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Executive Summary 
This report is an evaluation for the San Francisco Department of the Environment (SF 
Environment) Environmental Justice (EJ) Grant Program to measure the successes and 
challenges and to accumulate the effect that grants awarded during the period 2001 to 2005 
had on the Bayview Hunters Point & Potrero Hill communities. These 25 awards had a 
combined total value of $9.044M (with a total spent of $7,807,589) and were made to 22 
grant recipients serving the Bayview, Hunters Point and Potrero Hill communities. A list of 
the 25 EJ grant awards covered in this report is provided in Appendix 1. 

The scope of work for the independent grant program audit consisted of a programmatic 
evaluation in the areas of goals, outcomes, and short-term and long-term impacts. The audit 
answered the following questions: 

• Did the grant recipients meet the proposed objectives, as identified in the contract work 
plans? Out of the 22 grantees reviewed, 13 met all or most of their objectives and 7 
met some of their objectives. There were 2 capital improvement projects that 
engaged in programmatic and design services, but were unable to proceed to the 
construction stage of their project. Grant awards for these 2 capital improvement 
projects were terminated without any construction and remaining grant funds 
reverted back to SF Environment. 

• Did the recipients leverage the EJ grant funds to obtain additional funding support for the 
project? 15 recipients leveraged additional funding to support their work. 

• What were the short-term and long-term impacts of the projects funded by the EJ grants: 
Impacts on the Southeast community? Participants? Public? 12 projects continue to 
exist in the BVHP&PH communities while 10 no longer operate. 15 are still 
positively impacting the communities after their grant terms (12 are still operating 
projects and 3 installed components that are still operational): 

Tens of thousands of people have been served throughout the communities. 
Grantees were involved in the closing of the Hunters Point Power Plant, have raised 
awareness of Environmental Justice issues, and provided the community with 
educational and catalytic tools for positive change. 

$ Spent $7,807,589 
People Served > 10,000 
People Employed 340 
Youth Employed 41 
Training Received 65,111 hrs 
Pollution Prevention 71 Air Filters Installed 
Energy Conservation 1,720,912.8 kWh of electricity were saved 
Renewable Energy 40 solar units installed, 64.61 kWh total installed capacity 

Outreach & Advocacy Closing of power plant, public education and mobilization, and 
awareness regarding community issues 

Food Security 588,808 lbs of food distributed 
Economic Development 
& Infrastructure Site control and plans for construction of one project 
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Introduction 
In 1998, the State of California appropriated 
$13M in funding to the City and County of San 
Francisco (CCSF) to mitigate community 
issues and environmental impacts associated 
with the sale and possible expansion of the 
Potrero Power Plant and for infrastructure 
associated with the shutdown of the Hunters 
Point Power Plant. These State funds were 
initially under the administration of the 
Mayor’s Office of Economic Development 
(FY 1999–2000) and then were subsequently 
transferred to the San Francisco Department of 
the Environment (SF Environment) for 
development and funding of an Environmental 
Justice (EJ) grant program serving the 
Bayview Hunters Point and Potrero Hill 
communities of San Francisco. 

This report is an evaluation of the outcomes 
and accomplishments of SF Environment’s EJ 
grant program, focusing on measurable 
outcomes of 25 EJ grant awards to 22 
recipients and examining the overall benefits 
that the 25 grant awards have had on the 
Bayview Hunters Point and Potrero Hill 
communities. 

The scope of work for the independent grant 
program audit (the audit) conducted by 
TechLaw, Inc. consisted of evaluation tool 
development and programmatic evaluation in 
the areas of goals, outcomes, and short-term 
and long-term impacts. The task of the audit 
was to accomplish the following: 

• Develop evaluation tools and 
instruments to identify outcomes and 
accomplishments of the EJ grant 
program, covering 25 grants awarded 
between 2001 and 2005. Specifically, 
the following questions were 
addressed: 
o Did the grant recipients meet the 

proposed objectives, as identified 
in the contract work plans? 

o How many people were employed 
with the EJ grant funds? How 
many youth (ages 14–24) were 
employed? 

o How many people of the Southeast 
community were served with the EJ 
grant funds? 

o Did the recipients leverage the EJ 
grant funds to obtain additional 
funding support for the project? Do 
the projects continue to exist and 
serve the Southeast Community? 

o What were the short-term and long-
term impacts of the projects funded 
by the EJ grants: Impacts on the 
Southeast community? Participants? 
Public? 

• Conduct on-site interviews with 22 
current and former CBOs and 
contractors 

• Gather information on over-all grant 
administration and opportunities to 
further develop the grant program 
through technical assistance specifically 
to SF Environment. 

This scope of the work did not include a 
financial evaluation or accounting audit of the 
EJ grantees. No discussions of the financial 
audits are included in this evaluation report. 
Additionally, it should be clear that this is not a 
program audit of the entire Department of the 
Environment, but solely the EJ grant program. 
The audit focused on review of reported 
program data, information in SF Environment 
files, and supporting documentation. 

