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SECTION I:
OVERVIEW OF COMMUNITY WORKING GROUP

Introduction to Berkeley Global Campus at Richmond Bay

On October 29, 2014, UC Berkeley Chancellor Nicholas Dirks unveiled his vision for the
Berkeley Global Campus at Richmond Bay (BGC) in an address to the Academic Senate. While
other internationally focused projects launched by universities have been located abroad, the
Chancellor's plan calls for the creation of a new research and action hub on University-owned
land in Richmond that can attract and engage an international coalition of academic
institutions, private sector, and community partners. Early discussions between the University
of California Berkeley (University) and universities outside the United States have centered on
research and education programs addressing complex global challenges, including: Climate
and Energy, Big Data, Precision Medicine, Public Health, and Global Governance.
Conversations with potential partners in the region have focused on a variety of educational,
public health, community outreach, labor, and transportation partnerships.

Commitment to Plan with and Support the Richmond Community

Although the research foci has changed, the Chancellor and Lawrence Berkeley National
Laboratory (LBNL) Director reiterated their commitment to the Richmond community, pledging
to plan with the community and to develop the BGC in a manner that will serve as a catalyst for
Richmond's South Shoreline. Through the Richmond Bay Specific Plan, the City of Richmond is
leading the way to improve infrastructure and enhance transportation, residential and
commercial development to ensure the BGC is part of a sustainable and vibrant community
that includes jobs, business opportunities and an array of recreation and social outlets.

A number of the recommendations in this report compliment strategies the City and other
public sector institutions have underway. The BGC Community Working Group (CWG) was
launched and supported in fulfillment of a Joint Statement of Commitment by the two leaders
to commit the University and the LBNL to joint planning with a diverse group of local
stakeholders to develop recommendations for benefits that could accrue to the Richmond
community through the new project.

Evolution and Progress of BGC Community Working Group

The University and the LBNL managed an open process to solicit nominations for the CWG.
More than 50 applications were received as community, business, and public sector
organizations selected leaders to represent their interests. With the intention to leverage an
inclusive, collaborative planning process to strengthen existing partnerships and establish new
relationships in Richmond, the University and LBNL Government and Community Relations
Offices sought the advice of respected community and public sector leaders before making
recommendations to the Chancellor and LBNL Director to invite a diverse set of community
stakeholders who would serve on the CWG.

CWG Recommendations Report: Draft Narrative 7
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Vision for Berkeley Global Campus at Richmond Bay

“We have the opportunity to become the first American university to establish an international campus in the
United States, right here in the East Bay. The BGC will bring together academic institutions, private sector
and community partners who will collaborate on research addressing complex global challenges... from
Climate Policy to Global Governance, from Big Data, to Precision Medicine, and Public Health.”

“One thing that has not changed is our commitment to the community. The University is committed to
working in partnership with the City of Richmond to ensure the success of the Richmond Bay Specific Plan
which will improve infrastructure, enhance transportation, residential and commercial development, ensuring
the BGC is part of a sustainable and vibrant community that includes jobs, business opportunities, and array
of recreation and social outlets.

--UC Berkeley Chancellor Nicholas B. Dirks

In response to community input, the initial group of CWG members was expanded to include
additional representatives from labor unions, community organizations, affordable housing,
and the neighborhood adjacent to the BGC. At present, the CWG has a total of 24 leaders,
including two non-voting representatives of the University and the LBNL. The CWG is co-
convened by a Community Co-Chair and the Government and Community Relations Directors
of the University and the LBNL. A full roster of the CWG is listed below.

BGC Community Working Group Roster

Member Name Organization Voting Category
Stanley Anderson* Richmond Neighborhood Coordinating Richmond Neighborhood
(replaced Donald Council Coordinating Council
Woodrow)

Diane Aranda The California Endowment Philanthropy

Jim Becker The Richmond Community Foundation Philanthropy

Susan Brady Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory UCB/LBNL Engaged
Scholarship/Research/Public
Service

Amanda Elliott Richmond Main Street Community-based non-profit

Greg Feere Contra Costa Building and Construction Labor

Trades Council

Jesus Felix Leadership Public School Youth

Jane Fishberg Rubicon Community-based non-profit

Roxanne Garza The California Endowment Philanthropy

(alternate)*

Joshua Genser Business owner Business

CWG Recommendations Report: Draft Narrative 2
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Tammeil Gilkerson

Contra Costa College

Contra Costa College

Margaret Hanlon-Gradie

Contra Costa Labor Council

Labor

Aram Hodess (alternate)*

Plumbers Local 159

Labor

Donnell Jones (replaced
Cristina Hernandez)

Contra Costa Interfaith Supporting
Community Organization

Faith-based Organizations

Norma LaBat* (alternate)

Eastshore; retired

BGC Adjacent Neighborhood
Seat

Bill Lindsay

City of Richmond

City of Richmond

Ruben Lizardo+

UC Berkeley

UCB/LBNL Local Community
Government Relations

Joel Mackey

West Contra Costa Education

Community-based non-profit

Edith Pastrano

Pullman Point; ACCE Community Organizer

BGC Adjacent Neighborhood
Seat

Kate Spohr

UC Berkeley

UCB/LBNL Engaged
Scholarship/Research/Public
Service

La Marla Stevens

US Department of Housing and Urban
Development

Housing/Displacement

Michael Strait+

Richmond community member/educator

Community Co-Convener

Armando Viramontes+

Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory

UCB/LBNL Local Community
Government Relations

Tamisha Walker

Safe Return Project

Community-based non-profit

Marcus Walton

West Contra Costa Unified School District

West Contra Costa Unified
School District

Kyra Worthy

4 Richmond

Business

+ Denotes non-voting members
* Denotes alternate or replacement

From September 2014 through September 2015, the CWG was staffed and facilitated by UC
Berkeley and the LBNL Government and Community Relations Offices. The CWG monthly
meetings are open to the public and held in the evenings at the site of the Berkeley Global
Campus (formerly the Richmond Field Station). The Chancellor’s Office provides notices of all
meetings and regular updates of the meeting outcomes via electronic newsletters that reach
over 600 recipients. Community interest in this process has been strong. The numbers of
participants at the monthly meetings are consistently around 75-100. Attendance at the
November 2015 Community Briefing and Open House, led by the CWG at the Richmond City
Civic Center, attracted more than 200 community and civic leaders.

Community Working Group Meetings and Attendance

Meeting Number of Meetings General Attendance
Community Working Group 12 40-130
Community Stakeholders Lunch 1 75
with Chancellor Dirks
CWG Community Briefing and 1 200
Open House

CWG Recommendations Report: Draft Narrative
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The materials and the decisions made at all CWG and subcommittee meetings are posted on
the Chancellor's Office website. The University and LBNL staff provide in-person updates on
the CWG process to community and civic organizations and local, state, and federal officials
upon request.

CWG Mission and Charter

The CWG's early efforts focused on establishing an effective working group process. Toward
this end, the CWG charged a subcommittee to developing a draft Mission and Charter that
outlined rules of engagement and decision-making and the process to develop
recommendations for five community benefit arenas: education, local hire, workforce
training, local procurement, and affordable housing. The Mission and Charter
Subcommittee recommended a priority focus on recommendations that lead to legally binding
agreements in these same arenas. The CWG Mission and Charter (attached in Appendix A1)
were adopted at the February 2015 CWG meeting.

In September 2015, as the CWG took up the task of developing and voting on
recommendations, MIG, Inc. — a nationally recognized process facilitation firm— worked with
the CWG to refine its decision making process. MIG was enlisted to strengthen the CWG
process and guide an accelerated recommendations development process. To that end, MIG
assembled a diverse team of expert process facilitators who have served the CWG ably by
ensuring effective and timely discussion and decision making.

