts. This effort
has four components:

a. Reducing unemployment and under-employment through job training
and expansion of employment opportunities;

b. Maintaining a vital, balanced and diversified economic base that
provides job opportunities for a highly diverse labor force;

c. Promoting business retention and expansion particularly for industries
that create jobs for the City's chronically unemployed;

d. Ensuring efficient and effective environmental, land and energy
resources are used while pursuing economic development objectives.

ED funding criteria: Priorities are set by the Citizens Committee on
Community Development. According to CDBG guidelines can only fund
activities that result in creation or retention of employees, or job training
for people of low or moderate income.



Mayor's Office of Children, Youth & Their Families
10 UN Plaza, Suite 260 94102, tel. 554-8529

Persons interviewed: Laura Picney, Program Director and Deedra Jackson
Asst. Program Director.

Source of Data: MOCYF documents. Fiscal Year of Data: 1995,

Mission statement: To promote the healthy development of the children of San
Francisco by funding programs that serve at-risk youth ages 0-18 in lower
income neighborhoods.

ED objectives: To keep at-risk youth from a life of poverty.

ED funding criteria: Programs must center around job training, academic
advisement, or job placement.

’

SF Department of Social Services
170 Otis St. 94102, tel. 557-6309

Person interviewed: Patrick Duterte, Program Manager, Employment and
Training Services.

Source of Data: SFDSS documents. Fiscal Year of Data: 1995,

Mission statement: NA

ED objectives: To get people on AFDC, especially recipients of 3 to 5 years,
into the job market.

ED funding criteria: Does not fund "economic development" but rather
support services for someone going through job training or placement
programs, such as child care, transportation, allowance, and tools.

SF Redevelopment Agency
770 Golden Gate 94102, tel. 749-2460

Person interviewed: Eila Arbuckle, Asst. Manager Economic Development
Program.

Source of Data: SFRA documents. Fiscal Year of Data: 1994

Mission statement: Two main focuses as the lead agency for San Francisco's
Economic Strategy Plan: a) Outreach to low and moderate income persons
in redevelopment project areas; and b) Help contractors meet Affirmative
Action goals.

ED objectives: Three primary objectives: a) Expand the city's tax base; b) Job
development; and ¢) Remove urban blight and economic blight.

ED funding criteria: Must be in one of three redevelopment areas: Hunters
Point/Bayview, Western Addition, or South of Market Must involve the
removal or remediation of urban or economic blight, and must meet
Affirmative Action goals for minority and women business enterprises.



Private Industry Council
1049 Market St., 4th Fl. 94103, tel. 621-6853

Person interviewed: Greg Marutani, Vice President Administration.

Source of Data: PIC documents. Fiscal Year of Data: 1995.

Mission statement: JTPA provides employment and trairing opportunities tc
those most in need and those most likely to succeed. DSS is primarily
focused at individuals who are low income, unemployed, underemployed,
receiving public assistance, disabled, minorities, and females. Title III
focuses on individuals laid off due to plant closure or downsizing. Refugee
provides employment and training opportunities for refugees in San
Francisco receiving AFDC to assist in their ability to obtain gainful
employment and reduce their reliance on public assistance.

ED objectives: NA

ED funding criteria: NA

PRIVATES FOUNDATIONS

BankAmerica Foundation
555 California St. 94105, tel. 953-3175

Source and Fiscal Year of Data: Annual Report 1993.

Mission statement: To support the building blocks of our communities:
education, economic development, affordable housing and community
services.

ED objectives: Focusing on the creation and retention of jobs in distressed
communities. Made a commitment that 10% of its annual budget would

support community-based economic development corporations.
ED funding criteria: NA

Columbia Foundation
One Lombard St., Suite 305 94111, tel. 986-5179

Source and Fiscal Year of Data: Annual Report 1994.

Mission statement: Program priorities for 1994 and 1995 are: peace and
international understanding; environment; human rights; urban community;
and arts and culture.

ED objectives: NA

ED funding criteria: Projects that address neighborhood improvement for low-
income communities.



Gap Foundation
One Harrison St. 94105, tel. 291-2757

Source and Fiscal Year of Data: Annual Report 1993.
Mission statement: Community service.

ED objectives: NA

ED funding criteria;: NA

Evelyn and Walter Haas, Jr. Fund
One Lombard St., Suite 305 9411 1, tel. 398-3744

Person interviewed: Diana Bermudez, Senior Program Officer.

Source of Data: Diana Bermudez. Fiscal Year of Data: 1995.

Mission statement: To support community-based organizations in the areas of
strengthening children, youth, families and elderly; strengthening
neighborhoods and communities; reducing hunger and homelessness: and
encouraging volunteer services and philanthropy.

ED objectives: In the process of defining priorities.

ED funding criteria: In the process of defining priorities.