As part of the evaluation services, TechLaw will 
also provide technical assistance to SF 
Environment staff who are involved with EJ 
grant management, helping them to improve 
their grant evaluation and monitoring system. 
Information from the evaluation tool regarding 
grant management will be presented to SF 
Environment staff as part of this technical 
assistance component. 
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History of EJ Grant Program and 
Priority Areas for Funding 
In the fall of 1999, the SF Commission on the 
Environment—which is the appointed body 
that sets policy for the Department of the 
Environment for the City and County of San 
Francisco (SF Environment), and advises the 
Mayor and Board of Supervisors on 
environmental matters—established a program 
for the disbursement of these State funds and 
earmarked the $13M for projects and programs 
serving the Bayview, Hunters Point, and 
Potrero Hill communities of San Francisco. 
Based on a public process, it was concluded 
that the most appropriate means of 
disbursement of funds to the communities was 
through the creation and operation of the EJ 
grant program. An Environmental Health and 
Energy Ad Hoc Committee of the Commission 
on the Environment, composed of Commission 
members, was established to develop an 
application process for the EJ grant program. 
The Committee sought input from the public, 
City officials, nonprofit organizations, and 
foundations. They held five public meetings, 
including two in the Bayview, Hunters Point, 
and Potrero Hill communities. 

The meetings in the communities were held on 
October 3, 2000, at Twenty First Century School 
in Bayview, and October 4, 2000, at the Potrero 
Hill Neighborhood House. It is unclear how 
many people attended these two meetings in the 
community, but 30 people made comments on 
the record about how they wanted the grant 
money to be used. This Committee process took 
approximately one year and SF Environment 
commenced the EJ Grant Program in 2001. 
Minutes from the public process are included in 
Appendix 2. 

Priority areas are a subset of the overall SF 
Environment goal of promoting Environmental 
Justice. Since 2003, the primary focus of the EJ 
grant program has been on energy and air quality. 
To clarify the types of projects eligible for 
funding under the broad category of 
Environmental Justice, various examples of types 
of projects are shown in the chart below. Priority 
areas have been refined through the years, under 
the direction of the Commission on the 
Environment, which hold public meetings 
regularly. 
 

Figure 1: Timeline of EJ Grant Priority Areas

SF Environment EJ Grant Program Priority Areas and 
Project Examples 

2001-2 
 

• Environmental 
Justice 

• Environmental 
Health 

• Energy and 
Climate Change 

2002-3 
Food Security 

 
Also eligible: 
• Air Quality, 

Water Quality  
• Environmental 

Health 
• Energy and 

Climate Change  
• Economic 

Development 

2003-4 
Air Quality 

 
Also eligible: 
• Water Quality 
• Environmental 

Health 
• Energy and 

Climate Change 
• Economic 

Development 

2004-5 
 “Southeast 

Community Clean 
Air Program” 

 
Examples: 
• Energy 

Efficiency 
• Toxic Air 

Contamination 
Reduction 

• Diesel Pollution 
Reduction 

• Job Training in 
above areas 

• Planting and 
maintenance of 
trees 

2005-6 
 “Southeast 

Community Clean 
Air Program” 

 
Examples: 
• Reduce 

electricity 
demand and use 
of fossil fuel 

• Support indoor 
and outdoor air 
quality 

• Build community 
capacity to 
address air 
quality issues 
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EJ Grant Process 
Beginning in 2001, and each consecutive year, 
SF Environment EJ Grant Program has released 
Grant Solicitation Announcements. There is 
currently one funding cycle per year. Typically, 
the EJ Grant Program announcements and 
Requests for Proposals (RFPs) are issued in the 
fall and the grant awards are made in the 
following year, in the spring. 
Based on the written proposals and 
interviews with grant applicants, the EJ 
grant program makes funding 
recommendations to the Executive Director 
of SF Environment and then to the 
Commission on the Environment. During 
the first funding cycle, when over $8M in 
grants were awarded, the funding decision 
was also approved at a public meeting by 
the Finance Committee of the Board of 
Supervisors. This funding decision is now 
made by the Executive Director of SF 
Environment and the Commission.  

Audit Methodology 
To extract data and view points from both the 
grantor and the grantee in an objective manner, 
an evaluation tool (Appendix 3) was developed 
and administered to SF Environment as well as 
the grantees. The goal was for the evaluation 
tool to capture the results of the program, and 
the strengths and weaknesses in the 
administration as use for technical assistance 
to SF Environment. SF Environment EJ 
Grant Program staff responded to the 
questions based on their files and 
documents obtained from grantees which 
included work plans, quarterly and final 
reports. Their supporting documentation 
was mostly generated from the grantees. By 
having the staff answer questions instead of the 
auditor blindly reviewing the files, the audit 
was able to go deeper into context with each 
grant. The audit process was also an evaluation 
tool in itself as it allowed SF Environment EJ 
Grant Program staff an opportunity to discover 
strengths and weaknesses in the grant process 
through reviewing the history of the program 
and each grant. 

The evaluation tool was developed based on a 
program evaluation model that examines the 

work in stages; assessment, planning, 
implementation, evaluation, looking forward, 
overall performance, and grant administration. The 
tool was designed in accordance with processes of 
the social work profession, which provide the most 
clear practical tools to address the scope of the 
work. Social work methods address program 
administration, community interventions, and 
environmental justice while laying out clear 
models for evidence based and best practice. The 
sections of the tool were laid out using an 
evidence based model for successful practice 
implementing programs and working in 
communities. The stages of practice are as 
follows: assessment, intervention, review, 
termination, and evaluation.i This enabled SF 
Environment EJ Grant Program and the grantees 
to break down their programs into stages, as a 
more manageable method for evaluation and 
reflection.  