Apart from adding sophisticated facilitation and documentation techniques, MIG also
recommended new decision-making and consensus-building tools. Equally important, in
recognition that full agreement of every recommendation might not be possible, MIG
developed a process for capturing minority opinion. To include a differing option in the
recommendations to the Chancellor and the LBNL Director, a CWG member need only draft
up their minority opinion and submit it to the CWG to be included with the majority opinion. In
at least one case, a community member was also invited to do so.

Structure of CWG Subcommittees

From the spring through the summer of 2015, the CWG shifted its focus towards launching
subcommittees to develop actionable recommendations in the five community benefit arenas.
CWG members felt it was important to build a foundation of common knowledge before
developing recommendations or taking votes on the recommendations. Therefore, CWG
member-led subcommittees were asked to undertake abbreviated landscape assessments to
develop presentations for the CWG that included:

e Baseline data on community conditions and desired results in each community
benefit arena;

e Local assets to build upon, including: policies, partnerships, program strategies, and
investments;

e Existing University and LBNL commitments and programmatic strategies;

e Recommendations submitted to the University and the LBNL to date; and,

e Relevant best practices research

CWG Recommendations Report: Draft Narrative 4
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The CWG members on each subcommittee had the option to enlist community and technical
expertise. Each subcommittee also benefitted from the involvement of University and LBNL
leadership and program managers who are currently engaged as partners or supporters of
programs and initiatives in Richmond that address the community conditions. Apart from the
two voting CWG members, the role of University and LBNL leaders in this process was to
provide information about campus-based efforts and to clarify policy and budget related
constraints that might be encountered.

The University and LBNL also requested that the CWG's subsequent efforts to develop
actionable recommendations build on local assets and a long history of collaboration between
the campus, LBNL and Richmond community. More specifically, in addition to identifying
University and LBNL commitments, the CWG was encouraged to develop recommendations
that align University and LBNL leadership and investments with public sector institutions’ equity
and opportunity-based policies and strategies; draw on existing campus and community
partnerships; and highlight specific roles and responsibilities for local partners in the
implementation of the recommendations.

A full roster of each Subcommittee is available in Appendix A2.

Subcommittee Number of Meetings

Mission Charter Subcommittee 4
Education Subcommittee 11
Housing and Displacement Subcommittee 5
Local Hire and Work Force Development Subcommittee 9
Procurement Subcommittee 11
CWG Process Schedule

A graphic representation of the CWG process schedule is included on the following page,
which outlines key CWG activities, meetings and milestones.

CWG Recommendations Report: Draft Narrative 5
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SECTION I
FINAL CWG RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction to Recommendations

Each CWG Subcommittee engaged in a collaborative, consensus-building process to formulate
a clear and succinct set of recommendations that will lead to binding, legally enforceable
commitments to the Richmond community regarding benefits from the BGC in the following
arenas:

e Local Hire/Workforce Training;
e Housing;

e Education; and,

e Procurement.

The following section outlines background on the recommendation development process,
context and assets to build upon (i.e., the rationale for the recommendations), and a brief
summary of each subcommittee’s recommendations. The detailed matrices with each
subcommittee’s full set of recommendations are available in Appendices B-E.

Local Hire/ Workforce Training Subcommittee

Background on the Recommendation Development Process

Facilitated by Armando Viramontes, LBNL Director of Government & Community Relations,
and Noe Nolya, of the MIG group, the Local Hire subcommittee’s recommendations are
designed to increase the numbers of Richmond residents that are prepared for and secure
construction and non-construction jobs at the Berkeley Global Campus. A second priority, to
develop recommendations to strengthen education and workforce training pathways to
college and good jobs and careers associated with the industries that benefit from research
that is conducted at the campus was initially undertaken by a subcommittee focused solely on
workforce was narrowly focus on construction and facilities maintenance jobs and subsumed
within the joint Local Hire and Workforce Training committee.

Subcommittee Composition

The Local Hire & Workforce Training Subcommittee has relied on participation from
community advocates, unions and trades, capacity-building and workforce training groups, re-
entry service providers, and legal experts. Together, the group has collaborated to develop
set of strategies and goals that seek to ultimately improve the lives of Richmond workers and
their families. The collaboration included a diverse cross section community and public
sector leaders and the following organizations:

Alliance of Californians for Community Empowerment (ACCE)
AFSCME 3299

RichmondWorks and RichmondBUILD

The Contra Costa County Construction and Building Trades Council

CWG Recommendations Report: Draft Narrative 7
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e The Contra Costa Inter-Faith Serving Community Organization (CCISCO)
e For Richmond

e The Haas Institute

e Rubicon Programs

e The Safe Return Project

e Contra Costa College

¢ West Contra County Unified School District

e The Richmond Community Foundation

Context and Assets to Build Upon (Rationale for Recommendations)
Baseline Data
Through both the in-person and phone meetings, the

Local Hire and Workforce Training Subcommittee Key Richmond Statistics
collaborated on a monthly basis over the course of 5 Unemployment Rate 6.1 %
months in the late prepared summer and early fall of H.S. Graduation Rate 77 %
2015. Subcommittee members reviewed data on Adults with BA or 26 %
workforce participation, education and workforce higher

preparation trends among adults, business and industry

sectors that employ the greatest number of workers or

are expanding, education and training pathways that
currently serve Richmond, and relevant employment and workforce policy.

Gaps in Richmond'’s Pipeline

According to the Richmond Employment and Training Department, the Richmond
unemployment rate has trended downward to 6.1% in 2015, a trend consistent with regional
and statewide trends following the recovery of the 2008 Housing Crisis. Despite this positive
trend, a recurring message from the community, public sector leaders, and members of the
Subcommittee echo a need for an overall improvement in the types of jobs offered, livability
of wages, and long term career prospects. In other words, there is a need for career building
jobs that can help individuals and families thrive, not just survive.

And while Richmond'’s high school rate is roughly comparable to California’s, the percentage
of people with college degrees is lower than the statewide average of 31.7%. As such, a
dearth of opportunities and viable career pathways has been reported for young adults in
Richmond. This group is poised to participate in certifications programs that lead to viable
middle skill careers in construction and other stable or growth sectors represented by the
Berkeley Global Campus. The recommendations set forth by the subcommittee seek to
address that gap by proposing an increased level of partnerships between industry, the
University, and with local education institutions and workforce training programs.

Key Industries Expected, Participation Desired

The subcommittee focused on the industries and sectors that have the most potential to move
Richmond residents out of poverty toward economic self-sufficiency and that are expected to
have some representation at the Berkeley Global Campus. Among the business sectors with
the largest numbers of employees in the area are educational services, health care,
professional, scientific & management, administrative services, waste management, and
construction. Meanwhile, the health industry, information technology and communications,
construction, and high tech manufacturing, transportation, distribution and logistics are key

CWG Recommendations Report: Draft Narrative
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growth sectors. These industries represent a highly anticipated economic opportunity for
Richmond workers and their families.

Workforce Programs to Build On

The subcommittee identified a wide array of existing workforce training and educational
programs that could be foundational models to bridge the gap in the Richmond's jobs
pipeline. The City of Richmond, for example, operates RichmondBUILD, a nationally
recognized construction training skills center. Also, the Contra Costa County Building Trades
Council sponsors a variety of apprenticeships and training programs that are widely
recognized by industry as well as state and federal labor departments.

In terms of educational institutions, both Contra Costa College and the West Costa County
School District additionally offer Career Pathway Programs and Linked Learning Career
Academies. Finally, non-profits also manage a number of community-based career pathway
programs that include career preparation and counseling services that target individuals
reentering the community from incarceration. In addition, other non-profits like Rubicon focus
on comprehensive self-sufficiency and economic empowerment strategies.

These existing models, programs, and strategies are well established and operating
successfully. Further, and perhaps more importantly, these programs have existing
relationships and trust with local Richmond workers and institutions. That community equity
developed over time can a be a primary foundational block for any increased efforts at
workforce development in relation to the BGC.

