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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The UCSF Task Force on Community Partnerships was convened by Executive Vice 
Chancellor Washington in July, 2004. Dr. Washington’s charge to the Task Force was to: 

• Perform an inventory that describes and categorizes UCSF partnerships in 
community-based programs within California in which UCSF faculty and staff 
participate as part of their University responsibilities;  

• Review what is known about the benefits to the community and university of 
academic partnerships in community-based programs, and about the key 
attributes of successful partnerships between communities and academic 
institutions; and  

• Make recommendations for improving the success and impact of UCSF's 
engagement in community-based programs and partnerships. 

The Task Force was chaired by Kevin Grumbach, MD, Professor and Chair of the UCSF 
Department of Family and Community Medicine, and included 20 members 
representing diverse sectors of all four UCSF schools as well as the UCSF Medical 
Center. Between September 2004 and July 2005, the Task Force held a series of meetings 
of its members, sought consultation from two national experts in community 
partnership programs (Barbara Holland, PhD, and Joan Reede, MD), held a forum with 
San Francisco residents and representatives from local community based organizations, 
and conducted two major investigations to inform development of Task Force findings 
and recommendations. These investigations consisted of: 
 
• A web-based survey to compile an inventory of existing community partnership 

programs at UCSF, and 
• Examination of community partnership initiatives at other leading universities in 

the United States to identify “best practices” in organizing and administering 
community partnership initiatives at the institutional level. 

 
The Task Force on Community Partnerships arrived at the following Findings and 
Recommendations: 

 
Findings 
 
1. Community partnerships are not only in the public’s interest; civic 

engagement is in the interest of UCSF to achieve excellence as an academic 
institution.   
 

2 



 
2. UCSF has many existing assets for successful community partnerships. These 

assets form the substrate for developing a more robust, institutionalized 
community partnership initiative at UCSF.  
 
a. Institutional mission and commitment: Leaders committed to community 

engagement hold influential positions on campus, including positions in 
the Chancellor’s Office and the Offices of the Deans of the UCSF Schools, 
Department Chairs, and Directors of major academic units.    
 

b. Experiences and a track record in successful community partnerships: The Task 
Force’s initial inventory of UCSF community partnership activities found 
over 60 different programs, involving more than 28 different UCSF 
departments and units, with focus areas including community-based 
research, clinical training and service-learning education, among other 
areas. Many of these programs are exemplary models of academic-
community partnerships characterized by sustained relationships between 
partners, sharing of leadership and power, and lessons humbly learned. 
 

c. Resources and infrastructure: UCSF has tremendous resources to contribute 
to community partnerships, including the “intellectual capital” of the 
institution’s scholarship and expertise in health care and science; 
experienced and motivated faculty and staff; and more. These resources 
are matched by the assets of local communities that are activist in 
orientation, sophisticated and knowledgeable, culturally competent, and, 
in many instances, favorably disposed to collaboration with UCSF. 
 

d. Timely opportunities: Events such as the development of the UCSF Mission 
Bay campus present timely opportunities for renewed efforts in civic 
engagement, particularly with the southeast communities neighboring 
Mission Bay. 
 

3. A parallel set of barriers and liabilities also exist at UCSF impeding successful 
community partnerships. 
 
a. A culture not conducive to civic engagement: The biomedical research culture 

of UCSF overshadows and depreciates the valuing of community 
engagement, faculty members do not receive significant recognition and 
support for community engagement, and there is no explicit requirement 
for service-learning program participation for all UCSF students and 
residents.  
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b. Insufficient institutional competence in community partnerships: Some 
community members, particularly those in vulnerable communities, 
distrust UCSF. Although it has many partnership programs that have 
achieved high credibility and respect among the community, the 
University also has been perceived to be exploitative of the community.  
 

c. Lack of greater and more formalized resources and infrastructure for community 
partnerships: The absence of a more centralized infrastructure remains a 
limiting factor for more robust civic engagement at UCSF There is poor 
coordination across individual UCSF partnership programs, resulting in 
duplication of effort, missed opportunities for synergy between 
compatible programs, and lack of collective learning and sharing of 
experiences. Community members seeking UCSF partners and resources 
face a largely impenetrable institution without an obvious entry for 
developing academic-community collaborations. UCSF lacks an internal 
grants program to provide start-up or other funding support for 
community partnership projects. 

 
d. Lack of sufficient academic incentives and acknowledgement of the value of 

community partnerships within the campus setting 
 

4. Although no academic institution in the United States has a model of a 
community partnership infrastructure that will serve as a perfect blueprint for 
a UCSF initiative, a number of “best practices” at these institutions can be 
modified and adapted as a base for such an endeavor. 
 
  

Recommendations 
 
1. Create a formal University-Community Partnerships Program that will serve 

as the campus infrastructure for community partnerships.  This Program 
should support--not supplant—the diverse ecosystem of organically developed, 
grass-roots community partnerships that exist at UCSF by “fertilizing” and 
facilitating community partnerships, incubating new initiatives, and otherwise 
helping to overcome a number of institutional barriers and liabilities impeding 
civic engagement. 

 
2. Designate a leader within the Chancellor’s Office who is responsible for 

assuring that the functions of the University-Community Partnerships 
Program are performed.  
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3. Appoint a University-Community Partnerships Council empowered to work 

with the Chancellor’s Office to guide the operations of the Partnership 
Program. The Council should consist of UCSF members and community 
members in approximately equal balance, and have a meaningful decision-
making role in the planning and operation of the University-Community 
Partnerships Program. 
 

4. Formally adopt explicit principles of civic engagement and community 
partnerships for UCSF as an institution. 

 
5. Prioritize the implementation of the following components of the University-

Community Partnerships Program: 
 
a. Information clearinghouse and coordinating center: Both the campus and the 

community need a centralized information clearinghouse that maintains 
an interactive, updated computerized database on individual UCSF 
community partnerships. A core staff is needed to administer the 
inventory, maintain the database, and serve as the human liaison to the 
public and members of the UCSF community, performing outreach and 
facilitating and coordinating projects. 
 
 

b. Faculty development and support: UCSF requires an infrastructure to assist 
faculty members to become more adept in civic engagement and to 
overcome the institutional barriers to successful faculty careers in 
community service. A centralized infrastructure for community 
partnerships should provide such a service on a campus wide basis in 
support of faculty members devoted to community-engaged scholarship. 
 

c. Service-learning curricular development:  UCSF needs to develop a more 
coherent approach to service-learning for students, residents, and other 
learners on campus. The campus should support a process for bringing 
together faculty, staff and learners in disparate community-oriented 
educational programs to explore shared service-learning curricular needs, 
clarify expectations for learners, and strengthen processes for enhancing 
the competence of learners to work effectively with communities. 
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d. Community economic and employment development: As a component of a new 

UCSF University-Community Partnerships Program initiative, the 
economic and workforce development efforts of the existing UCSF 
Community Partnerships Program administered through the Office of 
Community and Government Relations should continue and be 
augmented by additional investments in community-based “pipeline” 
activities in the areas of job training, partnerships with local and regional 
educational institutions, and other workforce development projects.  
 

e. Internal grants program: The functions of the UCSF community 
partnerships infrastructure should include administering a formal small 
grants program for projects that promote partnership activities. 
Community based organizations, in addition to UCSF faculty, students 
and staff, should be eligible to apply for grants, as long as the CBO is 
partnering with a UCSF department or unit. 
 

f. Dissemination, communications, and recognition: The UCSF University-
Community Partnerships Program should actively disseminate 
accomplishments, lessons, and related information through a proactive 
communications program, including a high-profile web site, a periodic 
electronic newsletter, a list serve, and an annual or biannual printed 
report, community partnership recognition events, and a regular series of 
symposia to bring together UCSF and community partners. 
 

g. Navigation, technical support and endorsement: An important function for a 
centralized University-Community Partnerships Program is to assist 
individuals from UCSF and community based organizations to navigate 
each other’s customs and procedures in order to embark on and complete 
successful partnership voyages. New models of community-based 
participatory research represent highly community engaged approaches 
to research that involve community members as collaborators in all phases 
of a research study. 
 

h. Champions and leadership:  A key function of the University-Community 
Partnerships Program is to champion civic engagement and provide 
visible and influential leadership for community partnerships at the 
highest levels of UCSF administration.  This leadership does not absolve 
the need for broader leadership at all levels of the campus. However, 
leadership at the top is a key element for advancing an agenda on civic 
engagement at UCSF 
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i. Evaluation to assure the quality and integrity of programs: Ongoing evaluation 

and assessment is essential for gauging the success of program activities 
and providing lessons learned to forge more successful partnerships and 
projects.  
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
The UCSF Task Force on Community Partnerships was convened by Executive Vice 
Chancellor Washington in July, 2004. Dr. Washington’s charge to the Task Force was to: 

• Perform an inventory that describes and categorizes UCSF partnerships in 
community-based programs within California in which UCSF faculty and staff 
participate as part of their University responsibilities;  

• Review what is known about the benefits to the community and university of 
academic partnerships in community-based programs, and about the key 
attributes of successful partnerships between communities and academic 
institutions; and  

• Make recommendations for improving the success and impact of UCSF's 
engagement in community-based programs and partnerships. 

The Task Force was chaired by Kevin Grumbach, MD, Professor and Chair of the UCSF 
Department of Family and Community Medicine, and included twenty members 
representing diverse sectors of all four UCSF schools as well as the UCSF Medical 
Center. In addition to the members appointed by the Executive Vice Chancellor, the 
Task Force invited five other UCSF faculty members and staff and two community 
members with expertise in UCSF-community collaborations to participate in Task Force 
meetings.  
 

UCSF TASK FORCE ON COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIPS 
 
Appointed Members 
 
Nancy Adler Psychiatry & Center for Health and Community 
Charles Alexander2 Student Affairs and Dean’s Office, Dentistry 
Claire Brindis2 Institute for Health Policy Studies & Pediatrics 
Orlando Elizondo Community & Government Relations 
Kathy Flores2 UCSF-Fresno Latino Center for Medical Education & Research 
Ellen Goldstein1  Center for AIDS Prevention Studies & Family & Community 

Medicine 
Lisa Gray2 Community Partnerships Program, Community & Government 

Relations 
Kevin Grumbach, 
Chair 

Family & Community Medicine 

Dixie Horning2 National Center of Excellence in Women’s Health 
Maryanne Johnson Geriatrics Division, Veterans Administration Medical Center 
Anda Kuo2 Pediatric Leadership for the Underserved (PLUS) Residency 
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Program 
Cindy Lima2 UCSF Medical Center Administration 
Nancy Milliken2 Obstetrics/Gynecology, Center of Excellence in Women’s 

Health, and School of Medicine Dean’s Office 
Rena Pasick2 Comprehensive Cancer Center 
Howard 
Pinderhughes2

Social and Behavioral Sciences, School of Nursing 

Sally Rankin Family Health Care Nursing, School of Nursing 
Lori Rice1  Dean’s Office, School of Pharmacy 
Tracy Stevens2 Center for Science and Education Opportunity 
Peter Walter Biochemistry & Biophysics 
Naomi Wortis2  Community Partnership Resource Center, Family & 

Community Medicine 
 
Ad Hoc Members 
 
Patricia Caldera Science and Health Education Partnership 
Annemarie 
Charlesworth1,2  

Institute for Health Policy Studies 

Gerri Collins-Bride1 Community Health Systems, School of Nursing 
Julia Faucett1  Community Health Systems, School of Nursing 
Laurie Kalter Center for Health and Community 
Karen G. Pierce San Francisco Department of Public Health, Bayview Hunters 

Point Health and Environmental Assessment Program 
Robert Uhrle2 Community Partnership Resource Center, Family & 

Community Medicine 
 
Task Force Staff: 
 
Jay LaPlante1, 2 Community Partnership Resource Center, Family & 

Community Medicine 
Cecilia Populus-
Eudave2

Medical Effectiveness Research Center for Diverse 
Populations, General Internal Medicine & 
Obstetrics/Gynecology 

Dennis Keane1 Center for the Health Professions 
 
1 Member of the Task Force’s UCSF Inventory Working Group 
2 Member of the Task Force’s “Best Practices” Working Group 
 
Between September 2004 and July 2005, the Task Force held a series of meetings to 
explore members’ experiences, insights, and perspectives in regards to community 
partnership activities, develop strategies for information acquisition to respond to the 

9 



committee’s charge, and formulate findings and recommendations. The Task Force 
conducted two major investigations to inform its work: 
 
• A web-based survey to compile an inventory of existing community partnerships 

programs at UCSF, and 
 

• Examination of community partnerships infrastructures at other leading 
universities in the United States to identify “best practices” in organizing and 
administering institutional community partnership initiatives. 