A description of the relevance of each section of the 
evaluation tool follows: 

1. The assessment section was intended to 
recognize within the EJ grant program how the 
needs of the Bayview, Hunters Point, and 
Potrero Hill communities were determined and 
whether the community was continuously 
included in the process. “Assessment involves 
gathering information and forming a picture of 
what the problems are, what strengths can be 
drawn upon, what needs to be done, and so on. 
It is the beginning stage because it is on the 
basis of this assessment that future work will be 
undertaken. It is important to note that 
assessment is not simply about gathering 
information, nor is it simply about identifying 
needs or what services should be provided. 
Assessment is a holistic process that involves 
gaining an overview of the situation.”ii The US 
EPA describes successful public participation 
programs in environmental justice as having a 
feedback loop. This means there is a dialogue, 
not a monologue, with the community. 
Community involvement and participation is a 
cornerstone of environmental justice, and to 
accurately assess the community’s needs and 
strengths is one of the first steps. The EPA 
Public Involvement Policy outlines helpful 
tools in assessment of an EJ community.iii 
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2. Program planning questions were intended 
to identify how goals, objectives, and 
implementation work plans were developed to 
address the Bayview, Hunters Point, and 
Potrero Hill needs. Program planning is the 
opportunity to set goals and plan for tasks to 
accomplish those goals. It allows for an 
articulation of the intent and facilitates 
opportunities to evaluate the work and alter 
the implementation work plan, if necessary. 
Program planning in an environmental justice 
context requires planning and budgeting for 
community involvement. The EPA provides 
guidelines on identifying and involving 
stakeholders, including providing technical 
assistance to communities to facilitate their 
involvement.iv TechLaw, Inc. staff considered 
the realistic capacity of each program in 
involving the community in decision-making 
and planning. The intent is not to belabor 
decision-making processes or create figure-
head community participants, but to help 
facilitate tools for meaningful contributions 
from stakeholders, while maintaining respect 
and realistic expectations for grantee 
resources. 

3. Program implementation describes how the 
program was carried out and how the grantee 
responded to the identified problems in a 
positive and constructive wayv. We should 
think about implementation as an action built 
upon the planning phase. There are many types 
of implementation and no single correct one—
programs may seek capacity building, to 
educate community members, or to provide a 
service. The important thing is that this stage 
must be one of partnership—of doing things 
with people, rather than to them.vi There can 
often be a distinction between what work was 
intended to be done and what was actually 
done. By isolating implementation as a stage, 
there is an opportunity through evaluation to 
look at why or why not the program followed 
the work plan, and how the work plan could 
be adjusted for more successful 
implementation. For example, if an initiative 
set a goal of 100 attendees at a particular 
community meeting and planned to outreach 
door-to-door to 200 people, but only 
contacted 150, then a change in program 

implementation may be needed. Evaluation of 
program implementation allows for a 
determination of what factors affected the 
deviation from the work plan, and how they can 
be controlled for in the future as part of 
program implementation? 

4. The evaluation questions identify how 
outcomes of the EJ grant program in the 
Bayview, Hunters Point, and Potrero Hill 
communities were measured. As a steward 
of public resources an effective grantee or 
grantor uses evaluation to measure 
outcomes and public participation. 
Although the documentation of specific 
activities related to grant money was 
required in the EJ grant program, a 
program evaluation is necessary to 
optimize effectiveness and the growth of 
the organization. “The contribution that 
programs can make to their communities is 
enhanced the more that program 
professionals take advantage of insights 
and the lessons learned that come from 
evaluation research.”vii Continuing with the 
previous example, let us say that 200 
people were reached, but only 50 attended 
the meeting. Program evaluation can be a 
tool to discern why the goal was not 
reached and what can be done in the future 
to meet goals. Should outreach have been 
performed to 400 people? Was door-to-
door the best method? Should materials 
have been published in another language? 
Evaluation should also contain an 
examination of the involvement of the 
community in decision-making. The EPA 
provides a checklist to guide EJ programs 
through this phase.viii Evaluation is a 
constructive way to remain accountable to 
the community, to funders, and to the vision 
of the project by examining and refining to 
make the program the best it can be. 

5. Looking forward/sustainability describes 
future plans and opportunities for 
sustainability, lessons learned to better meet 
the needs of the Southeast Community, and 
immediate needs or opportunities for the 
organization. We also attempt here to 
discover the broader impacts that the work 
may have had outside of the Bayview, 
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Hunters Point, and Potrero Hill 
communities. Were there broad 
ramifications for the environmental 
justice community? This section builds on 
the evaluation questions to provide an 
opportunity for a cyclical analysis of the 
programs to capitalize on success and 
plan for obstacles. This section asked 
what other grants monies were leveraged 
by the project, not to account for funding, 
but to identify the sustainability of 
programs and enable administrators to 
highlight the resonance of their work. 

6. Overall performance was an opportunity 
for processing and to bring together 
lessons learned from each grant program 
in its entirety—to look at all of the phases 
together and think about the whole. This 
section was evaluated in terms of the 
responsiveness of the grant program to 
the EJ needs of the Southeast Community 
in avoiding or minimizing 
disproportionately high and adverse 
human health or environmental effects, 
access to health care, including social, 
cultural, and economic effects on 
minority populations and low-income 
populations.  

7. Finally, as part of the development of a 
continuous self improvement process, 
both grantors and grantees were queried 
about the successes and suggested 
improvements to the overall grant 
process. It was important for grantees to 
have a formal opportunity to praise or 
constructively criticize SF Environment 
EJ Grant Program’s administration of the 
EJ grant program. It was just as vital for 
SF Environment EJ Grant Program to 
have the opportunity to critically reflect 
on how they might be able to improve the 
process or the administration. It was also 
an opportunity to look at the larger city 
administration of grants and SF 
Environment EJ Grant Program’s role 
within that context. The results of this 
section will be used in the technical 
assistance component of the audit. 