Youth and Educational Opportunities in Place

The subcommittee also learned about the LBNL's strategies to inspire and prepare the next
generation of scientist, engineers and technicians through investments and partnership with K-
8 and High Schools in the East Bay. Several of these efforts benefit children and youth in
Richmond. Similarly, the subcommittee reviewed work that the UC Berkeley School of Public
Health has undertaken to assist local efforts to align and strengthen career pathway programs
that are designed to prepare Richmond youth and adults for careers in the regional health
sector.

Projecting Jobs at the BGC Elusive

Assessing the future needs of the future BGC and then further aligning those needs with the
existing workforce training and educations systems proved to be an elusive undertaking at this
point in time. The subcommittee requested data on projected jobs likely to arise directly
through BGC construction and operations, and/or indirectly through research on industry
clusters likely housed in the future campus. Because the BGC development process is still in
its initial phases, the subcommittee was unable to obtain reliable data on either.

Existing Workforce Policies in Richmond

The subcommittee’s review of workforce policies or community benefit agreements with
relation to the proposed BGC project surfaced as important information. To a large extent, the
subcommittee’s local and targeted hiring recommendations are informed by the City of
Richmond’s recently adopted Local Employment Program Ordinance (RMC 2.56). The
ordinance language has been suggested as a model for any future agreement concerning local
hire at the BGC. Richmond’s ordinance requires that 25% of the total project hours on eligible

CWG Recommendations Report: Draft Narrative 9
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Public Works Construction projects (costing $100, 000 or greater) be performed by Richmond
residents. The ordinance also sets a 35% goal for the total workforce and new hires on non-
construction contracts of the same scale. The City reports that the 25% local employment goal
for Public Works Construction project has been achieved consistently.

Local Community Benefits Agreement as a Model

A recently executed Community Benefits Agreement between the Chevron Corporation, the
City of Richmond and the Contra Costa Building and Construction Trades on company’s $1B
modernization is proven local hire precedent for the BGC. That project calls for Chevron
contractors to hire qualified Richmond residents as a first priority in accordance with the
existing First Source Agreement. Known as a Modernization Project Local Content Agreement,
the compact between the three partners does not set specific goals for employment. Instead, it
outlines the roles and responsibilities of each partner in ensuring Richmond residents benefit
from the project. Chevron provides a local-hire coordinator to help implement the agreement,
provide monthly reports hiring metrics and goals, and to serve as the point of contact to work
with contractors, the building trades, and the city.

Brief Summary of Local Hire and Workforce Training Recommendations
Overall, for the purposes of applying the Local Hire and Workforce Training recommendations
to the development of the Berkeley Global Campus, the Local Hire and Workforce Training Ad
hoc Subcommittee is recommending the following definition of “local”:

Residents of Richmond and North Richmond (Including unincorporated areas of
North Richmond) will be given priority for jobs at the BGC. The second priority if
the local goal cannot be met will be residents of San Pablo.

In addition, the Local Hire and Workforce Training Subcommittee is making six (6) primary
recommendations. Generally, these recommend setting percentage goals for the
numbers of local and disadvantaged residents that are employed, expanding
workforce training programs and options, establishing fair chance policies and
providing support for individuals with criminal convictions, and adopting labor
standards that support union employment and provide family sustaining wages and
benefits. Specifically, the recommendations are described below in further detail
explain that UCB and LBNL sign legally binding agreements:

1. To ensure a minimum number of local and disadvantaged workers are able to work
on the construction of the BGC.
¢ Set the following local hire goals:
i. 30% of total hours worked on a craft-by-craft basis.
ii. On Apprentice hours: 30% of hours on a craft —by-craft basis, from local
disadvantaged workers.
e Adopt a Definition of Disadvantaged Worker: local residents who are
unemployed veterans, previously incarcerated, emancipated foster youth,
homeless, those on extended unemployment, chronically unemployed.

2. To set specific goals and conditions to ensure construction career pathways and
employment.

CWG Recommendations Report: Draft Narrative 10
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Designate a project manager to coordinate and ensure construction career
pathways.

Fund $1 million annually — at minimum — for workforce training needs related to
the BGC.

Fund $1 million annually — at minimum — for supportive services for low income
and disadvantaged local workers.

Enter into a Project Stabilization Agreement with the Contra Costa Building
Trades Council.

3. To ensure BGC operations and maintenance employment opportunities to local
and disadvantaged workers, and labor standards that support families.

¢ Set Goal for new hires in operations: 50% will be local residents

e Set Goal for new hires in operations jobs: 30% will be disadvantaged workers

e Commit to ensuring workers at BGC are covered under same collective
bargaining agreements (same wages/benefits) as workers doing comparable
work at the main campus.

e Commit to not contract or subcontract: any service that is customarily performed
by University employees at the main campus

4. To strengthen pathways between local NON CONSTRUCTION training programs
and pathways and NON construction jobs at the BGC

¢ Designate a project manager to coordinate and ensure NON CONSTRUCTION
career pathways

e Fund $1 million annually — at minimum - for workforce training needs with
related to the BGC

e Fund $1 million annually — at minimum — for supportive services for low-income
and disadvantaged local workers

e |dentify non-construction job-related needs at the BGC and partner to develop
curriculum and hands-on experience that supports training programs and
pathways to employment.

5. To ensure Fair Chance Employment policies for both Construction and Non-
Construction such that no applicant can be denied a job simply because of prior
criminal conviction.

e Interview/Application: remove questions about prior criminal convictions

Third Party Inquiry: no inquiry into applicant’s conviction history; if required, only
after applicant deemed otherwise qualified and offered a job

Employer must consider: time elapsed since offense, evidence of rehabilitation
activities or mitigating circumstances, if job-related conviction

If rejected for employment: written notice including how the conviction may
relate to job, opportunity to correct inaccuracies and offer evidence of
rehabilitation or mitigating circumstances

No consideration of: arrest without convictions, dismissed or expunged
convictions, juvenile convictions, and convictions more than 7 years old,
misdemeanors, infractions.
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6. To establish a committee to monitor hiring practices and results that will have
community representation and will represent the community members intended to
benefit from the community benefits agreements.

CWG Recommendations Report: Draft Narrative
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Housing and Displacement Subcommittee

Background on the Recommendation Development Process

The Housing and Displacement Ad Hoc Subcommittee launched in September 2015 with the
goal of developing a set of strategic recommendations to mitigate displacement and
improve access to affordable housing in Richmond. This Subcommittee included
Community Working Group members, City of Richmond staff, UC Berkeley Real Estate Division
staff, community based organizations such as CCISCO, Alliance of Californians for Community
Empowerment and Raise Up Richmond Coalition, local residents and other community
representatives. A full roster of Housing and Displacement Subcommittee members and
meeting attendees is available in Appendix A2.

During the September 2015 CWG meeting, the Housing and Displacement Subcommittee
organized a special set of housing-related presentations for the CWG which included a review
of City Of Richmond Affordable Housing policies; review of the Mayor’s Office Affordable
Housing Task Force; update on the status of the BGC development; and a presentation on
housing recommendations submitted by community stakeholders. The presentation slides from
this meeting are available in Appendix C1.

A total of five Housing and Displacement Subcommittee meetings were held to develop draft
recommendations, to incorporate community and CWG input, and to finalize the
recommendations for CWG approval. Approximately 15-25 participants attended each
Subcommittee meeting.

In addition, the Subcommittee assembled a small “mini-group” made up of 4-5 Subcommittee
members to assist in further refining the draft recommendations to submit to the CWG. The
goal of the mini-group was to streamline the draft recommendations writing process in order to
meet the CWG timeline. The Workforce Training/ Local Hire, Procurement and Education
Subcommittees used similar “mini-group” approaches to refining their final recommendations.
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BGC Housing Commitments

The Sub-Committee recommendations build on Chancellor Dirk’s commitment to partner with the City of
Richmond in efforts to increase access to affordable housing among Richmond residents that are most
vulnerable to displacement.