James Irvine Foundation
One Market Plaza, Suite 1715, 94105, tel. 777-2244

Source and Fiscal Year of Data: Annual Report 1993, and Grantseekers Guide.

Mission statement: Dedicated to enhancing the social, economic, and physical
quality of life throughout California, and to enriching the State's intellectual
and cultural environment.

ED objectives: To stimulate economic development in low-income
communities. To improve the economic and social well-being of the
disadvantaged and their communities, foster self-sufficiency, and assist
ethnic minorities to function more effectively as full participants in society.

ED funding criteria: The Community Economic Development Program's
priority goals seek to stimulate the development of jobs and businesses.

Goals:

a) Support collaborative initiatives designed to provide training, technical
assistance, core-support, sector-based market research and short-term
financing to CBDOs engaged in the development of jobs and businesses in
low-income communities;

b) Foster the development of demonstration projects that link job training
programs to specific employment opportunities in growth industries;

c) Increase the access to capital to support the development of jobs and
businesses in underserved communities;

d) Provide support to economic development initiatives that create jobs and
businesses for low-income women,



e) Link CBDOs wi'th the national strategy supporting Community
Redevelopment Act enforcement and community-based, small business
loan funds.

Koret Foundation
33 New Montgomery St., Suite 1090, 94105, tel. 882-7740

Source and Fiscal Year of Data: Annual Report 1693,

Mission statement: Seeks to enhance human life in the Jewish and general
communities of the San Francisco and Israel. Grants are based on values
represented by tzedakah (justice). Fulfills the most important requirement
of tzedakah : service to fellow human beings.

ED objectives: NA

ED funding criteria; NA

PG&E
77 Beale St. 94177, tel. 973-4951

Source of Data: Grant data provided by Chris Riley. Other info from Taft

Corporate Giving Directory. Fiscal Year of Data: 1994

Mission statement: To promote the economic and social well-being of the
communities and markets served in order to enhance the corporation's
ability to its goals and objectives.

ED objectives: Organizations that promote employability and economic self-
sufficiency. Focus is on programs that break a cycle of dependency and
lead people on a productive path. This includes job training and retraining
programs, career mentoring, pre-college tutoring and assistance in career
choices, and youth programs that aid in life decision-making and values.

ED funding criteria: Extent to which project meets priority areas and program
objectives, benefit of organization to company service area and customers,
capacity to address cross-section of broad community interest, alleviation
of underfunded needs, evidence of nondiscriminatory policy.

Roberts Foundation
873 Sutter St. Suite B, 94109, tel. 771-4300

Telephone interview with: Jed Emerson, Program Director, Homeless
Economic Development Fund.
Source of Data: Jed Emerson. Fiscal Year of Data: 1994,
Mission statement: To support job creation efforts targeting the expansion of
employment opportunities for homeless people.
ED objectives: To support for-profit venturing by nonprofit organizations.
ED funding criteria: a) Homeless agency; b) Significant experience in
entrepreneurial activities; and c) 1995: Prior work with our Homeless
Economic Development Fund.



San Francisco Foundation
685 Market St. Suite 910, 94105, tel. 495-3100

Source and Fiscal Year of Data: Annual Report 1993,

Mission statement: To improve the quality of life, promote greater equality of
opportunity, and assist those in need or at risk in the San Francisco Bay
Area.

ED objectives: To improve employment, job training, and seif-sufficiency
opportunities for at-risk groups.

ED funding criteria: NA

Levi Strauss Foundation
1155 Battery St., 94111, tel. 544-2194

Telephone interview with: Janet Ryan Rivera, Consultant, Levi Strauss & Co.

Source of Data: Janet Ryan Rivera. Fiscal Year of Data: 1994,

Mission statement: Community Partnership grants are developed by the
Community Affairs Manager in response to needs and opportunities which
exist in communities where Levi Strauss employees live and work. Grants
in economic development reflect our basic goals to work with poor and
under-served people, to take the lead in addressing difficult social issues
and to support NPOs that contribute important ideas and technical expertise
to our grant making interest areas.

ED objectives: To enhance economic opportunities for low-income people,
particularly women, minorities, dislocated workers, the unemployed, and
other disadvantaged populations.

ED funding criteria: The Levi Strauss Foundation award grants to programs
that enhance the economic opportunities of low-income people, including
the working poor. Priorities include: a) Job creation and community-based
economic development; b) Job training, placement, and access for
disadvantaged; c) Leadership development aimed at strengthening the
economic development capacity of community organizations; and d)
Enterprise and micro-enterprise.

Telesis Foundation
130 Kearny St., Room 3351, 94108, tel. 394-3683

. Source and Fiscal Year of Data: Annual Report 1993.

Mission statement: Dedicated to a vision of the future in which people from
all cultures and ethnic backgrounds are able to participate fully in the
economic, social and civic life of the communities we serve.