By having the grantor and grantee answer the 
same questions for each grant, the evaluation 

tool enabled clear results to be highlighted and for 
differences in opinion, reporting, and interpretation 
to be flushed out. The auditors did not take the 
role of checking up on the truthfulness of any 
reporting, but did inform both parties that the other 
would answer the same questions and supporting 
documentation reviewed where available. We 
sought to discover clarity of process. It is 
important to pay attention to process and outcomes 
in program evaluations—to establishing why 
implementations work, not only if.ix The goal was 
to provide through this report additional evaluation 
tools to be used by the SF Environment EJ Grant 
Program to improve their grant administration and 
implementation process. 

The original goal was for each questionnaire to 
be completed via face to face interview after 
prior notice and receipt of the evaluation 
questionnaire by each party. This enabled each 
respondent to review the questions and answer 
them as best as possible before walking the 
interviewer through the project and supporting 
documentation. Groups with strengths in telling 
their story could convey their project verbally, 
while others could be very detailed in writing and 
walk the interviewer through their responses. 
Interviews also provide an opportunity for a site 
visit by the auditor to learn about the culture and 
practice of the program, to establish rapport and 
trust with interviewees, and to more wholly 
evaluate the impacts in the community. 

The total response rate from the grantees was 
73 percent. One of the non-responsive grantees 
was an organization that has closed due to 
funding constraints. A letter explaining the audit 
and a copy of the questionnaire was sent to each 
grantee in September 2005. Within the following 
weeks, a follow-up call was made to schedule an 
interview. Our goal as auditors was to respect the 
needs of grantees by being as flexible as possible 
in making contact. A TechLaw interviewer met 
with grantees twice weekly to review responses 
to the questionnaire grant by grant. Some 
grantees were able to immediately respond to the 
request for a meeting, while others had difficulty 
completing the questions or scheduling an 
interview due to resource constraints, short-
staffing, and extremely busy schedules. Each 
grantee received at least three follow-up calls to 
attempt to schedule an interview. Each call was 
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documented by the auditors on a spreadsheet to 
track the progress of the responses. Although 
the intent was to have each questionnaire 
completed via face to face interview, time and 
budget limitations compounded by 
unresponsiveness from several grantees resulted 
in some surveys being completed via phone or 
independently by the grantee. The auditors had 
access to SF Environment EJ Grant Program 
files which included quarterly and final reports 
from each grantee. All files were reviewed and 
in cases where no response was received from 
grantees, their reports to SF Environment EJ 
Grant Program were used as a guide to 
determine practices and the auditors were able 
to review any additional supporting 
documentation. 

The response rate from SF Environment EJ 
Grant Program was 100 percent. The 
auditors met weekly with SF Environment EJ 
Grant Program staff to review responses to the 
questionnaires grant by grant. This process was 
easier than the meetings with the grantees as SF 
Environment EJ Grant Program staff became 
accustomed to the questionnaire and had the 
staff time to commit to the responses. 

Parties were asked to use their supporting 
documentation as a reference and provide it to 
the interviewer for each relevant question. 
Supporting documentation could include 
anything: mailing lists, summaries of surveys, 
newspaper reports, interviews, sign-in sheets, 
meeting minutes, reports, photographs, etc. 

Supporting documentation was provided 
and reviewed from 8 of the grantees. 
Documents included sign-in sheets, photos of 
completed projects, questionnaires, flyers, 
community plans, correspondence, surveys, 
minutes, technical assistance documents, pre 
and post tests, websites, and tours of project 
sites. 

The remaining respondents who did not 
provide supporting documentation were groups 
with which auditors had trouble scheduling 
interviews. Time and resource constraints 
forbid the auditors from continued outreach 
beyond three follow-up phone calls. In these 
instances, their case files and reports were used 
in lieu of the documentation, and their 

responses compared to that of the SF 
Environment EJ Grant Program staff. The 
auditors would have preferred that a greater 
number of grantees provided supporting 
documentation but when that was not possible, 
the auditors sought responses to the 
questionnaire via phone interview as the bare 
minimum. 

Gathering supporting documentation was seen as 
a necessary component of the process not so that 
the auditors could fact-check every reported 
outcome, but to capture the best practices or 
discrepancies in grantees’ and grantors’ record 
keeping and reporting. When a group was 
unable to provide discreet numbers for the 
amount of community residents served, further 
questioning did not attempt to nail down the 
discreet number, but to look at why it was so 
difficult to find. The questions were also used to 
evaluate each party’s outcomes and whether the 
responses matched. Both the grantor and the 
grantee were informed of this process. 

Upon completion of each questionnaire, one 
Tech Law Inc. staff person reviewed all of SF 
Environment EJ Grant Program’s responses, 
while another staff person reviewed the grantee 
responses. Each reviewer made notes for each 
grant and comments on responses. Each 
reviewer then wrote a synopsis of common 
themes in the responses. In the next step of the 
analysis, one reviewer laid the grantee response 
and SF Environment EJ Grant Program response 
for the coordinating grant side by side. A 
comparison between the two was then made. 
Analysis was made on whether or not the 
responses coincided, and if not, where and why 
they differed. This process achieved significant 
results in several ways: 

1) It showed places where SF Environment EJ 
Grant Program and the grantee had 
common understanding about the success 
or failure of a program, leading to 
opportunities to highlight best practice. 
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2) It showed the different viewpoints about 
why or why not a program may have been 
unsuccessful – often a grantee wished SF 
Environment EJ Grant Program had 
functioned differently in their role as 
grantor, and SF Environment EJ Grant 
Program thought the grantee fell short. 
This enabled the reviewer to pull out 
themes where misunderstanding takes 
place and create opportunities to improve 
the system of the grant program to try to 
prevent such discrepancies in the future. 