“The University will address concerns about the affordability of housing in Richmond with binding
commitments and with action.

When the City has determined its priorities and overall strategy UC Berkeley expects to make appropriate
legally binding commitments to the City.

The University is specifically prepared to consider, for example:
*  The ideas of private developer contributions to a City-operated Housing Trust Fund;
»  Support for City-planned inclusionary housing, and;
*  Development of workforce housing to specifically serve the Global Campus.”

Source: Open letter to the Richmond community from UC Berkeley Chancellor Nicholas Dirks: An update on the Berkeley
Global Campus May 28, 2015

Context and Assets to Build Upon (Rationale for Recommendations)

The Housing and Displacement Subcommittee identified key factors, priorities and issues to
consider in the development of the draft recommendations. These critical priorities and
opportunities that informed the Housing and Displacement Subcommittee recommendations
are synthesized in the section below.

Benefit Current Residents and “Special Needs Populations” Vulnerable to Displacement
Subcommittee members elected to focus their recommendations on meeting the needs of low-
and very low-income Richmond households who are most vulnerable to potential
displacement. Based on the City of Richmond's Fifth Cycle Housing Element Update (2015-
2023), City staff highlight that:

“Certain households have more difficulty in finding decent and affordable housing due
to special circumstances such as economic status, age, disability, household size and
household type. As a result, these households may experience a higher prevalence of
overpaying, overcrowding, and other housing problems. Special needs populations in
Richmond include seniors, large family households, female-headed households,
persons with disabilities, and homeless persons and families. "

The Subcommittee’s recommendations focus on addressing housing and displacement issues
of low-income, very low-income and special needs’ residents of Richmond.

' City of Richmond General Plan 2030: 5" Cycle Housing Element Update (2015-2023).
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Define Housing Affordability

Subcommittee members emphasized their focus on defining housing affordability for very low-
and low-income Richmond households. According to the Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD),

“The generally accepted definition of housing affordability is for a household to pay no
more than 30 percent of its annual income on housing. Households that pay over 30
percent of their income for housing are considered cost burdened and may have
difficulty affording other basic necessities.

The figure below depicts the “Renter Affordable Housing Costs” for a range of household
income types (30%-120%).>

Renter Affordable Housing Costs 2014

Household Income 1- 2- 3- 4- 5- 6- 7- 8-

Category Person Person Person | Person Person Person person person

Ext. Low | Monthly Rent | $491 $561 $631 $701 $758 $814 $870 $926

(30%) Monthly $1,638 $1,871 $2,104 $2,338 $2,525 $2,713 $2,900 $3,088
Income

Very Low | Monthly Rent | $819 $935 $1,053 $1,169 $1,263 $1,356 $1,450 $1,544

(50%) Monthly $2,729 $3,117 $3,508 $3,896 $4,208 $4,521 $4,833 $5,146
Income

Lower Monthly Rent | $1,184 $1,353 $1,521 $1,690 $1,826 $1,961 $2,096 $2,231

(80%) Monthly $3,946 $4,508 $5,071 $5,663 $6,088 $6,538 $6,988 $7438
Income

Median Monthly Rent | $,1636 $1,870 $2,104 $2,338 $2,525 $2,711 $2,899 $3,085

(100%) Monthly $5,454 $6,233 $7,013 $7,792 $8,417 $9,038 $9,663 $10,283
Income

Moderate | Monthly Rent | $1,964 $2,244 $2,525 $2,805 $3,030 $3,254 $3,479 $3,703

(120%) Monthly $6,546 $7,479 $8,417 $9,350 $10,100 | $10,846 | $11,589 | $12,342
Income

In a study recently published by the Haas Institute —Belonging and Community Health in
Richmond: An Analysis of Changing Demographics and Housing- researchers noted that
“some 6,740 renter households - 37% of the total renters - earn less than $35,000 annually
and spend more than 30% of their income on housing [in Richmond].”* Given the affordability
research and rise of Richmond’s housing market, the Subcommittee highlighted the
importance of targeting its recommendations towards the low-income residents most
vulnerable to displacement.

Consider the BGC Timeline and the Development Horizon

Given the 30-40 year development horizon of the BGC, Subcommittee members focused on
identifying strategies and policies that can be implemented now and throughout the life of the
BGC project. The Subcommittee members took into account potential changes to the cost of
living, inflation, developer fees and other related metrics during the development of draft
recommendations. As a result, the recommendations factor in the desire for immediate

2 City of Richmond General Plan 2030: 5% Cycle Housing Element Update (2015-2023).

3 City of Richmond General Plan 2030: 5% Cycle Housing Element Update (2015-2023).

* Moore, E., et al. “Belonging and Community Health in Richmond: An Analysis of Changing
Demographics and Housing.” Haas Institute for a Fair and Inclusive Society (2015).

CWG Recommendations Report: Draft Narrative 75
MIG, Inc.



benefits to current residents and future benefits that may accrue over the life of the BGC
development.

Identify Synergies with Existing City Programs and Policies

With the recent update of the City’s General Plan and Housing Element, there are several City
policies that the Subcommittee would like to leverage to maximize the housing benefits for
Richmond residents. A key goal of many Richmond housing policies is to limit the affordability
gap. Mechanisms to achieve this include increasing the affordable housing supply and
identifying new funding sources to develop more affordable housing (e.g., new linkage fees).
Other Housing Element goals include:

e A Balanced Supply of Housing

e Better Neighborhood and Quality of Life

e Expanded Housing Opportunities for Special Needs Groups
e Equal Housing Access for All

In addition, the Richmond Bay Specific Plan (formerly known as the South Shoreline Specific
Plan) will focus on ways Richmond can take advantage of the planned Berkeley Global Campus
at Richmond Bay, future ferry service, and other area assets to create a sustainable shoreline
district providing jobs, housing, transportation options, and opportunities for entertainment
and recreation. The Richmond Bay Specific Plan may accommodate 4,080 housing units of
housing and 140 acres of open space.

Currently, the City is also preparing a Nexus Study to support establishment of an affordable
housing linkage fee for rental housing and nonresidential development. The fees collected will
be used for the provision of new or rehabilitation of affordable housing units.

The Housing Element Update codifies several policies and programs that are directly relevant
and synergistic to the recommendations of the Subcommittee, including but not limited to the
following policies in the chart below:

Policy/Program Description

Policy H-1.2 — Adequate Supply of Housing Sites H-1.2.3: Residential Site Inventory
Ensure an adequate supply of housing sites to achieve : — :
the City's Regional Housing Needs Allocation (RHNA) H-1.2.4: Residential Sites Marketing

numbers for 2007-2014 planning period.

H-1.3.1: Inclusionary Housing Ordinance

. ] H-1.3.2: Inclusionary Housing Ordinance Study
Policy H-1.3 — Supply of Affordable Housing

Promote the development of homes that are affordable "{717373:
to extremely low, very low, low, and moderate-income
households in all new residential developments as well H-1.3.4.
as in existing single-family neighborhoods

Inclusionary Housing Ordinance Performance

Community Land Trust Study

H-1.3.6: Affordable Housing Incentives

Policy H-1.4 - Variety of Housing Choices H-1.4.1: Variety of Housing Types
Promote a variety of housing types that meet the

> City of Richmond General Plan 2030: 5" Cycle Housing Element Update (2015-2023).
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different lifestyle and life cycle needs of residents
including young adults, young couples and single
professionals, small and large families, empty-nesters,
and older couples.

H-1.4.2: Single-Room Occupancy Unit Inventory

H-1.4.3: Second Dwelling Unit Production

H-1.4.4: Garage Conversions

H-1.4.5: Alternate Housing Types

Policy H-1.6 - Funding for Affordable Housing
Development

Identify and secure funding sources to assist with
affordable housing development.