ED objectives: Helping communities help themselves through support
programs for small business owners and entrepreneurs, job training classes,
and funding to develop new businesses.



ED funding criteria: Broad-based, regional or statewide in impact, or potential
or intent of becoming statewide.

United Way of San Francisco
50 California St. Suite 200, 94111, tel. 772-4312

Person interviewed: Jackie Ruggels, Senior Vice President.

Source of Data: UW documents. Fiscal Year of Data: 1994

Mission statement: To create healthy and safe communities.

ED objectives: Individuals will achieve and retain economic independence and
access to affordable housing.

ED funding criteria: Primary criteria is the impact the program will have and
results it achieves.

Women's Foundation
3543 18th St. #9, 94110, tel. 431-1290

Telephone interview with: Patti Chang, Executive Director.

Source and Fiscal Year of Data: Annual Report 1994,

Mission statement: To empower women and girls in California through funding

of technical and educational assistance.

ED objectives: Economic development is not an objective but rather part of
our greater mission.

ED funding criteria: Small funds to economic development for capacity
building - the development of skills such as fund raising, technical
assistance, and strategy development.
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MAYOR'S OFFICE OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

FRANK M. JORD:
MAY(

LARRY DEL CARL
DIRECTC

February 24, 1995

Mr. Joe Brooks

San Francisco Foundation
685 Market Street, Suite 910
San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear Mr. Brooks:

We are in the process of planning for our next program cycle and are undertaking
a study to develop an inventory showing funders and program operators involved in the
community economic development field. By community economic development, we are
including programs ranging from job training and placement to micro-enterprise
development and loan packaging for small businesses. To help us in our efforts, we have
received assistance from a research team from San Francisco State University’s Urban
Studies Senior Seminar.

There is a short questionnaire enclosed indicating the information we are trying to
collect. We would like to have to the research team members complete the questionnaires
after having an opportunity to speak with you. One of the research team members -
Richard Cox, Steve Sherr, or Michael Schulte - will be contacting you next week.

Thank you very much for your assistance. If you should have any questions about
our efforts, please contact Pam David or Bernhard Gunther at 554-8755.

mely,
o

Larry Del Carlo
Director

10 United Nations Plaza, Suite 600 * San Francisco, California 94102 « (415) 554-8755 « FAX (415) 554-8769
TDD (415) 554-8749



MAYOR'S OFFICE OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

FRANK M. JORDA?

MAYOE
LARRY DEL CARLC
March 9, 1995 DIRECTOR
MEMORANDUM
TO: Deedra Jackson, MOCYF

Eila Arbuckle, SFRA
Patrick Duterte, DSS
Greg Marutani, PIC

FROM: Larry Del Carlo o

SUBJECT: INVENTORY OF FUNDERS OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND
JOB TRAINING

This is to confirm the fact that you may have recently been contacted regarding collection
of information on funders of community economic development and job training services.
This information is being collected for an inventory of such funders we are required to
develop for San Francisco’s Consolidated Plan. This Plan is the required submission for
Community Development Block Grant entitlement funds. By community economic
development, we are including programs ranging from job training and placement to
micro-enterprise development and loan packaging for small businesses. To help us in our
efforts, we have received the assistance of a research team from San Francisco State
Unuversity’s Urban Studies Senior Seminar.

There is a short questionnaire enclosed indicating the information we are trying to collect.
We would like to have to the research team members complete the questionnaires after
having an opportunity to speak with you. You will be contacted by one of the research
team members - Richard Cox, Steve Sherr, or Michael Schulte,

Thank you very much for your assistance. We will be happy to share the information

collected at the conclusion of the project. If you should have any questions about our
efforts, please contact Pam David or Bernhard Gunther at 554-8755.

Attachment

10 United Nations Plaza, Suite 600 * San Francisco, California 94102 « (415) 554-8755 + FAX (415) 554-8769
TDD (415) 554-8749



Questionnaire for COPC Economic Development Inventory

FORM FOR FUNDERS
I. General Information

1) Funder Name:

1) Address:

4) Contact Person:

Title Phone

5) Funding cycle:

6) Geographic limits;

7) Number of grants FY 1994-95: ; Grant Range: $ to$

8) Describe funding mission overall:

9) Describe economic development funding objective(s):

10) Describe criteria for funding economic development programs:

List all CBO’s funded for Economic Development activities in FY 1994-95 (detailed breakdown follows):

1) 6)

2) 7)
3) 8)
1) 9)

s) 10)




Fundcr:

Economic Development Subrecipient Information from Funder

Subrecipient Name:

Amount Funded FY 1994-93 Period of Funding. From to

Restrictions?