3) Rarely, but a few times, grantees and SF 
Environment EJ Grant Program reported 
different quantifiable results. When this 
was the case, the reviewer sought to 
discover why there was deviation in the 
reporting, and when possible, to identify 
the correct quantifiable result, although 
less attention was paid to the latter. 

When such discrepancies arose, the grantee’s 
final reports to SF Environment EJ Grant 
Program were used as a reference to attempt to 
glean the correct numbers. If no such 
conclusion could reasonably be come to, that 
response was left blank and not counted in the 
quantifiable analysis. All presumably correctly 
reported quantifiable results were placed in an 
excel spreadsheet. Some grant program results 
enabled very specific numbers to be reported 
(e.g., pounds of food distributed), while others 
reported such measures as “community wide.” 
This created some complication in summarizing 
results, but the reviewers made every attempt 
to be as specific as possible in reporting. 

Several times when this occurred, the result is 
reported as “greater than” the specifically 
reported numbers. It should be understood that 
TechLaw Inc. did not fact check each response 
beyond comparing grantor and grantee 
responses—it was taken on good faith that 
parties reported factually, and each respondent 
signed as to the truthfulness of their answers. 
Where grantees fit into two priority areas, their 
totals spent were reported 50 percent in each 
category so as to achieve an accurate grand 
total and approximate the funding designation. 
Detailed breakdowns from grantees were 
unavailable. 

The auditors reviewed grantee and SF 
Environment responses to the evaluation 
questionnaire, work plans, quarterly and final 
reports, and supporting documentation to 
determine these outcomes. The auditors sought a 
concurrence in responses and documentation 
that showed good record keeping, program 
administration, and accountability to the 
community. Supporting documentationx was a 
vital component in determining project success. 
Grantees were ranked according to 
successfully meeting their objectives, with “1” 
indicating few or no objectives met, “2” 
indicating some objectives met, and “3” 
indicating most or all objectives met. When a 
case arose where a grantee quantitatively met 
objectives in their work plan, but performed no 
service to the community (qualitatively), their 
project was rated as meeting few of their 
objectives. Where community involvement and 
organizing in an educational or catalytic 
capacity were the goals, this accomplishment 
rated as successfully meeting the objectives. The 
two grantees that met few or none of their 
objectives were both capital projects and had 
some component of community involvement 
that was effective. The groups that met some 
to all of their objectives engaged the 
community in a way that resulted in some 
benefit to the community beyond the grantee 
meeting the objective in their work plan. 

To solicit candid responses, the auditors 
guaranteed both SF Environment and grantees 
confidentiality throughout the process. As a 
result, this report does not identify which 
specific grantees did not meet their objectives. 
Rather, we are looking for a broad snapshot, a 
summation of success within the SF 
Environment EJ Grant Program. 

Projects were evaluated in terms of whether or 
not objectives were met. The auditors also 
conducted an analysis of why these objectives 
may or may not have been met and offered ideas 
to facilitate improvement of the overall grant 
program as part of the technical assistance 
component. When examining whether projects 
met objectives and successfully served the 
community, the auditors conducted a 
programmatic evaluation. 
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Findings and Conclusion 
Did the grant recipients meet the 
proposed objectives? 
Out of the 22 grantees reviewed, 13 met all or 
most of their objectives and 7 met some of 
their objectives. There were 2 capital 
improvement projects that engaged in 
programmatic and design services, but were 
unable to proceed to the construction stage of 
their project. Grant awards for these 2 capital 
improvement projects were terminated 
without any construction and remaining grant 
funds reverted back to SF Environment. Some 
grantees very clearly laid out steps to implement 
their projects and use their awarded funds. 
Others had a less planned out approach or a lack 
of documentation of their efforts. The auditors 
found that successful grantees had a concrete 
assessment process to identify the need, planned 
well for their work, tracked their implementation, 
evaluated the effectiveness of their program, and 
used their work to look for new opportunities. 
What follows is an analysis of these findings: 

Assessment 
Assessment is the practice of determining the 
needs and strengths within the specific 
community or population a program may 
seek to address. Lack of assessment wastes 
resources and results in lack of accountability 
to the community. Assessment, specifically in 
an Environmental Justice context, should 
include input from affected constituencies 
and reliable tools that help determine the 
root causes of Environmental Justice issues. 
SF Environment should require grantees to 
make community assessments. SF 
Environment should also publicly demonstrate 
its own ongoing assessment of the 
communities. Assessment tools (i.e., how the 
grantee plans to make an assessment) should 
be clearly laid out in grant applications and 
work plans. Even groups with demonstrated 
history and relationships in the community 
should exhibit their methodology for 
assessing needs and strengths and gathering 
community input. This includes a plan for 
ongoing assessmentxi to examine the 
progress of the project and evolving 
community needs and resources. 

Examples of assessment tools as used by 
grantees in the Bayview, Hunters Point, and 
Potrero Hill communities can and do include: 
• Gathering information about other EJ 

work being conducted in the 
community to find gaps in services or 
strengths in collaboration. 

• Conducting and referring to community 
assessment surveys and plans such as 
the Electricity Resource Plan 

• Receiving input from community 
advisory boards 

• Local unemployment rates 
• Asthma rates and air quality indicators 
• Utility rates 
• Toxic inventory 
• Referring to local experts – elected 

officials, community leaders, etcetera 
• Surveys of residents including students, 

business owners, elderly, etcetera 
Program Planning 
When planning how assessed issues will be 
addressed, it is important to distinguish goals 
and tasksxii and to plan for an evaluation of 
the work. Is the goal of the program to build 
organizational capacity? Educate the 
community? Complete an Economic 
Development and Infrastructure project? SF 
Environment must require grantees to 
conduct program planning to better meet 
goals and serve the community. SF 
Environment EJ Grant Program uses the 
work plan as a program planning tool. This 
may be the area where the grant process has 
the greatest strength. Tasks and deliverables 
are laid out in a timeline that also includes a 
budget. The work plan could be improved if 
it set out steps for assessment, planning, 
implementation, evaluation, etc. There should 
also be a final row that compiles the total 
accomplishments, both quantitative and 
qualitative, at the end of the grant. 