 
Subcommittees of the Task Force took responsibility for conducting these two 
investigations.  
 
The Task Force also held a forum with several San Francisco residents and 
representatives from local community based organizations to explore their perceptions 
of UCSF community partnership activities and solicit their input into Task Force 
deliberations.*  In addition, the Task Force sought consultation from two national 
experts in community partnerships, Barbara Holland, PhD and Joan Reede, MD, MPH. 
Dr. Holland is Senior Scholar, Indiana University-Purdue University Indianapolis and 
past Director (Visiting) of the Office of Community Partnerships in the US Department 
of Housing and Urban Development. Dr. Reede is Dean for Diversity and Community 
Partnership at the Harvard School of Medicine, and directs the School’s Minority 
Faculty Development Program and Community Outreach Programs.  
 
Chapter 2 of this report makes the case for the compelling need for community 
partnerships and civic engagement at UCSF. The survey producing an inventory of 
existing UCSF community partnerships initiatives is discussed in Chapter 3, and the 
examination of external institutional models is discussed in Chapter 4. Chapter 5 
presents the findings and recommendations of the Task Force. The findings and 
recommendations are informed not only by the two investigative projects described in 
Chapters 3 and 4, but also by the many discussions among Task Force members,  
community input provided at the Task Force community forum, and the insights of the 
Task Force’s two consultants. Although these latter activities played an influential role 
in the formulation of the Task Force’s findings and recommendations, this report does 
not include detailed descriptions of the content of these meetings and discussions. 
Minutes of these meetings are available upon request.  
 

                                                 
*Concepcion Saucedo, German Walteros, Renee Velasquez (Instituto Familiar de la Raza); Angelo King 
(Southeast Neighborhood Jobs Initiative Roundtable); Dorris Vincent (UCSF Community Partnerships 
Program Community Action Committee & BVHP Resident); Sharen Hewitt, Trana Scott (Community 
Leadership Academy and Emergency Response); Laura Critchfield (SF LEARNS/Bayview Healing Arts 
Center); Elaine Johnson (Biolink & City College of San Francisco) 
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II. THE CASE FOR COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIPS AND AN ENGAGED 
CAMPUS 

 
The Mission Statement of the University of California, San Francisco states that one of 
the missions of the campus is “to serve the community at large through educational and 
service programs that take advantage of the knowledge and skills of UCSF faculty, staff and 
students.” Without question, community partnerships fulfill the public service mission 
of the University. The Task Force’s working definition of a “community partnership” is 
a program or project involving a collaboration between UCSF faculty, staff and/or 
students and members of the community, focused on improving community health and 
well being and empowering community members to play a participatory and 
influential role in the program.  
 
UCSF has tremendous intellectual, scientific, material and human resources to 
contribute to improvement in the health and well being of the public. The need for 
public service dedicated to eliminating the nation’s glaring disparities in health and life 
opportunities is particularly compelling. Just as these disparities based on race-
ethnicity, socioeconomic status, sexual orientation, and other factors mar the national 
landscape, they stain the local environment of the San Francisco Bay Area and the 
communities surrounding UCSF.  For example, rates of preventable hospitalizations are 
three times higher in Bayview Hunters Point than in the Marina District.  The majority 
of children in foster care in San Francisco live within walking distance of seven street 
corners in the city; four of these are located in Bayview Hunters Point and Visitacion 
Valley, and all but one of these corners is adjacent to public housing complexes. While 
violence is the ninth leading cause of premature mortality in San Francisco, it ranks 1st, 
5th, and 6th in Bayview Hunter’s Point, Visitacion Valley and the Mission District, 
respectively. Responsible stewardship of the public service mission of UCSF is a strong 
rationale for developing and sustaining community partnerships that address these 
inequities.  
 
Although public service is an important motivation for universities to participate in 
community partnerships, it is an incomplete rationale. The concept of “public service” 
may be interpreted as implying a unidirectional transfer of resources from the 
university to the community, by which an academic institution contributes expertise, 
technical assistance, volunteer effort, or other resources to a community that is the 
passive recipient of this largesse. The concept of civic engagement more accurately 
captures the broader notion of bi-directional benefit and mutual participation that is 
fundamental to true community partnerships. Dr. Barbara Holland, one of the Task 
Force’s consultants, defines an Engaged Academic Institution as one that  
 

“…is committed to direct interaction with external constituencies 
and communities through the mutually-beneficial exchange, 
exploration, and application of knowledge, expertise, and 
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information. These interactions enrich and expand the learning and 
discovery functions of the academic institution while also 
enhancing community capacity. The work of the engaged campus 
is responsive to community-identified needs, opportunities, and 
goals in ways that are appropriate to the campus’ mission and 
academic strengths. The interaction also builds greater public 
understanding of the role of the campus as a knowledge asset and 
resource.” 
 

Viewed from this perspective, community partnerships not only benefit the public. 
Partnerships are fundamental to the academic institution’s self-interest. As Dr. Joan Reede 
remarked to the Task Force, community engagement is fundamentally about 
“excellence” in fulfilling the institution’s other core missions: excellence in education, 
excellence in research, and excellence in patient care.  High quality education requires that 
UCSF students and residents interact with diverse populations and gain insights into 
how different communities perceive the factors affecting health, variation in cultural 
beliefs about health and medical care, community assets and resources promoting 
resiliency, and the conditions of people’s social and physical environment. Community 
partners bring unique wisdom and experience that can enrich the learning experiences 
of students and residents.  
 
Community partnerships enhance the quality and reach of research. Partnerships build 
the trust necessary for successfully recruiting diverse populations into research studies-
-a requirement of NIH funded clinical research. Meaningful community participation 
can identify key research questions and novel hypotheses not otherwise apparent to 
university investigators. It also provides an opportunity for community-input into 
interpreting key findings within a community context, thus providing researchers with 
greater insights as to patterns and pathways pertaining to health outcomes. 
Furthermore, with the growing importance of studying population health within an 
environmental framework, important new channels for research are being recognized 
by funders. A community focus is the necessary final step of translational research, 
completing the continuum that extends from the molecule to the cell to the patient to 
the community.  Community partnerships also enhance the university’s clinical 
services, such as by developing trust that may overcome community suspicions that the 
primary goal of university hospitals and clinics is to “experiment” on patients. 
Partnership projects give the university a presence and visibility in the community that 
may encourage patients to obtain their care at the UCSF Medical Center, San Francisco 
General Hospital, or other UCSF-affiliated medical centers.  
 
Community engagement is also vital to the university’s self-interest because these 
partnerships have the potential to improve community relations and build community 
confidence in the public-spiritedness of the university, which may in turn translate into 
political support for the institution’s strategic planning. Community members quickly 
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see through disingenuous, primarily self-serving activities conducted by universities 
under the banner of civic engagement. However, genuine, mutually beneficial 
partnership programs have the potential to build legitimate trust in the university and 
increase public confidence in the integrity of the university’s leaders. UCSF learned this 
lesson the hard way over past decades during the fractious neighborhood disputes over 
facilities planning at the Parnassus and Laurel Heights campuses. The community 
partnership activities subsequently developed by the UCSF Office of Community and 
Government Relations, including inviting community members to serve on Community 
Advisory Groups, created a much more respectful and healthier model of community 
engagement at UCSF. The less contentious community relations that characterized the 
recent Mission Bay planning process are in part a result of the university’s more 
thoughtful approach to civic engagement. 
 
A related rationale for civic engagement is investment in the pipeline for the future 
workforce of UCSF and other academic institutions. Institutions such as UCSF have a 
critical role to play in developing both the current and future workforce with the 
intellectual skills, personal integrity, social responsibility, and cultural competence that 
will allow UCSF to continue to flourish. Through community partnerships, new job 
opportunities may emerge for community members as part of their involvement in a 
research project or exposure to a program linking youth in the community to future 
educational opportunities. 
 
Dr. Holland asserts that civic engagement can exert a positive, transformative influence 
over the fundamental nature of academia and scholarship. Traditionally, universities 
have been viewed as generating and transmitting knowledge through research, 
teaching and service. The emerging role of universities is to create a learning society 
through discovery, learning and engagement. A robust enterprise in community 
partnerships at UCSF has the potential to catalyze this transformation and place UCSF 
at the vanguard of this emerging model of scholarship.   
 

13 



III. INVENTORY OF EXISTING UCSF COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIPS 

One of the Executive Vice Chancellor’s charges to the Task Force was to: 

• Perform an inventory that describes and categorizes UCSF partnerships in 
community-based programs within California in which UCSF faculty and staff 
participate as part of their University responsibilities. 

To complete this assignment, the Task Force appointed an Inventory Working Group to 
develop a survey instrument to quantify and characterize the diverse community 
partnerships currently taking place at UCSF, and to implement the survey in a manner 
that would optimize the response to the survey from UCSF campus members involved 
in community partnerships. The Task Force sought a survey methodology that would 
be “user friendly” and require modest resources to administer.  
 
Survey Methods  
 
The Inventory Working Group developed a self-administered questionnaire that was 
brief and relatively straightforward, while capturing enough data to be informative for 
this initial effort to create a UCSF inventory. The Working Group determined priority 
content areas for the inventory and retained the in-kind services of an experienced 
UCSF survey administrator, Dennis Keane of the UCSF Center for the Health 
Professions, to assist in formatting and producing an on-line questionnaire.  
 
The web-based survey was launched to the UCSF campus community on March 2, 2005. 
Executive Vice Chancellor Washington e-mailed all Deans, Department Chairs and 
Administrators, and Directors of Organized Research Units asking them to encourage 
members of their departments or units involved in community partnerships to 
complete the questionnaire. Dr. Grumbach also requested that all members of the Task 
Force complete the survey to ensure that their programs were represented in the 
inventory.  In addition, an article about the work of the Task Force with a link to the 
survey was placed on the UCSF electronic newspaper UCSF Today, with an invitation to 
readers to complete the inventory survey. Respondents were asked to complete one 
questionnaire for each community partnership initiative in which they were engaged. 
“Initiative” was defined as “a short- or long-term project, program, or goal initiated by 
or involving your department in the form of research, provision of education, service 
learning opportunity, clinical service, etc. that involves one or more partnerships with 
community-based organizations or members with the ultimate goal of benefiting 
members of a given community.” 
 
A more detailed description of methods and a copy of the survey instrument are 
attached as Appendix A. 
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Inventory Results 
 
The Task Force received 69 responses to the survey. Five responses were excluded due 
to lack of a community partner in the initiative, resulting in a final inventory of 64 
different community partnership initiatives.  
 
The survey generated responses from 28 different UCSF departments and units. 
Respondents reported on various levels of community partnerships, from single 
collaborative research projects to entire research institutions, from single course 
curricula to departmental Centers of Excellence.  The level of detail varied from one 
initiative to another; some respondents provided very specific details of their initiative, 
while others reported overviews.  Despite these differences, the data reveal strong 
community ties, services to many neighborhoods and populations, and robust 
opportunities for UCSF students and residents to engage with communities.  
 
In response to questions asking for partnership initiative goals, the categories most 
frequently described as being either the primary or secondary goal of the initiative 
were:   conducting community based research (25); providing education and 
enrichment opportunities for community members (22); and providing clinical services 
in community settings (17).    
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Overall, many goals were achieved through these partnership initiatives.  Respondents 
were asked to “check all that apply” from a list describing initiative goals, resulting in 
the following description of goals: Community-based education opportunities for UCSF 
students, residents, including non-clinical service learning curricula, etc (31); Providing 
education and enrichment programs for community members (31); Collaborating on 
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community and social advocacy issues (30); Conducting community-based research in 
collaboration with community organizations (29); Provision of clinical services in 
community settings (26); Employment, workforce development, and business 
development (15); and other (10).   
 