Bnefly describe sub recipient program objectives

Fundcd Subrecipicat Before” Yes No If ves. for how long”

For the same program objectives”

Describe accountability measures and evaluatton criteria for subrecipient

UL Subrecipient Program Description

Describe ED senvices offered

Describe program structure. length of participation. and criteria for recein 1ng scnices.
4

Describe outrcach methods/ referral sources for chient basc




IV. Deseription of Program Clients
Descnibe the arget population of the funded ccononuc devclopment activily

i) Demographics isex. racc/cthiic background. nge. cducation)

2) Senvice Arca fwhere docs target pop. reside/vwork )

V. Qutcome Mecasurces for Economic Development Program(s)

I} How docs the program measure success’

2) Quanufy outcome measurcs: How many clicnis sened to datec FY 1994-937

Pcriod covered: 0

Other quanufiaple mcasurcs.




ADDITIONAL INFORMATION TO COLLECT FROM FUNDERS

1. For publics: What are your sources of funds?

L=

2. Do you fund job training?

If so, describe your job training objectives.
What type of jobs are the people being trained for?
What type of companies are they being trained to work for?

What type of skills are required for those jobs?

3. May we have copies of last two annual reports?
May we see application or guidelines?

Jou

4. Are there any questions or problems you have that would like to see addressed
in this survey that we haven't covered?



MAYOR'S OFFICE OF C

CITY AND COUNTY

Marc

Ms. Mary Leslie

Pacific Telesis Foundation

130 Keamey Street, Room 3351
San Francisco, CA 94108

Dear Ms. Leslie:

We are in the process of planning f¢

Community Development Block Grant and
and program operators involved in the corn
community econoouc development, we ar¢
and placement to micro-enterprise develop
To help us in our efforts, we have received
Francisco State University’s Urban Studieq

We would appreciate your assistan
questionnaire. I understand that you must
are unable to complete the questionnaire, v
recent annual report which might indicate 1

We would be happy to send you a

(DIYRYCRS CFR CTMm

i U

= il 4912 291

Post-lt™ brand fax transmittal mema 7671 | # of pages » l

™ Skeua THERE PO Repepard
Co. Co. OCA
Dept. Phone # S:$_m$1
Fax # 834 -01~3 Fax ¢
LARRY DEL CARL
DIRECTO
§ 23, 1995

br our next program cycle for San Francisco’s
are developing an inventory showing funders
munity economic development field. By
including programs ranging from job training
ment and loan packaging for small businesses.
assistance from a research team from San
Senior Seminar.

be in responding to the enclosed, short

have many other demands on your time. If you
ve would appreciate receiving a copy of a

he information we need.

copy of the final product of these efforts.

Thank you in advance for your assistance.

If you should have any questions about our

efforts, please contact Pam David or chlfard Gunther at 554-8755.

Sincerel

A

Larry Del Carlo
Director

Enclosure

10 United Nations Plaza, Suite 600 - San F rxndsco1

California 94102 - (415) 554-8755 « FAX (415) 554-8769



SURVEY OF ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT FUNDERS IN SAN FRANCISCO

Sponsored by the Mayor's Office of Community Development
and the Community Outreach Partnership Center

1. Funder Name

Address

. Contact Person Title Phone __
. Funding Cycle:

2
3
4. Describe funding mission cverall:
5. Describe Economic Development funding objective(s):

6. Describe critena for funding Economic Development:

7. List all CBO's funded for Economic Development activities in FY1994-35 (or attach list).
Total Number . Total Dollars $ .
Name Amount Brief Description of Program
y
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
8. Do you fund job training? Yes No

9. If yes, (a) What types of Jobs are the people being trained for?

(b) What types of Companies are they being trained to work for?

(c) What types of Skills are required for those jobs?

10. Do you have any other questions or problems that you would like to see addressed in this

survey? Please comment.

Please fold, tape, and return by April 4th. Thank you for your time.
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Lin2 25 Cther salariss and wages : $13,57
Lin2 27 2ansion plan contribulions 3
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Line 33 Supplis=s . 343
Line 34 Tzlephone. . S19
Line 35 Postag2 and shipping S
Line 35 Occupancy. . . . $4,54
Line 37 ZEqguipmant rental & maincanance S
Lina 38 Printing and publications . S
Line 39 Travel . . S S
Line 40 Conferances, convencicns & meetings. S
Line 41 Interest g .S
Line 42 Depreciztion, deplaticn, =atc . . $28
Line 43 Other =xpense Ce e .379,384
Line 443A Total, all ~uncfloﬂa¢ expaenses (B to D). . $857,14
Line 443 Total, program servicas. . . . 3753, 43;
Line 44C Total, management and gensral. 5103,56
Line 44D Total, Zundraising S . S
Part IV Balance Sheets - End of Year