This stage requires program administrators 
and stakeholders to define the goals and 
determine if these goals are quantifiable or 
qualitative. Once the goals are defined, tasks 
should be outline as a virtual staircase to 
reach the goals. 
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Some steps in Program Planning as used in 
Bayview, Hunters Point, and Potrero Hill: 
• Identify the specific goals of the 

program (e.g., how many people do 
we want to reach?) and then detail 
the tasks that will lead to those goals 
(e.g., we will do door-to-door 
outreach to this number of 
households on this route). It is 
important to be clear about 
milestones and deliverables and how 
the program expects to reach those. 

• Identify technical resources and 
expertise (e.g., community residents, 
scientists, staff with grant admin 
experience, etc.) 

• Plan for projects using evidence 
based models. For example, in a 
Economic Development and 
Infrastructure project, look to 
examples in other cities or 
neighborhoods for ideas about cost 
estimates, materials, design, and 
timelines. 

• Distinguish between discrete 
numbers and continuous variables. 

• Plan for continued assessment that 
enable alteration of goals. 

• Identify tasks to be outsourced 
through collaborative efforts and 
where responsibility can be shared. 

Program Implementation 
This phase describes the steps taken to carry 
out the work.xiii Implementation is an action, 
such as an intervention. A program assesses 
the need, plans the work, and then implements 
that plan. Here we find the real meat of the 
work, and the activities often most visible to 
outside observers. Implementation can be the 
facilitation of community meetings, the 
distribution of food, installation of solar 
panels, and many other EJ activities. 

SF Environment EJ Grant Program’s 
work plan provides a medium for 
outlining implementation, and this again 
is a strength of that tool. By helping 
grantees to plan for tasks, once 
implementation starts, SF Environment 

EJ Grant Program should be able to take a 
more hands-off approach and enable 
grantees to forge ahead. Grantees can check 
in with SF Environment EJ Grant Program 
when tasks or milestones have been met or 
are delayed to give the status of the project. 

SF Environment EJ Grant Program would be 
well served to track successful and 
unsuccessful implementations for a 
historical record that can be used as a tool 
by present and future grantees. For example, 
“Grantee X found that it was not sufficient 
to translate materials into only English and 
Spanish—Mandarin is an emerging 
language in the community.” Or “Job-
training programs have found that it is 
helpful to have courses in job readiness and 
retention in addition to the specific trade.” 
This is also an important place to use 
documented best-practices from similar 
models which can be obtained through 
periodicals, internet references, and 
collaborations with other successful projects. 

There are many types of implementation and 
intervention within the Bayview, Hunters 
Point, and Potrero Hill grant program. Some 
successful program implementations were 
informative, that is the community gained 
information and resources that were 
unavailable before. Others were catalytic in 
that they gave community members a 
chance to be involved in decision-making 
processes and to have a voice in their 
community.xiv Some are more quantifiable—
the installation of air filters or solar panels 
or food distributed. Implementations can be 
multi-dimensional. For example, job programs 
that also provide education, training and 
environmental clean-up or neighborhood 
food security address many issues with one 
program. 

Several grantees had done assessments and 
planned for their work, but in the 
implementation stage, the projects fell 
through. Invariably, this was due to a lack of 
resources or technical expertise. Some 
organizations lost staff capacity, others did 
not have the accounting skills to manage the 
money. Successful implementation requires 
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the resources and flexibility to carry out 
the work plan. If an organization or program 
lacks those, then the work plan should be 
readjusted, rather than forging ahead 
without the tools to complete the work. 

Examples of successful implementations in 
the Bayview, Hunters Point, and Potrero Hill 
communities include the following: 
• Outreach and dissemination via 

flyers, website, phone system, etc. 
Outreach should give recognition 
that community members are over-
serviced and often have obstacles to 
participation (physical, economic, 
and cultural). 

• Collaborations to prevent overlap 
and competition of services and to 
encourage shared resources 

• Community meetings that provide 
childcare and food to participants 
have higher participation rates than 
those without 

• Successful implementation tracks 
participation. 

• Drop-in sites for residents 
• Translation of materials to ensure 

participation of multi-lingual 
community. 

• Local hiring 
• Job programs that provide employment 

skills workshops and job placement 
assistance and follow-up 

• Outreach to multiple stakeholders 
for support of projects 

Evaluation 
Evaluation is the process by which 
programs and practice must look back at 
the work and ask “What was effective? 
What was not? Why?”xv This stage is a 
fundamental part of good community 
practice both in determining the successes 
and weaknesses of programs and 
strategies,xvi and in maintaining 
accountability to the community and to 
funders. It is important to give a program 
enough time to be in place before 
conducting an evaluation.xvii This should be 
considered by SF Environment EJ Grant 

Program when outlining grant timelines. 
Grantees who conduct evaluations are 
accountable to the community whereas lack 
of evaluation leads to a lack of measurable 
results. 
The following are examples of program 
evaluation techniques in the Bayview, Hunters 
Point, and Potrero Hill communitiesxviii: 
• Pre and post education testing, for 

example, how successful was the 
dissemination of information? 