Partnership Initiative Goals 

Initiative Goals 
"Check 
all that 
apply" 

Primary or 
Secondary 

Goal 
Education for UCSF 
students/ residents/ service 
learning 31 12 
Education/ enrichment prgms 
for community members 31 22 
Community/ social advocacy 30 13 
Collaborative community-
based research 29 25 
Clinical services in 
community settings 26 17 
Employment/ workforce/ 
business development 15 7 
Other 10 8 
No Answer   24 

 
 
Community partnerships resulted in many community members receiving clinical 
services.  Of the respondents who reported providing such services, 7 initiatives served 
fewer than 100 people annually, 9 served between 100-1,000 people, and 8 provided 
clinical services to over 1,000 people. 
 
The 28 initiatives reporting providing educational opportunities to UCSF students and 
residents estimated that they involved 1,027 students or residents in their programs 
annually, with an average of 37 per program. (Students and residents may participate in 
more than one initiative, so it is possible that these are not unduplicated counts of 
students and residents.) 
 
Many community members were touched by UCSF partnership initiatives through 
education and enrichment programs, with an estimated 142,400 people being reached 
by 32 separate programs in the past year   These programs included providing San 
Francisco Unified School District students with math and science education, performing 
injury assessment for high school athletes, and health education programs in 
underserved urban communities, among other initiatives. 
 
Departments collaborated not only with community partners, but also with other 
departments within UCSF.  When asked to name other departments within UCSF that 
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participated in their initiatives, respondents named 43 departments as collaborators on 
community partnerships.  Involving several departments within UCSF is one strategy 
which may ensure community members have several “gatekeepers” to the university 
resources and are less likely to pigeon-hole positive experiences as the result of just one 
exceptional person. 
 
Populations targeted by these community initiatives varied with respect to a focus on 
race/ethnicity, age, gender, and SES.  More than 30 respondents reported focusing their 
initiatives on youth, women, men, African-Americans, or Latinos.  Between 20-29 
initiatives address women, elders, GLBT populations, Asians, Native Hawai’ians/ other 
Pacific Islanders (NAHOP), homeless people, or both women and men.  Fewer than 20 
respondents reported targeting their work towards immigrants.  Those reporting 
addressing all racial/ ethnic categories, or targeting both children and adolescents, also 
account for fewer than 20 respondents.  
 
While 8 respondents reported targeting all California, 24 of the initiatives in the survey 
targeted the Bay Area, and 26 focused only within San Francisco.  The most frequent 
San Francisco neighborhoods involved in partnerships with UCSF were the Southeast 
San Francisco corridor (Bayview Hunters point, Potrero Hill, Visitacion Valley)(8), the 
Mission District (7), and the Tenderloin/ South of Market area (6). 
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With respect to focus areas of these varied initiatives, the responses predominately 
addressed general health, education, or HIV/AIDS.  More than 20 respondents reported 
on initiatives focusing on general health or education. Between 15-19 initiatives 
addressed HIV, mental health, substance use, or health care advocacy.  Between 10-14 
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initiatives concerned cancer, diabetes, asthma, obesity, violence, or career mentoring; 
and fewer than 9 respondents reported working specifically on cardiovascular disease, 
reproductive health, disabilities, job development, or business development. 
 
The most common tools created by partnerships were educational materials (29), 
curricula (26), and survey instruments (25).  Other tools created were evaluation 
instruments (18), training manuals (11), clinical care tools (9), dissemination tools (8), 
and written principles of conduct (3).   
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The two final questions on the survey invited respondents to share the 
accomplishments and challenges of working in partnership with community.  It is 
inspiring to read of the accomplishments achieved by UCSF faculty, staff, residents and 
students and their community partners.  For example, the California Area Health 
Education Center, administered through the UCSF Fresno campus, has been 
responsible for distribution of more than $60 million in federal and other funds in 
California to support community-based educational programs.  Collaborative research 
at the Center for AIDS Prevention Studies has resulted in more effective treatment 
programs for state prison inmates that have been replicated throughout the California 
prison system.  The UCSF Community Partnerships Program has contacted over 300 
businesses from under-engaged communities, and in 2004, participants received over 
$75,000 in business from UCSF.  Overall, respondents reported success in providing 
meaningful community education for residents and students that increases the value 
and relevance of a UCSF education, publication of many articles in peer reviewed 
journals, awards, successful funding, provision of necessary services in underserved 
communities, the development of models that have been replicated nationally, 
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significant community involvement, support of high school students to succeed in 
college and especially in health professions, and an increase in support of local workers 
and businesses.  
 
Working in community partnerships is not without its challenges.  The most common 
challenge mentioned could be predicted in these difficult financial times:  funding.  
Partnership funding is especially hard to secure as the funds must support both sides of 
the partnership, often making initiatives more expensive. Although some funders are 
beginning to prioritize investment in university-community partnerships, many 
funders maintain traditional models of funding that don’t facilitate partnerships. 
 
Respondents reported that the University  structure and administration posed 
additional challenges, especially when it came to Institutional Review Board approval 
processes, recognition of community-oriented activities in faculty promotion, 
administrative support for the time and effort of developing and sustaining community 
partnerships, and internal procedures which allow partners to build relationships 
without incurring additional administrative burden (e.g., cumbersome subcontracting 
procedures). Beyond internal challenges, respondents reported difficulties in 
establishing community trust, noted the increased effort often required to work in 
partnerships, and the struggle to engage with community organizations and residents.  
The difference in time required to conduct a program or research project internally vs. 
with a community partner was an additional challenge. 
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Case Studies 
 
Summaries of all 64 community partnership initiatives reported in the survey are 
included as Appendix B. We highlight several of these initiatives that reflect the breadth 
and depth of the community partnerships that exist at UCSF. 
 
 

Many of the dozens of Center for AIDS 
Prevention Studies (CAPS) research projects 
involve community collaborators.  
Centerforce, a local CBO working with 
prisons across California, has partnered with 
Drs. Olga Grinstead and Meagan Comfort to 
create and investigate strategies for 
delivering effective HIV prevention 
programs targeting HIV+ and HIV- inmates, 

as well as their female partners outside San Quentin State Prison.  Walden House, a 
residential treatment site for recovering addicts, has worked with Dr. Tooru Nemoto’s 
team on developing services for transgenders in recovery.  After years of conducting 
collaborative research, CAPS wrote the manual, Working Together: A Guide to 
Collaborative Research in HIV Prevention. 
 
 

 
 
 
 

At the Comprehensive Cancer Center, Dr. Robert Hiatt collaborates with community 
advocates led by the Marin Breast Cancer Watch who play an active role in the science 
and communications on studies concerning Breast Cancer and the Environment. 
Multiple town meetings have already been held to discuss the environment and breast 
cancer. Community advocates participate on scientific teams on an on-going basis. Dr. 
Rena Pasick of the Cancer Center has participated in the development of an educational 
and advocacy consortium of five community agencies and clinics addressing breast 
cancer education among Spanish speakers in Alameda County.  
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University of California 
San Francisco 

Community 
Partnership 
Resource 

Center 
—CPRC— 

Currently serving the 
following San Francisco 

neighborhoods: 
 

Bayview Hunters Point 
Mission 

Visitacion Valley 

The Science and Health Education Partnership (SEP) in 
the Department of Biochemistry was founded in 1987 
by UCSF faculty member Bruce Alberts, the current 
President of the National Academy of Sciences.  
Initially developed as a mechanism to donate surplus 
UCSF laboratory equipment to local schools, SEP has 
grown into a multi-faceted outreach effort that supports 
science and health education in San Francisco’s public 
schools.  SEP’s mission is to promote partnership 
between scientists and teachers in support of high 
quality science education for kindergarten through 
twelfth grade students. The Interim Director Katherine 
Nielsen and a team of Academic Coordinators head the 

effort that, through a variety of programs, places UCSF students, staff and faculty 
volunteers into classrooms in partnership with elementary school teachers, and middle 
and high school science teachers.  SEP also offers summer courses in biology and 
chemistry for elementary and middle school teachers.  In addition, SEP supports a High 
School Student Internship Program, which brings high school juniors into UCSF 
laboratories for summer internship experiences in scientific research and provides them 
with college counseling.  These programs and other UCSF outreach efforts are 
supported with science and health equipment and materials from the SEP Daly Ralston 
Resource Center. 
 

The UCSF Community Partnership Resource Center (CPRC) is a 
Department of Family and Community Medicine initiative to facilitate 
partnership activities between UCSF and local communities with the 
overall goal of improving health status and decreasing health disparities 
within San Francisco.  Growing out of initial community based 
participatory research and service-learning projects in the Bayview 
Hunters Point neighborhood, Drs. Naomi Wortis and Kevin Grumbach, 
co-founder Robert Uhrle, a large group of community partners, and 
Program Coordinator Jay LaPlante have developed a partnership process 
focusing on the Southeast corridor of the City which has generated 
guiding principles of partnership and setting priorities for collaborative 
work.  To date, the CPRC has worked with community based 
organizations to develop collaborative grant proposals based on 
community-generated priorities, established a community advisory board, and 
facilitated partnership projects on topics such as health education in local communities, 
increased “community competency” among health professionals, community-based 
participatory research, and social advocacy. 
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Faculty and graduate students of the School of Nursing provide 
clinical care and share educational and research activities 
through a number of faculty practices and community based 
clinics. Valencia Health Services serving Mission District and 
Bayview Hunters Point residents, is a full spectrum pediatric 
practice operated by the UCSF School of Nursing and operated 
by the Department of Family Health Care Nursing, that 
partners with SF State University and others to provide 
comprehensive care.  A partnership of Department of 
Community Health Systems with Glide United Methodist 
Church and Catholic Healthcare West offers clinical care to 
serve the uninsured and underinsured, including many of the 

homeless. Residential care settings for the severely and chronically mentally ill provide 
a venue for primary care, student education and faculty research through a partnership 
with the Progress Foundation. UCSF graduate nursing students also benefit from 
community partnerships with the San Francisco County Jail and juvenile detention 
centers throughout the Bay Area. Doctoral and MS students learn about the delivery of 
healthcare services in these community settings; the community benefits from the many 
hours of care and consultation contributed by the students and faculty. 
 
With UCSF’s status as one of the 
largest employers in the Bay Area, 
the Community Partnership 
Program (CPP) administered by the UCSF Department of Community 
and Governmental Relations plays an important role in providing 
outreach and community development to promote business and 
employment opportunities at UCSF for residents of historically 
disenfranchised areas of the City.  The CPP has worked with over 300 
businesses from the southeast community, providing education and information to 
level the playing field and encourage exploration into the UCSF market.  Outreach and 
Business seminars inform businesses about contracting procedures and opportunities 
while the Customized Business Development Program provides hands on development 
activities for businesses.  In 2004, participants received over $75,000 in business from 
the university.  The CPP also coordinates a highly successful administrative/clerical 
training program targeting San Francisco residents from disadvantaged communities.  
Last year, the CPP workforce program assisted over 20 residents to gain employment 
with UCSF earning wages at or above $15.00 an hour.  This year, CPP will facilitate 
several forums for employment and training partners to provide them with information 
and training that allows them to better provide services to their clients.  The most 
significant modification to CPP programs will be moving from training scenarios to 
direct placement into employment after the completion of appropriate training.   
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The Robert Wood Johnson Foundation-sponsored Dental 
Pipeline Practice: Community Based Dental Education 
national program has a California initiative based at UCSF. 
This partnership program has successfully placed dental 

students into community clinical programs. The rotation for the senior 
dental students has increased their total clinical experience and their 
enthusiasm to consider practice in underserved communities.  In 
addition, students have provided approximately $800,000 worth of 
added dental care in one year, with the senior dental student providers 
spending 15 days each in this rotation.  