Part IV - 2Assets
Line 45 (Cash - noninteres ~bearing T T T T T T
Line 46 Savings and temporary cash investments . . . . -+ . . . .S873,16"
Line 47c¢ 2Accounts raceivabls . 3¢
Line 48c Pladges receivabla Ce e S(
Line 49 GCrancs raceivable. . . . . . . . . . . . . Y
Line 50 Racsivables due from officers, directors, etc. . . . . . . . . %
Line 5lc Other noctes and loans receivable . . . . . . . T ¢
Line 52 Inventories for sale or usa. . . . . . . . . . o B o5 o= . SC
Line 53 Przpaid sxpenses and defaerrad charges. . $37
Line 34 Invastments - securitias . S
Line 35¢ Investments - land, puildings, equipment S
Line 36 Invastmsnis - othsr. . . . S
Line 57c Land, puildings, equipm . .o . $90
Line 58 Other assecrs . . : .$11,5568,57
Line 59 Total assets . g .$11,743,12

Part IV - Liabiliciss
Line 50 Accounts payable and accrued expenses. . . . . . . . . . . . $39¢C
Line 61 Grants payable e e e e s e ow % ow ow o S
Line 62 Support and rcvenue deswgnayed for future periods. . . . . . . 5
Line 63 Loans from officers, directors, etc. . . . . . . . _ .. . S
Line 64 Mortgages and other notes payable. . . . . . . . . . = >~
Line 65 Other liapilities. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . oo SC
Lins 66 Tontal liabilities. . . . $39¢C

Part IV - fund Balances cr NeL Assets

Line 57a Pur“cnt unrescrict tund. .. L L L.
Line 67b rrent rnstrLCCOd fund. . e Y o
Line 53 JaJd, buildings, and eaulhment fund. . . . . . . . . . . . . .5
Line 69 Endowment fund . . . . . . . . . . . sC
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CALIFORNIA NONPRCFIT DATABASE
QUT?2UT FOR MITCHELLC

RIVZRSIDE COMMUNITY FOUNDATION
form CT2 as of December 31, 1992



2IVZRS5ITE COMMUNITY SCUNDATION
Tocrm CT2 for FTiscal Yaar znding December 31, 1952
Califcrnia Nonprofit Database *
Marcnh 28, 1995

Employver Identification Numbar: 3952031552

California Registryv of Charicaple Trusrs Numper 002051

Lins A zxempt Ifrom fz2deral income rax?

Lins 3 A 3plit intersst crusc?

Part I Filing racuir=ments

Line I Not private Zoundation: Form 990 and Sched A filad

Line I Private foundation: Form 990 PF filad. . .

Part IA Program acrcivities ‘1m1ted solely to grant makvng° .o .

Part II Statements rsgarding Ln’S organizatcion during this peri  od

Line 1 50% or morsa oL ravenue from government grants? .o

Line 2 Audit exceptions ln axcos; of SbO 0002 .

Line 2a Total amount invo :d - . 3

Lin=s 3 Report on financ1al atemen by 1ndependenc accountaht’ .

Line 4 Any property in name o* or commlnglﬁd with that of anocher?. .

Lin2 5 Any fipancial transactions with officer, director or trusc=2?. ..

Line 5a Tortal amount involvad. . .. .. ... S

Line 6 Conation to organ17ac1on ﬂoc LaA =xempt under 501( ) (3) or (4)7?.1

Line 6a Fair markst value of donation. . e . S

Line 7 Regularly solicit or sell salvage in a thrl £t store? N

Lins 8 Any officer, director or trustes parcty to breach of LYJ""? —

Line 9 iny tax-relazts=d uenalcy, Zine or juagement paid or incurrad? . .!

Line 2a Total amount involvad. . -

Line 10 Receive $10,000 or mors in direct oubl1c suooort’ Coe

Line 10a Diract support from ge“v_al public . $7,8€5

Line 10b Foundation and trustc grant . . .5$33,29:

Line 10c Corporate and other ouswnass grants . .332,57

Line 104 Bequests . oL . $1,210,11¢

Line 10e Total diract public. support . C . 81,283,064

Line 11 Contracctc ~or or use independent professional fundraisexr>? . f

Line 12 1Invsscad assets tozal $50,000 or more? .

Line 13 Receive any income from Dingo gamas? ;?

Line 13a Gross revesnue involvad e st

Line 14 Zmplovee compensation for the five highest vaid employ=es

Line 14a Any salary + benefits = expenses > $100, 0007 .

Line 14b : ny other compensation or bonus > $10,000°? . 2

Line 1l4c sidence for personal use for any employee? . S

Line 144 Tease rent or purchase property from any emp1oy°o° -E

Line 14d Total amount involved. . . .86

Line l4e Loans > $5,000 to any 9leoye°° B

Line 15 Any payments to 1ndeoendent consu1tants° . -2

Line 15a Total of all such vayment S¢

Line 15 Taxes and/or relatad pena_ twes 11curred B

Line l5a Payroll - Tax. . . 51,210

Line l5a Payroll - Penalty. . sC

Line 16b Sales - Tax. . . o . s5C
* Data obtained from the CallLornla ?=g1=tr/ ot Charitable Trusts: 201 (c) (2
and (c) (4) organizations registeraed with the state a as of 09/24,/1993.