H-1.6.1: Low Moderate Income Housing Assets Fund

H-1.6.2: State and Federal Housing Funds

H-1.6.3: Shared Equity Program Study

Policy H-2.5: Abatement of Foreclosures,
Substandard Housing, and Blight

Improve the physical, social, and economic health of
neighborhoods by addressing foreclosures, substandard
housing conditions, and neighborhood blight through
an aggressive and balanced program of education, code
enforcement, inspections, acquisition, and financial
assistance

H-2.5.8: Home Improvement Loan Program

H-2.5.11: Rental Rehabilitation Loan Program

H-2.5.12: Richmond Housing Rehabilitation Loan
Program (Social Impact Bonds)

Policy H-4.2: Tenant Protections

Explore reasonable and enforceable regulations that
protect tenants from evictions and exorbitant rent
increases and refer residents with issues such as
foreclosures, landlord-tenant disputes, and unlawful
evictions, and housing discrimination to counseling
services.

H-4.2.1: Enforcement of Just Cause for Eviction
Ordinance

H-4.2.2: Expansion of Just Cause for Eviction
Ordinance

H-4.2.3: Rent Control Ordinance Study

H-4.2.4: Counseling Service Referral for Foreclosures,
Landlord-Tenant Disputes, Unlawful Evictions, and
Housing Discrimination

Brief Summary of Housing and Displacement Recommendations
The Housing and Displacement Subcommittee is making four (4) primary recommendations, and

various specific strategies described below:

Recommendation #1: UCB and LBNL will agree to pay impact fees to the City of
Richmond to establish an Anti-Displacement Fund to be used to build and preserve
affordable housing and to prevent displacement.

* Impact fees are based on the construction of residential and non-residential space

(office and commercial) in the City.

* The Anti-Displacement Fund will be used to support a wide range of priority
programs and initiatives, including renter/ homeowner assistance and protection

programs, low interest loan programs, pre and post home ownership and foreclosure
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counseling, temporary/ short-term housing programs, first-time homebuyer programs
and alternative housing models.

* The impact fee amounts UCB/LBNL will voluntarily agree to pay to the City will be
determined by a city-wide ordinance that establishes fees for the Richmond context
and will evolve over the 30-40 live of BGC development.

s These fees will be informed by the results of the Nexus Study and research on
median linkage fees of Bay Area cities.

» If the City does not adopt a commercial linkage fee, there will be a number generated
by the Nexus Study and other economic factors that will determine the amount paid
based on the Richmond/regional context.

Minority Opinion:
Until Richmond passes a housing linkage fee for non-residential development, UCB will
pay the Bay Area median of $15 per square foot for the linkage fee.

» At the November 30th Community Briefing and Open House, many community
members indicated their support for establishing a linkage fee of $15 per square foot
(which is considered by some as the Bay Area median).

» Until the citywide ordinance that establishes impact fees based on the Nexus Study and
other economic conditions is determined, some community members expressed that
they would like to use the $15 per square foot Bay Area median for Richmond.

Recommendation #2: UCB and LBNL will build housing on BGC site for the unique needs
of the workforce (including faculty) and students to avoid negatively impacting existing
and future residents and Richmond neighborhoods.

* To alleviate housing strain on existing neighborhoods, Berkeley Global Campus can
provide housing options for students and the workforce by building on-site housing.

* UCB and LBNL should use successful best practices and town/gown models to ensure
that the BGC site is well-integrated into the broader Richmond community.

Recommendation #3: UCB and LBNL will provide research and data support related to
affordable housing and displacement mitigation by offering expertise of relevant UCB
departments, institutes, faculty and student engagement.

* UCB and LBNL will collaborate with the City to study the feasibility of non-traditional
forms of affordable housing (like Community Land Trusts, coops, etc);

» UCB and LBNL will collaborate with the City to identify preferred models to
implement in Richmond; this study is independent of the impact fee and the Anti-
Displacement Fund;

« UCB and LBNL will collaborate with the City to identify relevant promising practices
to preserve/develop affordable housing, as well as anti-displacement initiatives
that have worked in the past 10 years in cities similar to Richmond.
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+ This research and data support can happen apart from and ahead of any BGC
development.

* Inaddition, UCB and LBNL will identify, adopt and apply a consistent set of criteria to
evaluate and measure a project's potential to displace residents using
demographic/economic data, and other sources.

» The City of Richmond and UCB will consider approaches to establish place-based
Initiatives to improve neighborhood amenities and services in low-income and vey low-
income areas (e.g., partnership research projects).
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Education Subcommittee

Background on the Recommendation Development Process

Led by Tammeil Gilkerson, the education subcommittee’s recommendations are designed to
increase the number of Richmond students who are prepared for career and college. UC
Berkeley and the Lawrence Berkeley National Lab can facilitate this by increasing the number
of Richmond students who benefit from UC Berkeley and the Lawrence Berkeley National Lab’s
strategic investment in education and career pathways, aligning with the priorities of existing
equity-based education strategic plans and initiatives.

The Education Subcommittee was formed in March 2015 and benefited from the leadership of
representatives from the City of Richmond, West Contra Costa Unified School District staff and
board of directors; Contra Costa College, Contra Costa Interfaith Supporting Community
Organization, The Safe Return Project, The California Endowment, The Ed Fund, The Richmond
Community Foundation, as well as various UC Berkeley departments, and Richmond students,
parents and educators, and the involvement of a diverse cross-section community leaders who
provided feedback on the draft recommendations through subcommittee outreach and
Community Working Group meetings and briefings.

Context and Assets to Build Upon (Rationale for Recommendations)

The Education Subcommittee launched in March 2015 with a presentation to the CWG
(Appendix D1) that provided select baseline data and suggested assets to leverage;
highlighted the importance of understanding and listening to the voice of the Richmond
education stakeholder voice: students, parents, and community organizations; as well as an
overview of key UCB and LBNL programs and projects currently operating in Richmond. The
baseline picture of local education assets, needs and priorities, and the potential for
strengthening partnerships with UC Berkeley and LBNL to improve education investments in
Richmond was — and remains — promising.

For example, the school district and community college both seek to improve the educational
outcomes for Richmond students and provide a number of education and career pathways that
require educational and industry partners. At the high school level, there are currently linked-
learning opportunities at Richmond’s De Anza, Kennedy and Richmond High Schools that span
from internet technology to health sports medicine, creative arts to an engineering academy.
And Contra Costa College works directly with high school academies to provide pathway
programs and concurrent enrollment in biotechnology, health (CNA/EMED), and
Administration of Justice/Law; and collaborates with partners in regional and local work around
building career pathways, including work-based learning & engaging employer partners in four
high-wage, high-demand industry sectors: Information Communication Technology (ICT) and
Digital Media; Health and Biosciences; Advanced Manufacturing and Engineering; Public
Services & Law.

The City of Richmond provides leadership in the education arena through a number of
innovative policy tools, such as: including an Education and Human Services Element in
Richmond General Plan; implementing a “Health in All Policies ordinance that recognizes that
Education has broad impacts on standards of living and social interactions, with consequences
for the health of individuals and communities;” and consistently engaging UC Berkeley
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partners like UC Berkeley Center for Cities and Schools Y-PLAN and the PLUS Fellowship to
provide unique educational opportunities to local students as well as take advantage of the
resources and expertise offered by many university departments.

These three institutions — the school district, community college and the City of Richmond -
each have strategic plans with an equity focus — a focus that the education subcommittee has
adopted wholeheartedly, and one that the Chancellor readily embraces in university-wide
initiatives as well.