 
 
 
The UCSF National 
Center of Excellence 
(CoE) in Women's 
Health combines the 
resources of the 
university with 
the energy of 
the community 
to promote 
comprehensive 
improvements 
in women's 
health that are relevant to women's lives and reflect their priorities. In addition to 
partnering with individual organizations, the CoE participates in community activities 
and regularly hosts educational events and programs for girls and women of all ages 
and with diverse interests including:  The Young Women's Health Conference, 
Women's Health 2020, Mind Over Bladder: Understanding Female Urinary 
Incontinence, Embracing Menopause, and Living in a Nonviolent Community.  Their 
recent co-sponsorship of the Women’s Health Summit brought advocates, health 
professionals, clinicians, researchers, and policymakers together to develop a health 
agenda and set of priorities for San Francisco. 
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The UCSF Institute for Health Policy Studies 
has been funded by the Center for Disease 
Control and Prevention to train eight high 
school-based, student-led research teams in 
Alameda County. Students are trained in 
research methods, helped in developing 
research questions and the development of 
survey and interview tools. UCSF provides the 
teams with support as they analyze the data 
and prepare research reports based upon their 
findings. Students have successfully presented their results, ranging from adolescent 
depression and stress to their use of health care systems, to Board of Supervisors, 
School Board Members, and School Staff to support their recommendations for program 
improvements. A number of students have indicated that they are interested in 
pursuing research careers.  
 

The Department of Food and Nutrition 
Services at the UCSF Medical Center is 
involved in a partnership with the Haight-

Ashbury Food Program. The partnership focuses on two main 
activities. The Food and Nutrition Service donates food to the 
Haight Ashbury Food Program to distribute to needy individuals 
and families. The Haight Ashbury Food Program also recruits 
previously homeless individuals to work as interns at the UCSF 
Food and Nutrition Services, thereby gaining cooking skills and 
work experience to assist them to gain employment in the 
community.  
 

 
Conclusion 
 
The Task Force’s initial survey of UCSF community partnerships reveals a rich, 
longstanding, and diverse engagement with Bay Area and California communities.  The 
partnership initiatives have delivered many valuable services. Community partnership 
opportunities for UCSF students and residents have enhanced their education. 
Initiatives have engaged local businesses and supported workforce development.  
Collaborative research projects have resulted in model programs and the development 
of relevant applied theories. Partnerships have produced educational and training tools 
to share, relationships to nurture, and the opportunity to translate the idealistic spirit of 
UCSF campus members into action at the community level.  
 
The work of the Task Force in compiling an inventory made apparent the need for an 
ongoing method of collecting and disseminating information about UCSF community 
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partnership initiatives. The Task Force repeatedly heard about the sense of isolation felt 
by many UCSF campus members in pursuing their community partnership activities. 
There is little institutional knowledge about the variety of partnership activities that are 
ongoing at UCSF, resulting in poor coordination across individual partnership 
programs, duplication of effort, missed opportunities for synergy between compatible 
programs, and lack of collective learning and sharing of experiences. The very process 
of participating in the Task Force and communicating about experiences proved to be a 
powerful validating and solidarity-building exercise for Task Force members. There is 
clearly an internal group of “consumers” who would make use of a database that 
maintains an updated inventory describing UCSF community partnerships initiatives.  
 
An actively maintained database would have additional institutional value as a means 
to celebrate and publicize the many commendable ventures in civic engagement that 
are occurring at UCSF. Currently, UCSF presents no systematically organized “public 
face” of its community partnership activities—no web site, annual report, or other 
communications vehicle at the institutional level. The disadvantage to UCSF of lacking 
such an organized database, and the potential value of supporting a database, were 
both made starkly apparent to the Task Force in recent months. Prior to the Task Force’s 
creation of an inventory, one member of the Task Force was invited to attend a major 
symposium on UC civic engagement programs. All UC campuses were asked to submit 
information about their programs prior to the symposium. The information submitted 
by UCSF made mention of only three programs: the Science Education Partnership 
program, student Registered Campus Organizations, and “organizing volunteer service 
through student governments and committees.” There was a section on Service 
Learning, but the UCSF response was simply that clinical training is a form of service 
learning. The submitted information failed to convey the much more wide-ranging 
extent of UCSF community partnership initiatives. Other UC campuses reported a 
much more extensive array of programs. A few months later, when the Task Force was 
compiling the inventory survey data, the leadership of the UCSF Medical Center 
contacted the Task Force to inquire if the Task Force could provide information about 
community partnership programs involving the Medical Center. This information was 
needed for a report the Medical Center was preparing. Jay LaPlante, one of the Task 
Force’s staff members, was able to use the survey data to promptly respond with 
summaries of the three Medical Center partnership initiatives included in the inventory.  
 
The final group of consumers for an ongoing database is the public, particularly 
community residents and community based organizations interested in collaborative 
projects with UCSF. Community members seeking UCSF partners and resources face a 
bewildering and largely impenetrable institution without an obvious portal of entry for 
developing academic-community collaborations. These groups and individuals would 
benefit from a searchable, web-based tool that would permit them to identify UCSF 
partnership resources and direct them to appropriate contact people.  
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The initial inventory compiled by the Task Force has limitations, and undoubtedly 
failed to identify many existing noteworthy community partnership initiatives. 
Nonetheless, the Task Force strongly believes that this first foray into producing a 
systematic inventory demonstrates the feasibility and utility of developing and 
maintaining a web-based database on partnership initiatives.  
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IV. BEST PRACTICES IN COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIPS AT OTHER 
INSTITUTIONS 

 
The second charge to the Task Force was to: 

• Review what is known about the benefits to the community and university of 
academic partnerships in community-based programs, and about the key 
attributes of successful partnerships between communities and academic 
institutions.  

To complete this assignment, a Working Group on External Models was formed to 
research "best models" and “best-practices” for academic-community partnerships 
existing at other institutions which could provide lessons for principles and potential 
structures for guiding community partnership programs at UCSF.  

The Working Group identified the following research questions to guide its 
investigation: 

1. What types of partnerships exist?   
a. Undergraduate or graduate? 
b. Role of the university? 
c. What does the university gain? 

2. How are the partnerships structured? 
3. How are the partnerships supported? 

a. What kind of resources?  
b. What kind of infrastructure? 
c. Does the university provide financial support?  Do they receive in-kind 

support?  
4. Faculty and staff incentives and rewards 

a. Academic advancement? 
b. Financial incentives? 

 
Methods 
 
Task Force members, consultants, and other informants identified a sample of 
institutions known to have community partnership programs. The Working Group 
researched models from this sample of institutions, primarily using documents posted 
on websites. The Group designed a data collection template with 15 questions to 
investigate each institution’s model: 
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Partnership specific: 
1. History – Why was the partnership started? 
2. Who led the partnership? – Community driven or University driven?  Reaction 

to a community event? 
3. Mission statement 
4. How is partnership defined? 
5. Are agreed value statements available? 
6. What are the goals and objectives of the partnership? 
7. Who is the community (internal and external)? 
8. What kinds of community projects (training, research, service, etc.)? 
9. How is the partnership funded? 
10. What are the outcomes?  How are the measured?  Who measures the outcomes 

(University or community?)? 
11. Is there a centralized infrastructure for community partnership?  If yes, is there 

governance?  Is the community involved?  How well does the governance work? 
University specific: 
12. Is the university a health science campus? (Y/N)? 
13. What is the role of the University?   
14. Who comprises the University component of the partnership?  All faculty?  Staff?  

Students?  (Graduate and/or undergraduate?) 
15. What are the reward mechanisms for involvement? 
 
Telephone calls were made to clarify or supplement information from several of the 
universities. Five questions were developed for these phone calls: 

 
1. Describe the leadership/decision-making structure in more detail--especially 

with regard to community input. 
2. Has any evaluation been done of their overall model (not just individual 

programs) and, if so, what have the outcomes been? 
3. Are there any incentives for getting students, staff, and faculty more involved? 
4. Are there any aspects of their model that they would strongly recommend we 

replicate? 
5. Are there any aspects of their model that they would recommend we NOT 

replicate? 
 

The Group developed a matrix to summarize the research findings.  Only university 
models were included in this matrix, as non-university models were more challenging 
to summarize in the same format and deemed not as relevant to the specific goals of the 
Task Force.   
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The universities researched (followed by the web sites for their community partnership 
programs) were: 
 

Cornell:  http://www.psc.cornell.edu
 http://www.cornell.edu/outreach
Emory: http://oucp.emory.edu
Harvard: http://www.hms.harvard.edu/dcp
Johns Hopkins: http://urbanhealthinstitute.jhu.edu 
Morehouse: http://www.msm.edu/prc/index.htm
UCLA: http://la.ucla.edu
University of Illinois-Chicago: http://www.uic.edu/cuppa/gci/uicni
 http://www.uic.edu/depts/dch/index.html
UPenn: http://www.upenn.edu/ccp
U of Washington: http://www.washington.edu/eplt/about
U of Wisconsin-Madison: http://www.wisc.edu/wiscinfo/outreach
Virginia Commonwealth Univ: http://www.vcu.edu/ocp/index.html 

 
The Working Group also researched the following non-university models, which were 
not included in the data summary: Bay Area Organizing Committee, Community Based 
Participatory Research, Community Campus Partnerships for Health, Health 
Professions Partnership Initiative (administered by AAMC), HRSA, Tobacco Control 
and Community Partnerships, WK Kellogg Foundation, Women’s Community Health 
Leadership Program (at UCSF). 
 
Results 
 
Below is a matrix summarizing information about the external university models 
researched by the group. Each university is listed with a summary of that model’s 
overall structure, target community, leadership structure, mission/values, 
goals/objectives, outcomes/evaluation, diversity of activities, incentives, funding 
sources, and replicable components. 
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MODEL     STRUCTURE COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP MISSION/
VALUES 

 GOALS/ 
OBJECTIVES 

OUTCOMES/ 
EVALUATION 

DIVERSITY OF 
ACTIVITIES 

INCENTIVES FUNDING REPLICABLE
COMPONENTS 

Cornell Univ 
(Public 
Service 
Center) 
Est 1991 
 
 
Info from 
web & 
phone 

Centralized 
(PSC) and 
decentralized 
 
Outreach 
Programs and 
Outreach 
Systems 

Local, state, 
national, 
international 

Assoc. Provost 
for Outreach; no 
community 
advisory board 

Service, 
citizenship 

No clear 
statement on 
website; 
service, 
service-
learning 
curricula 

HUD grant 
evaluated with 
mixed results; 
some neg. 
impact in comm 
due to promises 
not kept 

Service-learning, 
comm dev, 
envir., research, 
science and 
math education 

Student 
awards, 
funding for 
projects, 
seminars for 
faculty 

Internal, 
external, 
Revenue 
from 
agriculture 
consulting 

Database of 
service-learning 
opps; Community 
Connection 
newsletter; 
funding for 
projects (fac, stud); 
programs and 
systems; 
conference, 
seminars 

Emory 
(Office of 
Univ-Comm 
Partnership 
Est 2000 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Info from  
web & 
phone 

Centralized  
 
4 staff 
5-6 fellows 
 
They note that 
their non-dept 
status means 
they are 
sometimes left 
out of loop of 
univ 
planning; they 
recommend 
strong 
connections 
to a dept or 
provost-level 
offices 

Greater Atlanta Faculty and 
Provost led the 
creation in order 
to give comm 
better access to 
univ resources; 
Dir is assoc prof; 
several different 
adv committees; 
CAB for fellows 
program; 
working on CAB 
for whole office 

Currently 
using univ 
mission 
statement; 
developing 
their own; 
defines 
partnership 
as mutually 
beneficial, 
respectful, 
and equal 

Obj: 
Awareness 
and 
collaboration 
 
point of entry, 
explicit 
pathways for 
student civic 
eng 

Done by indiv 
programs; 
fellows program 
evaluated; 
UOCP working 
on strategic 
planning for 
their own 
evaluation 

Service, 
education, 
research 

Faculty mini-
grants; 
research 
support from 
grad fellows; 
faculty 
fellows 
program  

Internal, 
revenue 
from 
reading 
dev  corp, 
min-grant 
program 
endowed 
by alum 

Fellows program; 
searchable 
database of 
campus-comm 
programs; call for 
proposals from the 
comm to have 
fellows do projects 
designed by 
comm.; faculty 
minigrants; 
meaningful 
community 
involvement; 
holistic (not just 
volunteer work); 
collab across 
disciplines, comm., 
schools 
They wish: 
Strong connection 
to a dept of 
provost-level office 
so not left out of 
univ planning loop 
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MODEL     STRUCTURE COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP MISSION/
VALUES 