1



SIVZRSIDE ToMMUNITY FCUNTATION
Torm T2 Izr Fiscal Yezar Inding Decamper 31, 1392
Lin2 15D 32les - Panalzy. . . $
Line l6c Personal property - Tax. . S
Line 16c Parsonal propercy - Penalty $
Line 15d Rsal sstate - Tax. . S
Line 16d Resal sstate - Penalrc: S $
Line 162 Unrelatad business income - Tax. . 3
Line lse Unrelatad business income - Penalty. $
Linali Form 4720 filed with IF 2 . .
Lina 3la Total zaxes paid with t-ac raturn . . S
fart IV Prorisssional Fund-Raisers (Line 11 was answersd Yesg)
Line 44 Total Public Donarions S
Line 45 All payments to PFR. . . 3
Line 46 All other Zund-raising expenses S
Line 47 Net proceeds (44 - 45 & 485). . o $
Parc V Investment totaling $30,000 or more (Line 12 was answ ed {va)
Line 60 Securitiss at cost, 30Y (990 line 54a) . . . .. .$11,165, 38
Lins 61 Securitiss acquired. . . . . . . . . -+« . . . . 8%8,779,s51
Line 62 Securities sold. . . . . . . . . . | « - . . . . . . 8%8,276,32
Line 63 Securities at cost, ZOY (990 line 54B) . . . . . . . .$11,668,67
Line 64 Securities at market wvalue, EOY. . . . e 313 354,96
Line 65 Sum of all yaipa on sales during year. . . . . . . . . $148, 44
Line 66 Sum of all losses on salsas durlﬂg year . . . . . . . . . 3109,65:
Line 67 Dividends, interest from-securiries (990 1line 5) . . . . $891, 04!
Line 68 Total racturn realized (65 - 66 + e7) . . . ... $729,82(
Line 69 Less invastment counsel fees . . . . . coe ... u874,
Line 70 Net resturn realized (68 - 59). e $655,412
zZngaged in, purchased, sold or h=ld “urlqg yﬂar
Line 71 Investmentcs fany type) Drodublng no current income?. . . . . . .t
Line 72 Investments (any type) worth 1/2 or less of criginal basis?. .2
Line 73 Securities on margin?. A . 2
Lina 74 Warrants outs, calls, options, Futurcs snorL aalcs° ..
Line 75 Stocks ratad Speculative Grade or B- or less . . . . . . . . .
Line 78 DQ”UVWLlES not publicly traded .. .. S, . 2D
Line2 77 Municipal oonds or similar Tax-sxampt DGCuVWCies vielding less?.>
Line 73 Stock in which officer, Girector, trustae owns 10% of shares? D
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Local Economic Development Funders and CBOs

.51 6 1{Mayor's Oliice of Ch 2|Ella Hilt Hulch Communily Cenle{ 1995] _ 300,000| 2] _ 150,000[99 I IR !
58 6 | [Mayor's Office of Ch 45|Filipino American Council of SF | 1995 25,000 2 mw.wm.m m\mmmmo.:m_ clerical training _— 1 !

59 6 t|Mayor’s Office of Ch{  46/Community Education Service | 1995 150,000{ 2 75,000 Pre-employment training ! !

.. 60 7 1{Mayor’s Office of Co{ __ 47| Tides Foundation/Garden Project] 1995 54,000 1| 54,000{Crealion thru establishment of urban marke! gardens. ) 8 4
61 7| t|Mayors Office of Co| _ 48/Waiden House 1995 40,000] t| __ 40,0001Job creation through expansion of printing enterprise 8 4

62 7 1{Mayor's Office of Coj __49|Golden Gale Communily Center | 1995| ~ 40,000| _ 1| 40,000|Job creation to expand printed apparel enlerprise _ 8 4
S8 7 ¥|Mayore Office of Coj  50iSell Help forthe Eldedty ___|1995]  21,000( 1} 21,000 Job creation for continuation of lravel services for seniors [ "6l 4
64 7 1Mayor's Office of Col _27{Women's Initialive for Self-Emplc( 1995 _ 115,000| 1| 115,000|Business slart-up assistance for low/moderate incore wome 4 2
_.65) 7] 1|Mayors Officeol Co{ 51|Wu Yee Cl dren's Service 1995] 84,000 1]  84,000|Business start-up assistance for persons intending lo operat{ 1 2
6g) 7 !\Mayor's Office o Cof __ 82|Career Resources Development { 1995| 1350001 1|  135,000/99 8 2