• Track how many people were reached 
and/or served.  
o Membership database 
o Sign-in sheets 
o Record how many people contacted 

via phone and face to face in 
organizing campaigns. 

o Number of surveys completed 
o Track membership levels and 

involvement 
• Quantify energy saving devices placed 

and energy saved 
• Test air quality and track asthma rates. 
• Record pounds of food distributed 
• Identify milestones (e.g., political results) 

and distinguish how those results were 
achieved (e.g., the number of people who 
attended community-wide meetings with 
decision-makers and how they found out 
about meetings—who recruited them?) 

• Pre and post examination of 
unemployment rates 

• Track voting patterns 
• Follow-up interviews/surveys with 

participants (e.g., to identify job retention 
and barriers to involvement) 

• Provide clear final tallies in grant reporting 
of people served—a summation of the 
qualitative and quantitative outcomes. 

• Identify the ability to leverage additional 
funding based on successes. 
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Looking Forward/Sustainability 
This step identifies what work needs to 
be done in the future to sustain effective 
implementations and address emerging or 
relevant issues. It is also vital to look at 
the sustainability of efforts and the 
impacts on the larger community. Grant 
programs should not create a dependency 
in a community where they cannot 
continue to thrive. An example of the 
need for sustainability is seen in food 
programs—rather than a one-time grant 
to feed a community, only to put the 
community back in crisis once the grant 
expires, programs and systems, including 
SF Environment EJ Grant Program, 
should seek long-term, sustainable 
solutions to address food insecurity. The 
long term impact on the community 
should always be examined. Programs 
that create permanent employment or 
relevant skill sets, or install devices that 
will save energy or filter the air for years 
to come have given the community 
something sustainable, and have truly 
met EJ goals. 

Grantees and grantor should ask the 
following questions: 
• What would you adjust in the 

assessment, program planning, 
implementation, or evaluation phase 
with hindsight? 

• Was this project intended to address 
a deep rooted problem in the 
community (e.g. high asthma rates 
due to the power plant) or a 
symptom of that problem (e.g. 
treating residents with asthma)? Was 
the work intended to create a 
sustainable solution? Will the 
benefits continue without the 
project? 

• What are new and emerging issues or 
strengths within the community that 
may affect your program in the 
future? 

• What are the funding opportunities 
and organizational capacity to handle 
those opportunities (i.e., 
administration staff, etc.)? 

• Was the program intended to be 
sustainable? Why or why not? 

Overall 
Grantees and SF Environment EJ Grant 
Program staff were all given the opportunity to 
rate the success of each program. Respondents 
were asked to rate their success on a scale of 1 
to 5 with 1 indicating that none of the grant 
goals were met, and 5 indicating all goals met. 
The results show an alignment in perception. 
The most frequent score out of 5 that SF 
Environment EJ Grant Program staff gave to 
grantees was 4, with 5 indicating all goals were 
met. The most frequent score grantees gave 
themselves was tied between a 4 and 5. 

These self-reported results show a concurrence 
between grantor and grantee about the positive 
impacts the EJ Grant Program has made in 
Bayview, Hunters Point, and Potrero Hill. 
Figure 2: Project Success Ratings 
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Number of People Served 
How many people in the Bayview, Hunters Point, and Potrero Hill communities were 
served with the EJ Grant Funds? How many people were employed? 
Quantifiable results are tallied into categories based on project type. Some grantees fall into more than 
one category, thus results may overlap. Where grantees fit into two project areas, their totals dollars 
spent were reported 50 percent in each category so as to achieve an accurate grand total and 
approximate the funding to designated project areas. The affected figures are marked with an asterisk. 
The reported figures are a summation of all the grants in each project area. 

Total 
A total of $7,807,589 has been spent out of the $13M. Programs have had effects community-wide, with 
tens of thousands of people reached. The funds have been used to employ a total of 340 people, 
including over 40 youth (includes part-time and temporary). 65,111 hours of training were received.  

$ Spent $7,807,589 
People Served > 10,000 
People Employed 340 
Youth Employed 41 
Training Received 65,111 hrs 
Pollution Prevention 71 Air Filters Installed 
Energy Conservation 1,720,912.8 kWh of electricity were saved 
Renewable Energy 40 solar units installed, 64.61 kWh total installed capacity 

Outreach & Advocacy Closing of power plant, public education and mobilization, and 
awareness regarding community issues 

Food Security 588,808 lbs of food distributed 
Economic Development 
& Infrastructure Site control and plans for construction of one project 

 

Pollution Prevention 
The pollution prevention programs funded by the SF Environment EJ Grant Program have totaled 
$60K. The programs reached 66 people. Eight community members were employed with an 
average of 25 percent of the grant funds expended on community employment. To improve indoor 
air quality, 71 air filters were installed. 

$ Spent People 
Served 

People 
Employed Youth Employed Pollution 

Prevention 

$60K 66 8 0 71 Air Filters 
Installed 

 

Energy Conservation and Efficiency 
The priority area of Energy Conservation and efficiency has received to date $1,785,691 in grant 
funds. With those funds, 11,075 people have been reached, and 20 community members were 
employed including 10 youth. 1,720,912.8 kWh of electricity were saved. 

$ Spent People 
Served 

People 
Employed 

Youth 
Employed Energy Conservation 

$1,785,691 11,075 20 10 1,720,912.8 kWh of 
electricity were saved 
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Renewable Energy Systems 
The grant program has spent $970,851.9 on renewable energy systems. Over 350 people were 
reached, 28K hours of training were received, 42 solar units were installed and 64.61 kWh 
capacity of energy saving devices in the forms of solar panels and photovoltaic systems were 
installed. 