GOALS/ 
OBJTIVES 

OUTCOMES/ 
EVALUATION 

DIVERSITY OF 
ACTIVITIES 

INCENTIVES FUNDING REPLICABLE
COMPONENTS 

Harvard 
Medical 
School 
Office of 
Diversity 
and Comm 
Partnership 
Est 1999 
 
 
 
Info from 
web and 
group 
interview 

Centralized  Surrounding
communities 
 
Under-
represented 
minorities 

Dean for 
Diversity and 
Comm 
Partnership; no 
formal role for 
community in 
leadership; 
informal 
consultations 
with 
community 

Improve 
health of 
comm; 
address 
health and 
healthcare 
disparity; 
minority 
health 
workforce 
development 

Expand 
partnerships 
to improve 
health of 
comm; 
encourage 
service; 
comm-
oriented and 
culturally 
approp 
training; 
diverse 
workforce 

Unclear  Focus seems mostly 
to be on pipeline 
educational projects 

Dean’s Comm 
Service 
Award for 
faculty, staff, 
students assoc 
w/ $1,000 
awards for 
CBO partners 

Internal, 
External 
(all 
External 
per 
discussion 
with Dr. 
Reede) 

Awards, 
conferences,  
website with 
links to CBO 
websites 
 
 

Johns 
Hopkins 
Urban 
Health 
Institute 
Est 2000 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Info from 
web only 

Centralized  East Baltimore,
Baltimore City 

Result of 
recomm. of 
Urban Health 
Council (univ 
and 
community 
reps); 
freestanding 
entity 
reporting to 
univ president; 
board of 
directors with 
deans of major 
schools, pres of 
JH Health 
System, comm 
reps; provost 
serves as 
board’s chair; 
Director 

Marshall 
resources to 
improve the 
health and 
well-being of 
community 
residents and 
to promote 
evidence-
based 
interventions 
to solve 
urban health 
problems 
nationwide 

Economic 
stimulus via 
training and 
employment 
assistance; 
enhance 
community-
based 
research 
partnerships; 
enhance 
community 
infrastruct; 
provide 
100% access 
to health care 
with no 
disparities 

Annual report 
2002 online, 
seems to be 
evaluation by 
individual 
program 

Economic 
developmentresearch, 
community 
developmenthealth 
care access 

$25K grants to 
faculty for 
CBPR 

Internal 
(from all 
schools), 
External 

Result of 
recommendation 
from joint 
univ/comm 
council; funding 
from all schools; 
reports directly to 
univ president so 
voice at highest 
levels of univ; 
board with univ 
and comm reps; 
community 
forums; grants 
program 
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MODEL       STRUCTURE COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP MISSION/
VALUES 

GOALS/ 
OBJECTIVES 

OUTCOMES/ 
EVALUATION 

DIVERSITY 
OF 
ACTIVITIES 

INCENTIVES FUNDING REPLICABLE
COMPONENTS 

Morehouse 
School of 
Medicine  
Prevention 
Research 
Center 
Est 1998 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Info from 
web & 
phone 

1 PI 
4 co-PI’s 
4+ staff 

African 
American and 
other minority 
communities 
 
federal, state, 
and local health 
and education 
agencies, and 
other 
universities 

Directed by PI; 
Community 
Coalition Board 
works directly 
with PI; Board 
composed of 
comm. reps, 
agency reps, PI, 
academic partners 
and state health 
officer; Board sets 
policy, reviews 
grant proposals, 
sets research 
priorities, staffs a 
comm. IRB 

Advance 
scientific 
knowledge in 
field of 
prevention in 
African 
American and 
other minority 
communities 
and to 
disseminate 
new info and 
strategies of 
prevention 

Achieve local 
and national 
health 
objectives 
focused on 
gaining 
knowledge 
about the best 
methodology 
for solving the 
nation's 
obstinate 
health 
problems 

Selected by CDC 
as the "#1 PRC in 
the nation" 
(among the 33 
national PRCs); 
Other 
outcome/eval 
info unclear 
from skimming 
website; external 
evaluation by 
ORC Macro now 
mandated by 
CDC 

Environ., 
community 
develop., 
research, and 
dissemi-
nation and 
training 

None for 
faculty; MPH 
students get 
paid rotation 
in PRC; they 
have not felt 
need for 
incentives; 
mission of 
whole school 
in line with 
what they do  

CDC  Strong community
involvement; 
strong 
infrastructure; 
CDC funding; all 
research comm. 
based and per 
Board priorities; 
everyone treated 
equally; PRC works 
to improve comm. 
infrastructure, 
advocates with 
comm. agencies, 
provides free 
grantwriting 
workshops for 
CBO’s, funds mini-
grants for comm. 
agencies (not 
faculty) 
 
They warn: 
People involved 
must be willing to 
learn from comm. 
as much as they 
bring to table 
themselves; must 
continually work 
on own cultural 
competence 
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MODEL     STRUCTURE COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP MISSION/

VALUES 
GOALS/ 
OBJECTIVES 

OUTCOMES/ 
EVALUATION 

DIVERSITY 
OF 
ACTIVITIES 

INCENTIVES FUNDING REPLICABLE
COMPONENTS 

UCLA 
in LA Center 
for Comm 
Partnership 
Est 2002 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Info from 
web & phone 

Centralized 
 
6 staff 

Greater LA  
501c(3) CBO’s 

Resulted from 
Chancellor’s 
initiative; Assoc 
Vice Chancellor 
Comm 
Partnerships; 
advisory 
committee w/ 
equal # comm 
and campus 

Active, 
engaged, 
valued 
partner in LA 

Create 
research 
agendas that 
improve 
quality of life 
for LA, 
transfer 
research 
knowledge to 
comm 

Done by indiv 
partnerships; 
grant 
coordination  
and UC student 
regent looking at 
broader 
evaluation 

Children, 
youth, & 
family; Econ 
dev; Arts & 
Culture 

Grants $12K-
$50K; Cash 
awards (eg 
$25K); include 
partnerships 
in dept 
reports 

Private 
donations 
via UCLA 
Founda-
tion; state 
and fed $ 

Awards program; 
grant program; 
Assoc Vice Chanc 
position; grant 
coordination 
provides 
evaluation 
consulting to each 
project; strong 
infrastructure; 
meaningful comm. 
involvement  
They recommend: 
Dir=tenured 
faculty member 
They wish: 
Stronger fac 
mentoring for 
students; strong, 
realistic 
communication 
with community 

U of Illinois-
Chicago 
Neighborhoo
ds Initiative 
Est 1995 
 
Info from 
web & phone 

Centralized 
 
6 staff per 
website 
 
64 staff per 
phone call 

2 Chicago 
neighborhoods 
adjacent to 
campus 

Conceived by 
Chancellor; 
Director is 
Assistant Dean 
for Community 
Health 
Initiatives; 
Partners 
Committee w/ 
univ and comm 
members (all-
inclusive, 40+ 
people on list) 

provision of 
services, foster 
partnerships; 
nice values 
statement too 
long to 
summarize 

Improve 
quality of life 
target 
communities
University be 
more inclusive 
and include 
the public and 
community 
interest 

Annual reports 
on web to 2001; 
mostly evaluated 
by indiv 
programs 

research, 
teaching, 
training and 
tech expertise, 
service 

None Internal,
External 
(bulk is 
external) 

 Strong 
infrastructure; 
diverse funding 
 
They recommend:  
Hands-on leader 
who models values 
of center 
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MODEL     STRUCTURE COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP MISSION/

VALUES 
GOALS/ 
OBJECTIVES 

OUTCOMES/ 
EVALUATION 

DIVERSITY 
OF 
ACTIVITIES 

INCENTIVES FUNDING REPLICABLE
COMPONENTS 

UPenn 
Ctr for Comm 
Partnerships 
Est 1992 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Info from 
web & phone 

Centralized 
 
17 staff listed 
on website 
 
40 staff per 
phone call 

West Phil/ 
Philadelphia 

Outgrowth of 
Penn Program 
for Public 
Service; Dir is 
Assoc Vice Pres 
and reports to 
Off of VP for 
Gov, Comm, & 
Public Affairs 
and dotted line 
report to 
Provost; Several 
adv boards: 
faculty board, 
student board, 
comm board 

improve 
quality of life 
in Phil, 
advance and 
transmit 
knowledge 

Improve 
coordinate 
and 
collaborate or 
all university-
wide 
community 
service 
programs; 
create new 
and effective 
partnerships; 
create and 
strengthen 
local, nat’l, 
int’l networks 
of univ’s 
committed to 
civic 
engagement 

Measured by 
univ; 
measurements 
indiv by project; 
overall statistics 
on student and 
comm. 
participation 

School 
focused 

Mini-grants to 
faculty  

Internal, 
External 
 
Will send 
copy of 
HUD grant 

Strong 
infrastructure, 
meaningful comm. 
involvement;  
database of service 
opportunities 
 
They recommend: 
Need enough 
liaisons to 
community; univ 
needs to view as 
high priority; 
funding routed 
through one central 
office (their’s is 
not) 
They wish: 
More faculty 
funding avail for 
course devel and 
not just research; 
more training for 
univ folks on how 
to work with 
communities (esp 
cultural 
competence) 

U of Wash 
Educational 
Partnerships 
and Learning 
Technologies 
  
 
Info from 
web only 

Centralized 
 
2.5 campus 
staff 
3 rural staff 

Local, state, 
national, 
international 

Vice Provost and 
Community 
Partnerships 
Director are univ 
leaders and staff; 
extent of comm 
involvement 
unclear from 
website 

Lots of info on 
web but no 
one clear 
statement 

Teaching, 
learning, 
research, 
disseminat., 
interdisc. 
work, 
leverage 
resources, 
address 
concerns of 
communities, 
etc. 

Some research 
reports and case 
studies of 
specific projects 
are avail online 

Training, 
research, 
service 

Not clear from 
website 

Internal for 
campus 
staff, 
External for 
all 
programs 

Clear statements on 
website about how 
partnerships can 
benefit comm. and 
univ 
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MODEL     STRUCTURE COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP MISSION/

VALUES 
GOALS/ 
OBJECTIVES 

OUTCOMES/ 
EVALUATION 

DIVERSITY 
OF 
ACTIVITIES 

INCENTIVES FUNDING REPLICABLE
COMPONENTS 

U of 
Wisconsin-
Madison 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Info from 
web & phone 

Decentral-
ized; 
Loose assoc of 
City of 
Madison 
grassroots 
planning 
councils and 5 
UW entities 
 
Student 
services dept 
located in 
student union 
building, 
became 
Morgridge 
Ctr, now does 
volunteer 
clearing 
house, 
service-
learning 
course devel, 
facilitate 
comm. 
partnerships 

South Madison Chancellor’s 
office involved; 
grassroots 
planning 
councils formed 
by city via 
neighborhood 
associations 

Each univ 
entity has 
own mission 
statement 

By indiv 
entity and 
project 

Measured in 
terms of classes 
offered and 
money brought 
in; no central 
eval mechanism 

Teaching, 
service-
learning, 
housing, 
financial 
mgmt, 
business 
incubation, 
law 

“PR/ 
Good 
Feeling”;  
Mini-grants 
for faculty and 
students 

Internal 
(Chanc 
Office) for 
office and 
salaries for 
Campus 
Comm Part 
Office; 
Foundt’ns 
controlled 
by Chanc; 
External; 
City 
providing 
funding for 
dev of more 
infrastructu
re;  
$5M 
endow-
ment from 
alum 

Speakers bureau, 
link with city, 
community very 
involved 
 
They recommend:  
Combine 
coordination of 
volunteer work 
and service-
learning, funding 
for students 
 
They wish: 
Stronger evaluation 
component 
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MODEL      STRUCTURE COMMUNITY LEADERSHIP MISSION/
VALUES 

GOALS/ 
OBJECTIVES 

OUTCOMES/ 
EVALUATION 

DIVERSITY 
OF 
ACTIVITIES 

INCENTIVES FUNDING REPLICABLE
COMPONENTS 

Virginia 
Commonweal
th Univ 
Office of 
Comm 
Partnerships 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Info from 
web only 

Centralized 
 
15 staff per 
website 

Richmond 
metro area 

Resides within 
Academic 
Affairs; unclear 
what role comm. 
has if any 

Engage VCU 
with its comm 
to enhance the 
quality of life 
for all who 
work, live and 
study in the 
Richmond 
metro area 