. 67} 7 t|Mayor’s Cifice of Co[  19{SF Renaissar 1995) _ 183,500 1| _ 183.500{Business starl-up lraining for low/moderate income persons 8 2
.68 7| 1MayorsOficeof Col  _53|Enterprise Zone Administration | 1995 130,000 1]~ 130.000/99 8 3
69 7t 1[Mayor's Otfice ol Co 54|Center for Southeas| Asian Refug 1995 110,100y __1f 110,100|Bussiness start-up assislance .5 2
70, 7 1|Mayor's Office of Cof _ _ 55|South of Marke! Foundation 11995 __ 35.000{ __ 1| __35.000|Loan packaging and lechnical assislance lo small business | 3 3

S 7p . 1|Mayors Oflice of Cof __56]Urban Economic Development C{ 1995| __211,300(__ [ 211,300]Loan packaging and lechnical assistance o small business 8 3
72 7 i 1{Mayor’s Ollice of Co{ 57| Asian Inc, 1995 255,300( _1]_ 255,300{Loan packaging and lechnical assistance lo small business 8 3

& 7 1|Mayor's Office of Cof ___ 58 Mission Economic Development {1995]  241.750| 1] __241,750|L.oan packaging and technical assistance to small business 8 3

74 7 }|Mayor's Office of Col ___ 59| African Immigrant & Relugee Req 1995| _ 46.600( 1| 46.600|Employment services for Ethiopian refugees - LA DS

75 14 I[Mayor's Oflice of Coj 1 |Central City Hospilalily House 11995 48416 1] _ 48.416|Employment services for homeless youth A !

76 ? !|Mavor's Office of Cof _ 60|Charity Cultural Services Cenler | 1995~ 55,000( _ 1| 55,000|Employment training - cooking and bartending A

7 7 1iMayor's Office of Col 61| Chinalown Youth Ametican Cook| 1995| 50,000 1| __50,000|Empioyment iraining for cooks 1
—.reb 7 !MayorsOflice of Col _ 62|Chinalown Youth Cenler ____ |1995|  37.676| 1|  37,676|Placement services for Asian youth !
90 7 f{Mayor’s Office of Co| __ 63|Chinese Newcomer's Service Ce{ 1995] _ 30,927| 1|  30.927|Placerment services for language-limited immigrants !

Bo 7 1\Mayor's Office of Col 64| Chinese for Aflirmative Action _ | 1995| _ 67.244| 1| _ 67,244|Placeient service for Asiansiwomen in trade occupalions _ !

81 7 ___}|Mayor’s Office ol Co| _46(Filipino American Council _ [1995|  50.000| 1 i ino immigrants 1

L .82p . .. 1]Mayor's Oltice of Co 45|Horizons Unlimited 1995  61,326] 1 Em nent for youth and young adults 1
. 87 __1|MaycrsOflice of Cof __65(Ingleside Communily Center | 1995 68,5001 _M_. Employment services lor youlh and young adults _ !
_..84 7] 1MayorsOflice of Col __66(Korean Center 1995 _1|.._.73.000|Job training for at-risk youth R !
CLBS | _1]Mayor's Office of Co 110/Mayor’s Office of Children, Youthf 1995 . ]__110.094]Placement services in privale seclot for youths — !
L 06l 7. ) Mayors Oflice of Cof | 67|Mission tiiingHall 1995 _1y.. 118,738)Job development and placement services [ _ 71 1
LB ] .. )|Mayor's Office of Cof  68|Mission Language and Vocaliong 1995 _ 1} .214,1091Clerical and ESL training fot Hispanics - 7 !
88 ] .. B91Mutual Assistance Associalion C4 1995 V| 28.340|Employment placement service for refugee and immigrant yq _ 5 !

__ .89 7 __ 1|Mayor's Oflice of Co 70[Northern Calilornia Service Leagq 1995 __4 68,000|Macement service lor wellare recipienls 3 1
. 7 1}Mayor's Olfice of Co{ ____36{Ocean, Merced, Ingleside Comm| 1995 1 35,000|Placement service for OMI residents 3 1
21 P ___1{Mayor’s Citice of Co 52|Career Resources Development | 1995 1] __102,842|Workplace literacy and training for limited English-speaking. 5 1
.92 7 1{Mayor's Oltice of Co| 72{Posilive Aesource of The AIDSMH 1995 1 20,000{Employment services for persons with AIDS/MIV 8 1
.93 7 1[Mayor's Oftice of Co 73|Potrero Hilt Community Developr] 1995 1 32,000{Job retention and employment services 8 i
94 7 .. ||Mayor’s Olfice of Co 74|Renaissance Parents of Success| 1995 1] __ 51,046 Supportive services lor persons in training i i
L9857 1[Mayor's Office of Col _ 74|West Bay Pilipino Multi-Service § 1995 1 50,000| Employment service lor Filipino youths 7 i
_96) 7 t|Mayor's Office of Co 75| Young Communily Developers | 1995 1 25,375| Conslruction apprenliceship lraining for at-risk youths 1 1
-9 L7 . }{Mayor’s Oflice of Col ___76|Community Qutreach Pre:Enterp| 1995 .1} 85,000iCentralized outreach and assesment services for SEED prog 8 3
M|y |Mayors Office of Cof _ 77|Fresh Start FarmsIne. | 1995 -.1]...-54.000{ Job n thru establishment of garden enterpri 8 2