Taking into consideration opportunities for partnership and investment, as well as the
challenges facing a community with a majority-minority student population and high numbers
of English-learners, and students in foster care (WCCUSD reports that 75% of all students are
Low-Income, English Language Learners and/or Foster Youth), the Subcommittee held regular
meetings from March 2015 to January 2016. The 20-30 participants at each meeting actively
learned about existing UCB and LBNL partnerships and programs in Richmond and mindfully
collected community ideas on possible foci for recommendations. While many ideas to “scale
up” some existing programs, or implement a promising practice that has succeed in a similar
school district, have great merit, the Subcommittee recognized that the scope of the BGC
Community Working Group’s recommendations around education need to be aligned and
supported by partners in Richmond, keeping in mind access, equity, and scalability to ensure
the greatest chance for successful implementation.

In addition, the members articulated three priority areas for recommendations:

= Pipeline: Bolstering institutional and student success at key transitions from elementary
school to middle school to high school; from high school into college; and from college
admission to completion of a degree.

» Pathways: Providing clear connections from middle school to college and career
opportunities for all students. Ensuring ongoing support throughout.

» Partnerships: Leveraging and coordinating efforts of educational providers across the
community to address gaps, improve accessibility, and avoid duplication.

As the Subcommittee developed their recommendations, they often requested presentations
on programs and research to aid in informing their discussions. Presenters included Center for
Educational Partnerships, Multiverse, UCB Admissions and the Superintendent of West Contra
Costa Unified School District (Appendix D2). Key outcomes of the UCB Admissions
presentation and relationship building with Richmond partners included that Admissions
sponsored 14 high school and community partner counselors to attend the National
Association for College Admission Counseling conference in San Diego in October, 2015,
where they participated in multiple conversations about admissions issues, including a keynote
from Sal Kahn about his work with access and Kahn Academy. Admissions, school district and
community college partners hope to build on this relationship to increase one another’s
knowledge about the needs of West County students, their counselors and the realities of the
admissions process at UC Berkeley.

As the recommendations were formed, subcommittee members were tasked with soliciting
feedback on key recommendation areas from their constituents. Feedback was provided by
members of the school board; Contra Costa College staff, City staff, Richmond stakeholders
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involved in development of the Richmond Promise Strategic Plan, and, thanks to the organizing
efforts of representatives from the Ed Fund and the East Bay Center for the arts, from
collaborative members of the Out-of-School Time collaborative and the West County College
Access Network which include nearly a dozen local organizations.

Support for the Subcommittee’s ongoing work and goals, came from the West Contra Costa
Unified School District (WCCUSD) in the form of a resolution that was unanimously passed by
the Board of Trustees on October 21, 2015. (See Appendix D3, Resolution 46-1516: BGC
Education Recommendations.) Key points in the resolution include WCCUSD Board of
Education calls on UC Berkeley and LBNL to continue its investment in the educational goals
prioritized by the Strategic Plan and Local Control Accountability Plan adopted by the
WCCUSD Board of Education; make any partnership commitment consistent with the priorities
of these plans; that UCB and LBNL support investment in the following areas; 1. Work-Based
Learning; 2. Teacher Externships; 3. STEM Development, and 4. Expanded Learning
Opportunities for Adults; and finally, the WCCUSD Board of Education encouraged the
Richmond Community Working Group to develop a Memorandum of Understanding with UC
Berkeley and LBNL that will be updated on an annual basis.

In drafting its final recommendations for CWG consideration, the Subcommittee took into
account the district’s resolution and has emphasized the importance of alignment with the
equity-based educational priorities of the school district as well as those of Contra Costa
College, and more recently, with those of the Richmond Promise Strategic Plan. The
Subcommittee also readily took into account the input provided by community residents and
leaders that attended the CWG November 2015 Community Briefing.

Brief Summary of Education Recommendations

The Education Subcommittee is making four (4) primary recommendations. The following text
was proposed by the Education Subcommittee and adopted by the Community Working
Group over the course of two CWG meetings.

1. Commit to a Richmond Educational Partnership. See more details below.

2. Partner with the Richmond Community to develop and operate an Education Center,
Museum and/or Visitor Center at the Berkeley Global Campus, with consideration
for satellite and/or mobile centers within close proximity to transit hubs and schools.

3. Commit to funding a minimum of $3 million annually toward a Richmond Youth and
Adult Education Opportunity Fund in partnership with the Richmond community, UC
Berkeley, LBNL, and corporate partners to seed and scale new and existing best
practice programs that model university/lab/school and community partnerships and to
address barriers students face in taking full advantage of career and college exposure
and preparation opportunities. The recommended minimum contribution is
determined by an analysis of costs for programs currently providing student exposure
and support, as well as professional development, in the Richmond community. The
contribution is an estimate-based on 20% of Richmond sophomores, juniors and
teachers participating in similar programs. (See Appendix D4, BGC Youth and
Education Fund Cost Proposal.)
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4. Partner with Richmond community-based organizations and regional transportation
entities, as well as anchor institutions and funders, to provide infrastructure
improvements to increase accessibility of educational programs, activities and
resources. This includes specifically developing systematic and robust communication
and outreach efforts to improve the distribution of program information and ensure
accessible and inexpensive transportation options.

Minority Opinion

The Committee received an email on January 12, 2016, from Lee Lawrence, CCISCO Board
member, promoting an additional recommendation regarding pre-school and day care
facilities at the BGC. One UC Berkeley and one Berkeley community member voiced their
agreement with this idea via email; as it did not receive a majority of Subcommittee members’
approval, it is included as a minority opinion to this report (Appendix D5).

Richmond Educational Partnership Recommendation

Based on Chancellor Dirks’ May 2015 open letter to the Richmond community, the University
of California, Berkeley is deeply committed “to advancing the greater good on both global
and local levels”.

However, the Education Ad Hoc Subcommittee of the Berkeley Global Campus (BGC) Working
Group has recognized from the start of our process that increasing educational opportunities
and successful outcomes for Richmond students requires sustained collaboration and
community engagement that goes beyond the University’s current programmatic offerings in
Richmond and other Bay Area communities.

BGC Working Group members have consistently heard from students, parents, and community
partners that UC Berkeley and LBNL programs offered in Richmond are not widely shared or
accessible. Additionally, data on both participation and outcomes of Richmond students and
faculty from West Contra Costa Unified School District and Contra Costa College in UC
Berkeley and LBNL sponsored programs has been piecemeal and lacks rigorous assessment
and evaluation.

Over the past five months, the Education Ad Hoc Subcommittee has been actively learning
about existing partnerships and programs in Richmond and mindfully collecting community
ideas on possible foci for recommendations. While many of these ideas have great merit, the
ad hoc subcommittee recognizes that the scope of the BGC Working Group's
recommendations around education need to be aligned and supported by partners in
Richmond, keeping in mind access, equity, and scalability to ensure the greatest chance
for successful implementation.

To this end, the Education Ad Hoc Subcommittee recommends that UC Berkeley and LBNL
commit to a long-term, codified educational partnership with high-level administrators
and key education partners in Richmond to create sustained identification, assessment,
and investment in mutually beneficial programs and initiatives which boldly address the
critical educational and societal issues that impede the development of activities,
curriculum, resources and, professional development to help prepare educated and
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engaged students. This level of community engagement and collaboration will require a
commitment to data-sharing, development of shared goals, transparent communication, and
investment of both financial and human capital toward advancing the greater good in
Richmond.

Furthermore, the Education Ad Hoc Subcommittee recommends that a Richmond educational
partnership is established within the first quarter of 2016 or when UC Berkeley and LBNL agree
to the Richmond Partnership Compact (whichever comes first) and that a data-driven,
strategic plan with key benchmarks, activities and assessments is jointly adopted, and
widely communicated, by the educational partnership within six -months of convening.

The strategic plan, and resulting agreements, should address the following key areas
summarized from the Draft Recommendation Matrix.