Facilitates and 
coordinates 
academic 
progs 
involving 
comm; 
support 
campus-
comm 
partnerships; 
create opps 
for 
multidisciplin
ary, 
community-
based collabs 
that integrate 
research, 
teaching and 
service 

No info on web Emphasis 
seems to be on 
service-
learning and 
other 
educational 
programs 

No info on 
web 

No info on 
web 

(Limited info) 
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Case Studies 
 
Emory: Searchable database; Student fellowships; Endowment 

 

 

Emory University’s Office of 
University-Community 
Partnership illustrates several 
best practices.  They have a 
Community Partnerships 
Database which provides 
information about Emory's 
involvement in the greater 
Atlanta community through 
teaching, research and service 
activities. The endowment-

funded Emory Community 

g
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Kenneth Cole Community Building Fellowship Program

Building Fellowship Program 

ives students the opportunity to see first-hand the critical role that collaboration 
lays in the resolution of important public problems related to affordable 
ousing and community development, health, the environment, and social 
stice. 

arvard: Faculty recognition & awards; Diversity 

Office for Diversity

arvard University Medical School’s Office for Diversity 
nd Community Partnership instituted Dean’s 
ommunity Service Awards to recognize faculty, staff 
nd students who have made outstanding personal 
fforts in serving the local, national, or international 
ommunity. In addition, HMS makes a donation of 
1,000 to each of the community service programs with 
hich the awardees have partnered. 
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University of Pittsburgh: Community oversight of research 
 
The University Of Pittsburgh’s Graduate School of Public 
Health’s Center for Minority Health has a Community Research 
Advisory Board (CRAB) which reviews proposals for 
community-based research projects.  The CRAB proudly 
promotes the Ten Commandments of Community-based Research 
and strongly believes in their application to both new and on-
going research investigation.  These commandments are: 
 
1. Consult the community 
2. Value process as you value outcome 

3. Hold community objections to be the higher 
good University Of Pittsburgh’s Graduate 

School of Public Health’s Center for 
Minority Health Community Research 
Advisory Board 

4. Do not covet the community data 
5. Do not commit analysis of community data 

without community input 
6. Do not bear false witness towards community members 
7. Do not release findings before the community is consulted 
8. Train and hire community people 
9. Do not violate confidentiality 
10. Freely confess thyself to be biased 
 
 
UCLA: Visible and influential leadership; Grants program 

 
UCLA in LA and its Center for Community 
Partnerships were initiated by the University’s 
Chancellor, demonstrating the effect that visible 
and influential leadership can have in promoting 
civic engagement and community change. Says 

UCLA Chancellor Albert Carnasale, “The Center for Community Partnerships is 
an activity of my office, reflecting the institutional importance of this endeavor 
and my personal commitment to its success.”  The new position of Associate Vice 
Chancellor for Community Partnerships was created and is now filled by Frank 
Gilliam, a tenured faculty member. UCLA in LA’s Community Partnership 
Grants program provides funding opportunities for new projects that involve a 
meaningful collaboration between a UCLA partner and a nonprofit organization 
in the Los Angeles area. All Community Partnership Grants are funded through 
The UCLA Foundation, a privately funded entity, or with private gifts.  
 
“We approach our community partnerships with mutual respect — we have as 
much to learn as we have to offer. It means that we understand that effective 
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partnerships are built on shared responsibility, commitment 
and goals — it must be a “two-way street.” We understand 
that the best partnerships are those where both sides benefit 
— a “win/win” strategy.”—Frank Gilliam, Vice Chancellor, 
UCLA Center for Community Partnerships, UCLA in LA 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Morehouse School of Medicine Prevention Research Center: Community 
empowerment in governance 
 

The Morehouse School of Medicine Prevention Research Center is a model of 
community empowerment in governance.  Their Community Coalition Board 
determines policy, sets research priorities, reviews grant proposals, and staffs a 
community IRB.  Both the Principal Investigator and the Center Director report 
to the board.  The board is composed of community representatives, agency 
representatives, academic partners, and a state health officer.  The majority of 
members (60%) are community representatives. 
 
 
Synthesis and Conclusion 

 
In reviewing these university models for institutionalized support of community 
partnerships, it became clear to the Task Force that no single model would be an 
exact fit for UCSF.  For instance, many of the external examples are of 
universities that have a wide array of undergraduate and graduate programs, 
rather than a focus on graduate health professions training.  However, many of 
these models demonstrate best practices that could be adapted and combined to 
form a new model that is uniquely suited to the specific assets and needs of 
UCSF.   
 
The Role of a Centralized Campus Office. Almost all of the external university 
models researched have a “centralized” partnership office, meaning there is an 
office dedicated to university-community partnerships that is responsible for 
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coordination of the partnership activities. They do not always implement the 
programs, but do serve as a base for those interested in partnerships to get ideas 
and identify potential partners. These offices can facilitate partnership 
interactions, set policies for how partnership activities are conducted, provide 
faculty development, and work to institutionalize partnerships within the 
university structure.  
 
Commitment of Leadership and Accountability. Many of the models 
incorporated high-level administrators whose sole responsibility is the oversight 
and institutionalization of partnership activities within the university system 
(e.g. UCLA).  These administrators often report directly to the top leadership of 
the university.   
 
University-Community Advisory Board. Some of the most successful models 
use a board composed of community and university members to set policies and 
priorities for and to guide the development of university-community 
partnerships (e.g. Morehouse). These collaborative models of governance aid the 
development and growth of university-community partnerships and ensure that 
the community voice is present in determination of policies and implementation 
of partnership activities.  
 
Clarity of Mission and Principles. Having a clear, well defined mission 
statement for partnership activities seems to also be significant to the 
institutionalization process (e.g. University of Illinois-Chicago). UCSF’s mission 
statement refers to public service as a value but does not clearly identify 
community partnerships as a mechanism to facilitate public service.  The 
university has also defined some Principles of Partnership, which speak to how 
the institution values partnership.  
 
Specific Goals and Objectives to Guide Partnership Activities. Identifying 
goals and objectives for university partnerships seems to assist in setting policies 
and guiding the nature of the types of partnership activities in which the 
university engages.  Goals and objectives should reflect the university’s core 
mission and/or acknowledge its ability to act as an economic catalyst for its 
partner communities.  
 
Established Evaluation Process and a Mechanism for Reporting Back to the 
Community-At Large.  At most universities, individual programs evaluate their 
activities and share this information with the central office. Results are compiled 
into an annual report that illustrates the outcomes of partnership activities (e.g. 
UCLA).  
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Creating a variety of incentives to increase community partnerships. Providing 
incentives to faculty and staff to participate in partnership activities is a practice 
at 75% of the universities researched. Incentives help to engage faculty, staff, and 
students and bring visibility to the partnership programs and the University as a 
whole. Incentives take a variety of forms – fellowships (e.g. Emory), formally 
incorporating partnership activities into the review process for promotion and 
tenure, cash awards (e.g. Harvard, UCLA), and grants (e.g. UCLA, UPenn, Johns 
Hopkins). Some schools provide incentives such as cash awards and grants to 
their community partners as well as to university members. 
 
Sustaining Community-University Partnerships through Fiscal Commitments. 
More than half of the partnership programs researched receive internal funding 
from the university. This may not be the sole support of activities but does assist 
in maintaining the central infrastructure and ensuring sustainability of the 
programs. The internal funding comes from a variety of sources including 
endowments (e.g. Emory, University of Wisconsin) and annual core institutional 
budgets.  At UCLA, the UCLA Foundation provides funding for some of the 
programs. Schools use significant external funding to support individual 
programs, for example, through federal and state contracts. An additional 
funding stream was noted in Cornell, where revenue from a consulting program 
also sustains the office of community partnerships. 

 
In summary, replicable components include: 
 
• Central office infrastructure to support university-community partnership 

programs 
• A high-level academic administrator leading the central infrastructure 
• A board with community and university members 
• Well-defined mission statements 
• Annual reports including evaluation and outcome information 
• Cash awards and other incentives, including university recognition for 

community partnerships as part of promotions 
• A Grants programs  
• Some degree of internal funding to sustain the effort 
• Endowments to support university-community partnership work 
• Conferences/seminars to build capacity for partnership work on the part 

of both university and community 
• Fellowship programs 
• Technical assistance to community-based organizations 
• Commitment to employment opportunities for community members, as 

well as educational opportunities for youth living in the community 
• Newsletters 
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• Websites with searchable database of university-community partnership 
programs 

• Mentoring (faculty or staff to student and faculty/staff to community) 
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V FINDINGS,  RECOMMENDATIONS, & ACTION STEPS 
 
The final charge of the Task Force was to: 

• Make recommendations for improving the success and impact of UCSF's 
engagement in community-based programs and partnerships. 

Findings 
 
1. Community partnerships are not only in the public’s interest, but in the 

interest of UCSF to achieve excellence as an academic institution.  
 
Academic-community partnerships play a valuable role as a public service to 
improve the public’s health and reduce disparities in health and well-being. 
Equally important, community partnerships are a strategic form of civic 
engagement essential for enhancing the quality of UCSF’s teaching, research, and 
clinical programs, and for fostering supportive community relations.  
 

2. UCSF has many existing assets for successful community partnerships. These 
assets form the substrate for developing a more robust, institutionalized 
community partnership initiative at UCSF. 
 
a. Institutional mission and commitment:  

The UCSF Mission Statement includes the call “to serve the community.” 
Leaders committed to community engagement hold influential positions 
on  campus, including positions in the Chancellor’s Office and the Offices 
of the Deans of the UCSF Schools, Department Chairs, and Directors of 
major academic units.  
 

b. Experiences and a track record in successful community partnerships:  
An initial Task Force inventory of the campus’ existing community 
partnership programs identified over 60 different programs, involving 
more than 30 different UCSF departments and units, with focus areas 
spanning a spectrum including community-based research, clinical 
training and service-learning education, neighborhood economic 
development, and public school partnerships, among other areas. Many of 
these programs are exemplary models of academic-community 
partnerships characterized by sustained relationships between partners, 
sharing of leadership and power, and lessons humbly learned.  
 

c. Resources and infrastructure:  
UCSF has tremendous resources to contribute to community partnerships. 
Among these assets are the “intellectual capital” of the institution’s 
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scholarship and expertise in health care and science; experienced and 
motivated faculty and staff; idealistic students and residents dedicated to 
community service; diversity in the demographic characteristics and 
scientific and professional disciplines of campus members; access to 
funding agencies; influence in political and policy arenas; scholarly 
resources; facilities; and credibility as a public institution.  These resources 
are matched by the assets of local communities that are activist in 
orientation, sophisticated and knowledgeable, culturally competent, and, 
in many instances, favorably disposed to collaboration with UCSF. 
 

d. Timely opportunities:   
Events such as the development of the UCSF Mission Bay campus present 
timely opportunities for renewed efforts in civic engagement, particularly 
with the southeast communities neighboring Mission Bay. Nationally, 
heightened  attention to health disparities and calls for more translational 
and community-engaged research present opportunities for UCSF to 
achieve a leadership role in civic engagement.  
 