0 54 1}Mayo:’s Oftice of Co| __13|Asian Neighborhood Design __ | 1935 _1}__21,000/Plan lo leverage construction dollars to creale jobs 7 6
Rl 4 Mayor's Ctlice ol Co 52|Career Resources Development | 1995 ___M___20,000iPlan to design training program lor homeless to work al NP( 2 6
o1 7 Mayor's Office of Co{ ___78|Child Care Law Cenler 1995 __1___20,000(Plan o develop ED models for child care services 1 6
02 7 Mayar's Office of Cof ___15|Children’s Council of SE__ | 1995 1| -_22.000j Tecnical assistance o child care providers 4 ¢
LA R Mayor's Olfice of Cof 25| Community Housing Partnership Feasitility for projects to employ the homeless 2 &
L] B |Mayor's Cflice of Cof __80|National Foundation lor Teaching Consortium development of youlh entrepreneurship program Ve ne 6
105 7 Mayor’s Office of Col 81|North of Market Planning Coalitio| 1 Plan to establish ED corporation 8 6
106 . Mayor's Office of Co| ___ 19|SF Renaissance ! Study of long-term impac! of sell-employment services forlol 3| 6
107 7 Mayor's Office of Cof 55| Souith of Market Foundation - Study | approptiate space for business incubator in SO 8 5
o8f 7 Mayor's Office of Co| ___82|Uprising Commundly Plus/BVHP. - Plan 1o wdentily feasible ED projects in BV/HP 7 8
109 7 Mayor’s Office ol Col _83(South of Markel Hiring Hall 1995|  229,506| 1} _ 229,506|Operation 8 7
AL 4 Mayor's Office ol Col 55| South of Marke! Foundalion 1995| 193,183 1] _193,183|l.can packaging and business lechnical assistance 8 7
" 7 Mayor's Otfice of Co 56]Urban Economic Development Cy 1995  174,167] 1} _ 174,167|Loan packaging and business technical assistance 8 7
112 7 Mayor's Oifice ol Co{  19|SF Renaissance 1995 35,875 1]  35875|Loan packaging and business technical assistance 8 7
113 7 Mayor's Office of Co 27|Women’s Inilialive lor Self-Empld 1995 28,775 1 28,775]Loan packaging and business technical assistance 8 7
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L.ocal Economic Development Punders and CBOs

Private Industry Coul 125(QJT Paoal, Adult 11995| 225,000 9 6

Private Industry Coul 125|IR Pool, Youth 1995| 125,000 10 8

Private Industry Coul 125|0JT Pool, Youlh 1995 70,000 10 6

Private Industry Cou| __ 125|NCOA Join! Project, Older 1995 41,861 14 8

Private indusiry Cou| _ 126|STEP SFUSD "SYS* 1995 35848 10 8

Private Industry Cou[  126[STEP PIC "SYS" Menlors 1995 32,887 10 8

Private Industry Cou 99|Assessment Cenler 1995| 134,236 iS5 9

SF Redevelopment 4 99|Employment Developmenl Prog4 1995 886,000 1 3 !

SF Nedevelopment 4 __ 89]Business Developmen! Programq 1995| 682,000 2 2

SF Dept of Social S¢ 15[Children’s Council of SF 1995| 2,209,244 s < I

SF Dept of Social Sq___127|EDD : 1995 87,000} - 3 ]

!|SF Deplof Social Sq___ 128/ SFUSD R 1995] 75200 ™= PO [N | I

SE Deptof Social ¢ __123SF Educ Services _| 1995 35000 et e e e e [0 jpea

.. 1|SF Deplol Social 4 24|Cily College of SF ] 1995 160,000 - 3 !

1[SF Depl of Social S¢ Lile Skills o |1995|_ 51250 W A

1|SF Deptof Social 8¢ _99|Ancllary __ |1995| 242,756 SN [ S R

1|SF Deptof Socialt S 130|TAPP Cal-Learn ~ ]1995] 251,900 I | (-

Past 18| |[SFDeplofSocialSq _ 99INET__ ... |1995 e 2 !
246 18 1|SF Dept of Social Sq 99|GATES 1995 3 1
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