$ Spent People 
Served 

People 
Employed 

Youth 
Employed Renewable Energy  

$970,851.9* 350 16 NR 

• 42 solar units 
installed 

• 64.61 kWh total 
installed capacity 

Outreach and Advocacy 
Outreach and advocacy efforts in Bayview, Hunters Point, and Potrero Hill have received 
$1,154,357 in grants from the SF Environment EJ Grant Program. With those funds, over 10,000 
people were reached, nearly 200 were employed and an estimated 1000 hours of training were 
received. 

$ Spent People 
Served 

People 
Employed 

Youth 
Employed Outreach and Advocacy 

$1,154,357 >10,000 200 NR 
Closing of power plant; 
public education and 

mobilization; & awareness 
re: community issues 

If Environmental Education programs are included in outreach and advocacy, an additional 
$561,261.5 was spent resulting in the education of over 1050 people, including 50 youth. 

$ Spent People Served Youth Served 
$466,515 1050 50 

Job Training and Job Placement 
Job training and placement programs (or grantees that incorporated those components into their 
programs), received $2,616,345 in funds. Over 110 people in the community were employed, 
including 31 youth, and over 64,200 hours of training were received. The duration of 
employment for most people is unclear. Some programs were a year in duration, others six months. 
Data on the longitudinal effects of the training programs is not readily available. 

$ Spent People 
Served 

People 
Employed Youth Employed Training 

Received 

$2,616,345* >1100 110 31 64,200 hrs 

Food Security 
Food security received a total of $227K in grant funds. Over 26,000 families were served by 
pantries, gardens, or nutrition training and over 588,808 pounds of food were distributed. 

$ Spent People 
Served 

People 
Employed 

Youth 
Employed Food Security 

$227,000* >26,000 39 31 588,808 pounds of 
food distributed 
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Economic Development and Infrastructure 
This project area was SF Environment EJ Grant Program’s most challenging. The grant program 
spent $383,829 on programs with economic development or infrastructure projects. The initial 
disbursement of funds was much greater, but as the projects stumbled, the balances were reverted 
back to SF Environment. These programs were difficult to tabulate because of disparate results and 
community processes up-front. Two of the projects (worth approximately $194,605) were 
unsuccessful in their ultimate goals, but met some of their outreach objectives throughout the 
grant cycle. One grantee will start construction in 2006 and their funding has been reinstated. 
The group with the most concrete success had limited technical expertise and exceeded their grant 
term limit but showed a commitment to a community process that ultimately led to their goal. The 
unsuccessful grantees broke down in one of the work stages—either they did not assess the 
community needs and interest accurately; did not do their homework on best practices and planning, 
or were waylaid by city bureaucracy during the implementation. This evidence points to community 
presence and commitment as the strongest indicators of success in economic development and 
infrastructure projects—the technical expertise can be learned if realistic timelines are planned for 
and grants awarded in phases. 

$ Spent People 
Served 

People 
Employed Youth Employed 

Economic 
Development & 
Infrastructure 

$383,829* 0-1000 NR NR 1 project pending 
construction 

  
Leveraging of Additional Funds 
Did the grant recipients leverage funds to support their projects? 
15 recipients leveraged additional funding to support their work. As this was not a financial audit 
and auditors did not have access to grantees’ financial documents, the amount of funds leveraged is not 
reportable. Several grantees reported that leveraging additional funds from SF Environment beyond the 
initial grant and from other city departments was overly challenging. This was reportedly due to 
extensive administrative requirements and SF Environment’s differing reporting requirements than other 
funders. Some grantees reported that it was difficult to leverage additional funds because the 
administrative requirements of the EJ Grant were so time consuming. 

Short and Long Term Impacts 
Do the projects continue to exist and serve the community? What were the short and 
long term impacts on the community, participants, and public? 
Twelve projects continue to exist in the Bayview, Hunters Point, and Potrero Hill communities, 
while 10 no longer operate. Many of the projects had long term, sustainable affects on the communities 
that included long term energy savings, healthy food programs, and political capacity in addition to the 
closure of the Hunters Point Power Plant. 

Of the programs and projects funded by the SF Environment EJ Grant Program, 15 are still positively 
impacting the communities (12 are still operating projects, and 3 installed components that are still 
operational). Some are individual impacts; others are far-reaching. These impacts range from the closure 
of the Hunters Point Power Plant, and working community gardens and food banks, to the continued 
operation of air filters and solar panels that provide energy savings to the neighborhoods. Additionally, 
educational and mobilization goals were met and more residents have opportunities to be involved in the 
environmental improvement of their communities. 
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Conclusion 
Because the different programs had such 
dissimilar measurable outcomes, a blanket 
statement regarding whether recipients met 
proposed objectives is difficult to make. Most 
of the grant recipients did meet their proposed 
objectives as defined in their approved SF 
Environment work plans—that is, well over 
half completed some or all of their objectives. 
Their contribution to the community has been 
significant. Even when grantees were ultimately 
unsuccessful in their final goals, they frequently 
engaged the community and raised awareness 
of EJ issues. 

 

Suggestions gathered from grantees for 
improvements in the SF Environment EJ Grant 
Program will be provided to SF Environment EJ 
Grant Program staff as part of the technical 
assistance component of the audit. Next steps 
will include further technical assistance from the 
auditors in the form of evaluation tools that can 
be implemented by SF Environment to strengthen 
the EJ Grant Program, grantee performance and 
accountability, and SF Environment EJ Grant 
Program’s relationship to grantees and the 
community. 
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