3. A parallel set of barriers and liabilities also exist at UCSF impeding successful 
community partnerships.  
 
a. A culture not conducive to civic engagement:  

The biomedical research culture dominates the institutional character of 
UCSF, overshadowing and, to a degree, depreciating the valuing of 
community engagement.  Faculty do not receive significant recognition 
and support for community engagement, and perceive that effort devoted 
to civic engagement will not serve their aspiration for academic 
advancement.  There is no explicit requirement for service-learning 
program participation for all UCSF students and residents. The campus 
lacks a school of public health or similar highly visible institutional base 
for community programs. Campus operating methods and ways of doing 
business are often out of synch with those of community partners; 
examples are students rotating through courses with time-limited projects 
vs. community desire for sustained collaboration over a longer period,  
and projects driven by funding agency priorities and requiring long start-
up periods vs. community interest in more flexible and responsive project 
programming.  
 

b. Insufficient institutional competence in community partnerships:  
Some community members, particularly those in vulnerable communities, 
distrust UCSF and perceive the institution to be aloof, disengaged in 
community affairs, racist, and disinclined to allow community members a 
meaningful role in influencing campus policies and programs. Although 
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UCSF has many partnership programs that have achieved high credibility 
and respect among the community, the campus also has had its share of 
research, clinical, educational and facilities development projects that 
have been perceived to be exploitative of the community.  
 

c. Lack of greater and more formalized resources and infrastructure for community 
partnerships:  
Although the diverse community partnership programs that exist at UCSF 
may be a testament to the creativity that can occur under a “let a thousand 
flowers bloom” institutional model without a centralized infrastructure 
for administering community partnerships, the absence of a more 
centralized infrastructure remains a limiting factor for more robust civic 
engagement at UCSF. There is poor coordination across individual 
partnership programs, resulting in duplication of effort, missed 
opportunities for synergy between compatible programs, and lack of 
collective learning and sharing of experiences. Community members 
seeking UCSF partners and resources face a bewildering and largely 
impenetrable institution without an obvious portal of entry for developing 
academic-community collaborations. UCSF has no internal grants 
program to provide start-up or other funding support for community 
partnership projects. Community partnership programs are not a priority 
for the institution’s overall fund-raising strategic plan. In addition, UCSF 
has no institutionalized program to support mentoring and professional 
development specifically for faculty with a career focus on community 
programs. Nor does UCSF have an integrated, career “pipeline” outreach 
strategy to promote community mentoring and educational opportunities 
to recruit the next generation of students, particularly those from 
disadvantaged backgrounds. 
 

4. Although no academic institution in the United States has a model of a 
community partnership infrastructure that will serve as a perfect blueprint for 
a UCSF initiative, a number of “best practices” at these institutions can be 
modified and adapted as a base for such an endeavor. 
 
The Task Force examined community partnership models at nearly a dozen US 
universities to identify best practices and models worth emulating. Although 
many of these models have certain elements that can inform development of a 
community partnership infrastructure at UCSF, no existing model can be 
exported in its entirety to UCSF. Partnership programs and their organizational 
structures evolve at every university in response to the unique environmental 
conditions, goals, and resources of the university, within the particular 
neighborhood context. Most models are based at campuses that include 
undergraduate education, and are therefore not as directly applicable to a 
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campus such as UCSF that is exclusively a graduate level health sciences 
institution. Although there are replicable components from these other 
institutions, UCSF must develop its own model that is responsive to its own 
unique circumstances.  

 
 
Recommendations 
 
1. Create a formal University-Community Partnerships Program as a campus 

infrastructure for facilitating community partnership activities without 
disrupting the healthy ecosystem of existing grass-roots partnerships at UCSF.  
 
For UCSF to excel at civic engagement requires both a centralized and 
decentralized approach. The decentralized approach consists of the many 
successful individual community partnerships that are ongoing at UCSF. These 
grass roots efforts are characterized by patient development of authentic, 
collaborative relationships between individuals and departments at UCSF and 
their community partners, responsive to the interests, needs, and capabilities of 
those involved in the partnership. These grass roots partnerships form the 
foundation for a successful campus-wide program of civic engagement. The role 
for a centralized initiative in community partnerships is to support--not 
supplant—the diverse ecosystem of organically developed partnerships that 
occur at the local level. There is a strong need at UCSF for just such an 
institutional infrastructure for a University-Community Partnerships Program1  
that can “fertilize” and facilitate community partnerships, incubate new 
initiatives, and otherwise help to overcome a number of institutional barriers and 
liabilities impeding civic engagement noted in Finding #3. The Program would 
solicit, broker and provide ongoing support for community partnerships.  
 

2. Designate a leader within the Chancellor’s Office who is responsible for 
assuring that the functions of the University-Community Partnerships 
Program are performed.  
 
The Task Force recognizes that UCSF is not building a community partnerships 
initiative de novo. The Task Force reports to the Executive Vice Chancellor. The 
existing UCSF Community Partnerships Program, focused on job training and 
economic development, reports through the Associate Vice Chancellor of 
University Relations to the Vice Chancellor for University Advancement and 

                                                 
1 We use the term “University-Community Partnerships Program” to refer to a proposed new structure serving the 
entire campus for a diverse array of partnership activities.  This term should not be confused with the existing UCSF 
“Community Partnerships Program” operated through the Office of Community and Governmental Relations, which 
focuses on job training and economic development, and represents one excellent individual partnership program that 
would be a key asset in a broader campus initiative. 
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Planning, and has a Community Advisory Group composed of community 
members. At the departmental level, initiatives such as the Community 
Partnership Resource Center in the Department of Family and Community 
Medicine and the Women’s Center of Excellence in the Department of Obstetrics, 
Gynecology, and Reproductive Sciences have their own organizational and 
governance structures and approaches to empowering community member 
decision making in program operations.  
 
Although this diversity of operating structures is healthy, the Task Force believes 
that there should be clear identification of a leader—or leaders—at the level of 
the Chancellor’s Office responsible for assuring that the necessary functions of 
the UCSF University-Community Partnerships Program are performed, and 
authorizing the resources necessary to perform these functions.  
 

3. Appoint a University-Community Partnerships Council empowered to work 
with the Chancellor’s Office to guide the operations of the University-
Community Partnerships Program. 
 
The University-Community Partnerships Council should consist of two types of 
members in approximately equal balance: 1) members of the UCSF campus 
community, including faculty, staff, students and other learners who have 
demonstrated leadership in community service, and 2) residents of local 
communities and leaders of community based organizations based in these 
communities, prioritizing those communities experiencing the worst health 
disparities. Leadership of the Council should be shared equally. Membership 
terms should be of sufficient length to permit members to have a meaningful, 
well-informed and sustained role in decision-making for the Council. The 
Council should function in a more empowered role than simply an advisory 
committee. The Council should have a meaningful decision-making role in the 
planning, policies, and operations of the University-Community Partnerships 
Program, such as delineating criteria for scoring proposals for internal grants for 
partnership projects and reviewing and judging these proposals; developing 
guidelines for the content of a community partnerships database and for public 
sharing of this information; planning symposia and workshops; and related core 
Program activities.  Although the Council would need to respect clear 
boundaries of authority with the Chancellor’s Office, the Task Force strongly 
believes that UCSF should challenge itself to adopt a model of shared university-
community governance for the University-Community Partnerships Program 
that is truly bilateral, following the example of The Morehouse School of 
Medicine Prevention Research Center.  For example, the council could 
recommend an operating budget for the University-Community Partnerships 
Program and assign priority scores to proposals to an internal grants program, 
with the Chancellor’s Office maintaining authority over overall budget 
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appropriations for the Program.   
 

4. Formally adopt explicit principles of civic engagement and community 
partnerships for UCSF as an institution. 
 
UCSF should at an institutional level commit itself to standards for partnership. 
There is no need to reinvent the wheel in this regard, as leaders in the field have 
issued well considered guidelines. For example, the UCSF Community 
Partnership Resource Center administered by the Department of Family and 
Community Medicine has adopted, with minor supplementation, the principles 
promulgated by the organization Community Campus Partnerships for Health 
(see appendix C).  

 
5. Prioritize the Implementation of the Following Components of the University-

Community Partnerships Program: 
 
a. Information clearinghouse and coordinating center 
 

Both the campus and the community need a centralized information 
clearinghouse that maintains an interactive, updated computerized 
database on individual UCSF community partnerships. This database is 
essential for recognizing and celebrating accomplishments in community 
partnerships, linking resources and people with shared interests across 
UCSF departments and community based organizations, coordinating 
activities, sharing lessons and best practices, building a repository of 
partnership tools (e.g., training manuals, survey questionnaires), 
enhancing public access to UCSF partnership programs, and evaluating 
projects. Annual surveys would be done to update the database and get 
feedback on how the clearinghouse center is functioning. Special attention 
would be paid to develop guidelines for access to and use of the database 
to maintain confidentiality when desired by organizations participating in 
partnerships and to ensure the integrity of partnership relationships. A 
core staff is needed to administer the inventory and database and serve as 
the human liaison to the public and members of the UCSF community, 
performing outreach and facilitating and coordinating projects. Moreover, 
the staff would actively solicit participation in partnerships, identify 
communities with special needs, and nurture university-community 
relationships. 
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b. Faculty development and support 
 

UCSF requires an infrastructure to assist faculty members to become more 
adept in civic engagement and to overcome the institutional barriers to 
successful faculty careers in community service. This function is 
analogous to that of the Haile Debas Academy of Medical Educators in the 
UCSF School of Medicine. The Academy has provided resources such as 
workshops, mentoring and mini-fellowships to enhance faculty members’ 
skills as teachers, developed tools such as the “educator’s portfolio” to 
assist School of Medicine faculty members in documenting their 
scholarship as educators, and served as a highly visible and prestigious 
organization for recognizing “master teachers.” A centralized 
infrastructure for community partnerships should provide a similar 
service on a campus wide basis in support of faculty members devoted to 
community-engaged scholarship.  In addition to supporting faculty 
development, the University-Community Partnerships Program should 
work with offices of the deans, the Committee on Advancement and 
Promotion, and other relevant bodies to ensure that faculty activities in 
civic engagement are appropriately valued in the academic advancement 
and promotion process. Revisions to UC APM Section 210, effective July 1, 
2005, stress the importance of this type faculty activity. Section 210 now 
states: “Teaching, research, professional and public service activities that 
promote diversity and equal opportunity are to be encouraged and given 
recognition in the evaluation of the candidate’s qualifications. These 
contributions to diversity and equal opportunity can take a variety of  
forms including efforts to advance equitable access to education, public 
service that addresses the needs of California’s diverse population, or 
research in a scholar’s area of expertise that highlights inequalities.” 

 
c. Service-learning curricular development 
 

UCSF needs to develop a more coherent approach to service-learning2 for 
students, residents, and other learners on campus. The campus should 
support a process for bringing together faculty, staff and learners in 
disparate community-oriented educational programs to explore shared 
service-learning curricular needs, clarify expectations for learners, and 
strengthen processes for enhancing the competence of learners to work 
effectively with communities. 

                                                 
2 The organization Campus Community Partnership for Health defines “service-learning” as “a structured learning 
experience that combines community service with preparation and reflection. Students engaged in service-learning 
provide community service in response to community-identified concerns and learn about the context in which 
service is provided, the connection between their service and their academic coursework, and their roles as citizens.” 
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d. Community economic and employment development 

 
The existing UCSF Community Partnerships Program administered 
through the Office of Community and Government Relations has been 
very successful in its outreach to disadvantaged communities to promote 
small business and job training and placement opportunities at UCSF. As 
a component of a new UCSF University-Community Partnerships 
Program initiative with a broader scope, the efforts of this unit should 
continue and be augmented by additional investments in community-
based “pipeline” activities in the areas of job training, partnerships with 
local and regional educational institutions, and other workforce 
development projects.  

 
e. Internal grants program 
 

UCSF currently lacks an internal grants program dedicated to supporting 
community partnership projects. The functions of the UCSF community 
partnership infrastructure should include administering a formal small 
grants program for projects that promote partnership activities. 
Community based organizations, in addition to UCSF faculty, students 
and staff, should be eligible to apply for grants, as long as the CBO is 
partnering with a UCSF department or unit.  A model for this type of 
program is that of the “UCLA in LA” Center for Community Partnerships, 
which awards approximately 15 grants annually of $10,000-50,000 each to 
support local partnership projects. The UCSF Development Office should 
make fundraising for this type of internal grants program a priority, and 
explore ways of engaging foundations and philanthropists as co-sponsors 
of such an internal grants program and sources of an endowment to 
sustain a grants program.  
 

f. Dissemination, communications, and recognition 
 

The UCSF University-Community Partnerships Program should actively 
disseminate accomplishments, lessons, and related information through a 
proactive communications program. This program should include a high-
profile web site, a periodic electronic newsletter, a list serve, and an 
annual or biannual printed report, among other possible communications 
vehicles. In addition, UCSF community partnerships recognition events 
should be consolidated into an annual celebration, including recognition 
of the accomplishments of both UCSF campus members (e.g., the 
recipients of the Chancellor’s Awards for Public Service) and community 
members who have achieved distinction in their participation in UCSF 
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partnership programs. Another component of this set of functions is 
sponsorship of a regular series of symposia to bring together UCSF and 
community partners to discuss community health and social issues, 
highlight partnership projects addressing these issues, and build joint 
academic-community capacity to more effectively respond to pressing 
community needs.  
 