A. College Exposure and Preparation
1. Support and expand college advising at Richmond middle and high schools.
2. Support and expand experiential learning and academic preparation for
students- pre-K to adult.
3. Increase college knowledge & reinforce college-going culture and transfer
opportunities for Richmond students.
4. Increase financial aid availability by partnering with Richmond Promise.

B. Career Exposure and Readiness

1. Support multi-partner coordination by investing in work-based learning
partnerships and related curricular alignment across UCB, LBNL, and
educational and community partners.
Support success by investing in research and evaluation of work-based learning.
Solicit partnerships with regional and local employers to provide systematic
opportunities for work-based learning, internships, and field trips, including
support for career pathways and STEM development.

wn

C. Teacher and Staff Professional Development

1. Facilitate partnerships that provide opportunities for K-14 and adult education
teachers and staff to participate in externships in business, STEM, etc.

2. Facilitate partnerships that support K-14 curriculum development and
implementation.

3. Provide professional development for K-14 and adult education teachers and
staff, including content support, pedagogy and training in areas such as literacy
and contextualized learning (e.g., literacy and STEM).

4. Provide training for tutors and mentors to support students.

D. Universal Preschool Education
1. Recognizing the fact that many Richmond children grow up in poverty and are
already behind by kindergarten, preschool education was identified as a priority
for some community members. It is included here as a placeholder for further
discussion/consideration.
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The strategic plan, and accompanying agreements, should be aligned with local priorities,
including the West Contra Costa Unified School District Local Control Accountability Plan,
the Contra Costa College Strategic Plan, the Richmond Promise Strategic Plan and other
documents that have been developed with extensive community participation. The
strategic plan should also detail timeline and milestones, agreed-upon goals and
measureable outcomes for all programs and activities, metrics to ensure accountability,
and a comprehensive evaluation plan that will drive continuous assessment and
improvement.

CWG Recommendations Report: Draft Narrative 25
MIG, Inc.



Procurement Subcommittee

Background on the Recommendation Development Process

The overarching goal of the Procurement Ad Hoc Subcommittee of the Berkeley Global
Campus (BGC) Working Group is to generally increase procurement opportunities and successful
outcomes for Richmond residents and small business. The Subcommittee endeavored to (1)
develop actionable recommendations that built on the assets and leadership of Richmond's business
community and other efforts to spur economic revitalization; and (2) strengthen existing relationships
between Richmond businesses, intermediaries, and UC Berkeley and the LBNL's supply chain
management.

Subcommittee Composition

To ensure the viability of recommendations, the Procurement Ad Hoc Subcommittee consisted of wide
variety of representatives including community groups, small business advocates, local government
agencies, and UCB staff. The organizations that participated included:

e The Richmond Main Street Initiative (chair)

e City of Richmond, Office of the Mayor

¢ Richmond Chamber of Commerce

e The City of Richmond Supply Chain

e Contra Costa County Small Business Development Center
e UC Berkeley and LBNL Supply Chain Managers

e Healthy Richmond

The subcommittee benefited from the partnership and support of Healthy Richmond, the HUB for a
multi-sector partnership dedicated to advocating for policy and system changes that can support
healthy economic revitalization. With a sharp focus on aligning the procurement practices of public and
private Anchor Institutionsto strengthen small businesses and social enterprises, Healthy Richmond
dedicated financial resources and leadership to partner with the procurement subcommittee to
conducted targeted outreach to businesses in Richmond.

Context and Assets to Build Upon (Rationale for Recommendations)

Baseline Data
In addition to their inherent working knowledge, Subcommittee members reviewed data on
Richmond-based businesses, relevant technical assistance and capacity building programs,

and procurement policies of local institutions. As a foundation, UC Berkeley’s Small & Divers
Business Program and LBNL's Small Business Program

currently coordinate efforts to outreach and educate local RECENT LOCAL SPENDING
businesses and advocacy groups through workshops and FY 2013  FY 2014
other events. Similarly, several local procurement policies UCB $4.1 M $2.99 M
— most prominently Richmond’s Business Opportunity LBNL $16 M $13 M
Ordinance and Chevron’s Community Benefits

Agreement — are already proving invaluable as models
for future Berkeley Global Campus procurement.
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Also reviewed were metrics on UC Berkeley and LBNL's existing local spend, the structure of
their supply chain and contracting requirements, and programs and policies designed to
increase purchasing with small and historically disadvantaged businesses. Most recently in the
2-year period including FY 2013 and FY2014, over $36 million of total purchasing by LBNL and
UC Berkeley has flowed through approximately 800 Richmond-based business.

Importantly, the subcommittee also found that the University and LBNL supply chain
leadership is undertaking outreach education to local businesses in partnership with Richmond
business support intermediaries. Apart from the BGC related business outreach described
earlier, UC Berkeley’s Small & Diverse Business Program and LBNL's Small Business Program
Directors conducted workshops for local businesses in education and outreach events
sponsored by the City of Richmond, the Richmond Mainstreet Initiative, the Richmond
Chamber of Commerce, the Contra County Small Business Development Center and others.
The establishment of these working relationships should prove invaluable to any future
collaboration to engage larger numbers of Richmond based businesses.

Robust Community and Local Business Input

Along with the guidance from its members and, the Procurement Subcommittee also sought
meaningful input from local businesses, residents, and other industry experts to understand
and document principal needs and viable solutions.

In August 2015, with Mayor Tom Butt's support and UC Berkeley’s involvement, Healthy
Richmond and the Procurement Sub-Committee collaborated with the Richmond business
community to convene a Business Leader’s Breakfast to understand and define what policies
and programs best support small and local business in Richmond. Over 80 participants
conveyed their input through facilitated table discussions, polling, and an online survey. The
community input established a general framework of Procurement Recommendations.

The framework was further developed and refined with the help of industry experts that had
served as Business Breakfast facilitators, and the Procurement subcommittee. A second
Business Breakfast was convened in November 2015 to present and vet the draft
Procurement recommendations in a more developed form. These again were well received
and confirmed that the draft recommendations had the support of the Richmond business
community.

Richmond is eager to participate, barriers persist

In general, the input confirmed that the Richmond area business community is excited to
collaborate with UC Berkeley and the Lawrence Berkeley National Lab on the Berkeley Global
Campus at Richmond Bay. There are many local businesses eager to contribute to the
construction and to provide ongoing services that will be needed at the Berkeley Global
Campus. As a proposed world class institution the BGC development presents as a pivotal
opportunity to integrate and build up the surrounding Richmond community.

In large measure, Richmond business profile can be described as consisting of small, locally-
owned businesses composed of historically underrepresented groups and communities. The
challenges faced by such communities are well documented and several government policies
at every level exist to mitigate those impacts. Viewed through that lens, the Procurement
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recommendations are specific strategies that similarly intend to enhance the capability,
capacity, and opportunity of local businesses to compete.

Improved Communication Needed

A specific barrier described from the business community and addressed through the
recommendations relates to a lack of education and information about the procurement
process. From announcements, to partnering process with prime contractors, and education
and capacity building, a more robust communication platform is requested. The Procurement
recommendations stress the importance of the role of UC Berkeley and LBNL — working in
collaboration with community and business advocates — in fomenting knowledge and
information that is specifically aimed at improving the procurement outcomes.

Help Build Capacity of Local Firms

To better compete over the long term for construction and ongoing procurement jobs, the
Procurement recommendations pose a number of strategies to help build the business
capacity of local businesses. Capacity building efforts will pay off in the long term by fortifying
the administrative systems of small firms, making them more resilient and adaptive to
procurement needs that surface. Specific capacity building strategies recommended include
for instance establishing a dedicated fund, facilitating trainings and necessary certifications,
augmenting administrative support programs to include accounting, bid support, payroll
services, and supporting a center to house these services.

Capital and Contracting Limitations

A fundamental limitation of small businesses is lacking equity or collateral that limits a firm's
access to capital, credit, and/or loans. This is crucial limitation prevents firms from ramping up
for a large job with additional employees, or improving the business infrastructure, or
investing in equipment. As such, this dynamic prevents firms from not only soliciting jobs but
even in considering work. Similarly, insurance and bonding requirements are often an onerous
challenge to surmount, especially when required for small businesses functioning as a small
subcontractor. Solutions are recommended that would potentially create a guaranteed line of
credit and improve the bonding options for small firms.

Local Procurement

With the efforts and solutions presented above to improve the capacity and overall
competiveness, small businesses in Richmond would be in better condition to serve and
achieve a 25% local spend goal specified in the Procurement recommendations. The effort
would entail integration of local set aside of direct prime contracts for local businesses,
incentivizing procurement officers to reach those goals, and redefining the bid process to
ensure best value and socially responsible contracts.

Brief Summary of Procurement Recommendations

For the purposes of applying the Procurement recommendations to the development of the
Berkeley Global Campus, the Procurement Ad hoc Subcommittee is recommending the
following definition of “local”:

Local Definition includes Richmond, North Richmond, and Unincorporated areas of
North Richmond. Second Priority is San Pablo.
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In addition, the Procurement Ad hoc Subcommittee is making six (6) primary recommendations,
and various specific strategies described below:

1. UCB and LBNL shall set a goal of 25% local spend and adopt policies for increasing
procurement from Richmond businesses in design and construction and through
regular procurement.

e In design and construction procurement, integrate formal preferences
for 25% local spend are into subcontracts to produce legally binding
results, and that a specific percentage of set-aside direct contracts for
local small business are reserved.

e For non-construction procurement, establish a goal for increasing non
construction procurement from Richmond based businesses over five
years.

e In general procurement, adopt processes and policies that establish
prompt payment and invoicing mechanisms, that select bidders based
on best value, and that establish socially responsible contracting to
include an assessment of a bidder’s labor, environmental, and
workplace practices.

e In addition, for general procurement, apply established policies to
other sectors including specifically the solar industry, and design
services, and food services and local farms.

2. UCB and LBNL shall expand outreach and education on new construction and
ongoing procurement.

e Assign specific UCB/LBNL staff to expand outreach and education
efforts that include promoting, creating, or attending vendor outreach
events.

e Develop preconstruction workshops between prime and
subcontractors, as well as a supplier mentor/protégé program with
incentives for prime contractors to participate.

e Establish a one-stop-shop on the new BGC campus to function as a
business and information resource center for local firms.

3. UCB and LBNL shall invest in and/or partner with Richmond strategies, programs and
partnerships that increase access to capital.

e Contribute to an established a program for capital improvements, and
to expand the City of Richmond's Revolving Loan Fund.

e Fund incentives that require coordination of the local small business
support system

e Establish and/or contribute to a Collateral pool or guaranteed line of
credit that serves as a $5M set aside for small businesses.

4. UCB and LBNL shall invest in and/or partner with Richmond strategies, programs and
partnerships that address bonding challenges.
e Improve bonding availability or couple with prime-sub contracts.
e Require primes to require wrap-around insurance policies as opposed
to contractor default that covers prime only
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5. UCB and LBNL shall invest in and/or partner with Richmond strategies, programs and
partnerships that build capacity of Richmond Businesses to compete.

Increase the numbers of businesses that are certified through training
sessions on certification application and by simplifying application
process and by establishing certifications reciprocity policies and
common licensing agreements.

Provide, fund, and/or support a Blueprint room for contractors and
support a new fund for launching and building capacity of small, locally
and worker-owned businesses, including support and/or participation
in capacity building workshops.

Extend partnerships, especially beyond construction including cleaning,
HVAC maintenance, and building controls systems maintenance
Create and/or support a program that provides back office
administrative support, including for example accounting, bid support,
payroll services

UCB and LBNL shall commit to regularly assess and address policies and protocols
that create barriers for local, small and micro enterprises to assess UCB and LBNL
procurement opportunities.

Structure contracts and bidding process to encourage inclusion of
small, minority and worker-owned businesses by using a standard
definition of MBE, WBE to include zip code

Encourage partnerships between large and small vendors

Review insurance and bonding requirements to consider and address
policies that present barriers to small business
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SECTION Il
NEXT STEPS

“The proposed Berkeley Global Campus itself is much more than an entirely new form of
international institution of higher education and research. The success of this project will
be measured not just by the extent to which it supports our teaching and research mission.
Equally important to us is the degree to which it generates new economic activity,
Jjobs, educational programs and civic opportunities in Richmond. In short, | see it as an
extension of our deep commitment, as a public university, to advancing the greater good
on both global and local levels.”

--UC Berkeley Chancellor Nicholas B. Dirks

The University and LBNL leadership, in addition to various campus departments, will
comprehensively review this CWG report in its entirety. In spring of 2016, campus leadership
will meet internally to discuss the recommendations and the policy, legal, and financial context
that impact their implementation. After consulting internally with the appropriate University
and LBNL decision-makers, campus leadership will meet with the CWG and discuss the
recommendations. Although University and LBNL leadership may not come to agreement on
all of the recommendations, there will be an ongoing dialogue to determine how to best
realize the desired outcomes of the CWG recommendations.

Next, the Directors of the Office of Community and Government Relations will develop the
draft Richmond Compact based on the final recommendations. The Richmond Compact will
represent the binding, legally enforceable commitments to the Richmond community
regarding benefits from the BGC in education, housing, local hire and workforce training, and
local procurement. Chancellor Dirks will meet with the CWG in the spring of 2016 to formally
sign the Richmond Compact and to usher in the next phase of this collaborative process.

Legally Enforceable Community Benefit Commitments

The CWG has reviewed and discussed various approaches used by private developers, cities
and universities to establish legally enforceable community benefit commitments on
development projects that have some similarities to the BGC. These community benefit
agreements specify benefits that will be accrued, responsibilities of developers, city and other
partners, including investments and an approach to monitoring the results of each element of
the agreement.

By formalizing community benefit commitments in the Richmond Compact, UC Berkeley and
the LBNL can ensure all parties that its community benefit commitments are meaningful and
durable. In order to be effective in this regard, the Richmond Compact should include the
following attributes:

1) The Compact should be legally binding, and entered into by U.C. Berkeley, a range of
Richmond-based stakeholder organizations, and the City of Richmond.

2) The Compact should be enforceable by all parties.
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3) The Compact's commitments should apply both to U.C. Berkeley's and LBNL
operations at the BGC, and to operations of private contractors and to developers that
participate in the project over time.

4) The Compact should be specific regarding operational and financial commitments
required of project participants.

5) The Compact should require implementation and compliance information regarding
community benefits to be public information, and require U.C. Berkeley and the LBNL
to release semi-annual reports on community benefits implementation.

The Community Working Group believes that through a Compact meeting the above criteria
UC Berkeley and the LBNL can set a new standard for town-gown relations, and show a new
way forward for Richmond and for the University of California’s continued engagement with the
communities it serves. Please see Appendix F1 and F2 for more details.

Implementing the Richmond Compact

Following the signing of the Richmond Compact, the University and LBNL will appoint a
community advisory body to assist with implementing the recommendations and monitoring
progress. This community advisory body will likely include representatives from the Community
Working Group and other enlisted partners. To ensure forward progress and transparent
communications with the broader community, the advisory body will meet quarterly and
receive regular BGC updates.

With support from the community advisory body, the University and LBNL will regularly track
and report implementation results and outcomes. In order to assess whether we are reaching
or moving toward our stated goals, we will refine our evaluation framework, identifying specific
indicators and measures of success for each desired outcome and strategy. Through honest
reflection, bold vision, prudent planning, and careful, collaborative implementation, the
positive impacts that the University, LBNL and the CWG hope to realize for the Richmond
community will multiply-- yielding a better future for us all.
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