g. Navigation, technical support and endorsement  
 

UCSF and community based organizations have their own cultures, 
unique bureaucracies, and operating styles and methods. An important 
function for a centralized University-Community Partnerships Program is 
to assist individuals from the two worlds to navigate each other’s customs 
and procedures in order to embark on and complete successful 
partnership voyages. A prominent example is navigating cultures and 
procedures for conducting community-based research. University 
researchers typically face scientific standards, expectations from funding 
agencies, Institutional Review Board requirements, and related demands 
that are not immediately appreciated by community members. At the 
same time, university investigators often lack sensitivity to community 
expectations about research, such as directly informing community 
members of study results and recruiting study participants in a culturally 
respectful manner. New models of community-based participatory 
research represent highly community engaged approaches to research that 
involve community members as collaborators in all phases of a research 
study. The Center for Minority Health at the University of Pittsburgh 
School of Public Health administers a Community Research Advisory 
Board; University of Pittsburgh researchers are invited to present 
proposals for community-based research projects to the Advisory Board, 
which provides feedback and, if the study adheres to principles of 
conduct, buy in from community members. A UCSF University-
Community Partnerships Program should support a similar navigational 
system. The University-Community Partnerships Program could also 
provide guidance and support for collaborative fund-raising projects, 
including technical assistance for grant-writing.  
 

h. Champions and leadership 
 

A key function of the University-Community Partnerships Program is to 
champion civic engagement and provide visible and influential leadership  
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for community partnerships at the highest levels of UCSF administration.  
This leadership does not absolve the need for broader leadership at all 
levels of the campus. However, leadership at the top is a key element for 
advancing an agenda on civic engagement at UCSF. 
 

i. Evaluation to assure the quality and integrity of programs 
 
Ongoing evaluation and assessment is essential for gauging the success of 
program activities and providing lessons learned to forge more successful 
partnerships and projects.  
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Action Steps 
 
Should the Chancellor’s Office find the above recommendations worthy of adoption, 
the Task Force proposes the following concrete steps for the first phase of 
implementation that could feasibly be accomplished within the 2005-2006 academic 
year: 
 
1. After a 30 day period for internal review of the Task Force Report, the Executive 

Vice Chancellor should meet with the Task Force and agree on the final content 
of the Task Force’s Report suitable for release to the UCSF community and 
public. This final version of the Report should be released through University 
press channels within 60 days of receipt of the initial Task Force Report, with a 
public announcement that UCSF is officially establishing a University-
Community Partnerships Program.   
 

2. Within 30 days of receiving the initial Report, designate the individual in the 
Chancellor’s Office responsible for oversight of the University-Community 
Partnerships Program.   
 

3. Within 45 days of receiving the Report, constitute a Council to manage and 
oversee the planning and implementation of the Task Force Report 
recommendations.  We recommend that this body be named the University-
Community Partnerships Council of the University of California, San Francisco.  
Further, we recommend that the Council  consist of 20 members, 10 from within 
UCSF and 10 from non-university community members, be co-chaired by 1 
UCSF faculty or staff person and 1 community member, and report to the 
individual in the Chancellor’s office responsible for oversight of the University-
Community Partnerships Program. The UCSF members should be named by the 
Chancellor’s Office within 45 days of receiving the Report. By October 31, 2005, 
these initial members of the Council should submit to the Chancellor’s Office a 
proposal for the process for selecting and appointing the community members of 
the Council, and for selecting the Council co-chairs.  Community members 
should represent the diverse communities, health issues, and partnership models 
described in the Report, have previous engagement with University-Community 
Partnership activities, and have an interest in health and economic development, 
with special emphasis on underserved communities suffering disproportionate 
disease burden in San Francisco.   

 
The Council would be charged with reviewing the recommendations of the Task 
Force Report, and in consultation with the Chancellor’s Office, prioritizing and 
developing implementation plans and timelines for each of the Task Force’s  
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recommendations. This work might be accomplished through sub-committees 
with ad hoc members, focus groups, community meetings, and University policy 
meetings.   
 

4. The Council should submit a report to the Chancellor’s Office by March 30, 2006 
that includes a full implementation plan for the University-Community 
Partnerships Program, including a proposed budget for the 2006-2007 academic 
year. 
 

5. Allocate the following resources from the Chancellor’s Office in the 2005-2006 
academic year to support this implementation plan:  
 
a. Salary support for a Coordinator (1.0 FTE) and Administrative Assistant 

(1.0 FTE). These personnel would staff the University-Community 
Partnerships Program and provide administrative and management 
support to the Council, including arranging meetings, performing 
outreach, preparing reports and documents, organizing the database, and 
related tasks. 

 
b. A non-personnel budget of  $150,000.  These funds would pay for 

consultation and data management for further development of the 
partnerships inventory database, including developing an interactive 
web-based database; initial computer and equipment needs for new staff; 
stipends to Council members and focus group participants; meeting 
expenses including refreshments, audiovisual services, and space rental; 
publishing reports; an initial cycle of small grants (approximately 5 grants 
of $10,000 each) issued prior to the end of the academic year; community 
partnerships recognition awards and an awards luncheon; and related 
expenses. In addition to these funds, the University-Community 
Partnerships Program and the Council would continue to count on 
considerable in-kind contributions from UCSF departments and units, 
such as have already been contributed to the work of the Task Force. 

 
c. A dedicated portion of the effort of a Development Officer at the UCSF 

Foundation. This development officer would work with the Council to 
create and implement a development plan for attracting extramural 
funding to support the sustainability of a robust UCSF University-
Community Partnerships Program.  
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Appendix A:  UCSF University-Community Partnerships Inventory 
 
 
The Inventory Working Group developed a self-administered questionnaire that was 
brief and straightforward, while capturing enough data to be informative for this initial 
effort to create a UCSF inventory. The Working Group determined priority content 
areas for the inventory, informed in part by a review of existing survey instruments 
from other universities. The Working Group decided that the best way to deliver the 
survey was in a web-based format. The Task Force retained the in-kind services of an 
experienced UCSF survey administrator, Dennis Keane of the UCSF Center for the 
Health Professions, to assist in formatting and producing an on-line questionnaire. The 
initial web-based questionnaire was piloted among a sample of Task Force members, 
and subsequently revised to produce the final survey instrument. 
 
The web-based survey was launched to the UCSF campus community on March 2, 2005. 
Executive Vice Chancellor Washington e-mailed all Deans, Department Chairs and 
Administrators, and Directors of Organized Research Units asking them to encourage 
members of their departments or units involved in community partnerships to 
complete the questionnaire. Dr. Grumbach also requested that all members of the Task 
Force to complete the survey to ensure that their programs were represented in the 
inventory.  In addition, an article about the work of the Task Force with a link to the 
survey was placed on the UCSF electronic newspaper UCSF Today, with an invitation to 
readers to complete the inventory survey.  
 
Respondents were asked to complete one questionnaire for each community 
partnership initiative in which they were engaged. “Initiative” was defined as “a short- 
or long-term project, program, or goal initiated by or involving your department in the 
form of research, provision of education, service learning opportunity, clinical service, 
etc. that involves one or more partnerships with community-based organizations or 
members with the ultimate goal of benefiting members of a given community.” 
 
Each initiative might have several community partners. “Partner” was defined as “a 
community-based or other organization that is involved in a UCSF Initiative, either 
through formal or informal means and/or agreements, which makes specific 
contributions toward the success of the Initiative, and which has a vested interest in the 
outcome of the Initiative.”  Respondents were asked to name as many as ten community 
partners collaborating on their initiatives.  
 
Respondents were asked to briefly describe their initiative and to identify the top three 
overall goals from the following list: 1) provision of clinical services in community 
settings; 2) community-based education opportunities for UCSF students, residents, 
including non-clinical service learning curricula, etc; 3) providing education and 
enrichment programs for community members; 4) conducting community-based 
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research in collaboration with community organizations; 5) employment, workforce, 
and business development; 6) collaborating on social and community advocacy 
activities; and 7) any other categories not listed. Then respondents were asked to list the 
community-based organizations any other UCSF departments, programs, or units 
collaborating on the initiative. The questionnaire included items about each initiative’s 
target population served, targeted geographic areas, and the general focus issue for the 
initiative. Additional questions addressed resources developed through the partnership 
(e.g., curricula, clinical care tools, survey instruments). Finally, survey respondents 
were given the opportunity to share any additional information they wanted the Task 
Force to know about their partnership initiatives, as well as to describe any difficulties 
or challenges experienced in engaging in community partnership activities. 
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UCSF Community Partnerships Survey 

 

Thank you for participating in the UCSF Community Partnerships 
Survey sponsored by the UCSF Task Force on Community 
Partnerships convened by Executive Vice-Chancellor A. Eugene 
Washington, MD. The information gathered from this survey will 
help us better comprehend the diverse spectrum of community 
partnerships in which UCSF is engaged. It will also help us improve 
upon the success and impact of UCSF’s engagement in community-
based programs and partnerships. The survey offers an excellent 
opportunity to share highlights of the valuable work you are doing in 
partnership with local communities, neighborhoods, and individuals. 
 
For more information, click Survey Purpose.  
 
One possible outcome of the survey may be the development of a 
database to be accessed by University faculty, staff, and students and 
by community members that would facilitate future partnerships and 
linkages. You will have the chance to include your programs in this 
new database. 
 
Are you willing to have community-based organizations and/or 
members contact you directly regarding potential partnership 
activities?  

 

Yes No 
 

NOTE: Your responses will be shared with the UCSF Community 
Partnerships Task Force members. However, the last question will be 
kept confidential and used to better understand the partnership 
process. 
 
If you have any questions or need further information, contact Jay 
LaPlante at 415-206-6961 or jlaplante@sfghfcm.ucsf.edu.  
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Continue to Survey  
 
 

Purpose of this Survey 
 
As you know, UCSF is engaged in a wide range of Initiatives related 
to research, education, clinical care, and economic development. 
Many of these Initiatives could not be accomplished without the 
involvement of and important contributions made by community-
based organizations and individuals. They are vital and invaluable 
partners to the success of UCSF efforts. 
 
In order to better comprehend the diverse spectrum of community 
partnerships in which UCSF is engaged, Executive Vice Chancellor 
A. Eugene Washington, M.D. convened a task force of UCSF faculty, 
staff, and community members. 
 
The goals of the task force are to: 

• Perform an inventory that describes and categorizes UCSF 
partnerships in community-based programs within California 
in which UCSF faculty and staff participate as part of their 
University responsibilities.  

• Review what is known about the benefits to the community and 
university academic partnerships in community-based 
programs, and about the key attributes of successful 
partnerships between communities and academic institutions.  

• Make recommendations for improving the success and impact of 
UCSF's engagement in community-based programs and 
partnerships. 

Your participation in this survey will help us to accomplish these 
goals. 
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Back to Previous Screen  
 
 

Please fill out a survey for each major Initiative involving your department, unit, or 
program. 

 

Remember to scroll to the bottom of the survey and press the "Submit" button when 
you are finished, otherwise your data will be lost.  

 

You may move between fields with the "Tab" key. Please avoid using the "Enter":key as 
it will prematurely submit your information 

 
 

SECTION ONE: DEPARTMENT, UNIT, or PROGRAM INFORMATION 
   
Respondent Information (the person filling out this survey)    
 
* Indicates required field

Department:  *

First Name:  *

Last Name:  *
Telephone 

(office):  *

Email:  *
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SECTION TWO: PARTNERSHIP INITIATIVES (see examples)

Initiative: A short- or long-term project, program, or goal initiated by or 
involving your department in the form of research, provision of education, 
service learning opportunity, clinical service, etc. that involves one or more 
partnerships with community-based organizations or members with the 
ultimate goal of benefiting members of a given community. 

 
 

What is the name of the Initiative?    
What is the Initiative website URL?   
 
 
Provide the UCSF contact information for this Initiative. 
   

* Indicates required field

Same as respondent    

First Name:  *
Last Name:  *

Department:  *
Telephone 

(office): 
 *

Email:  *

Briefly describe the Initiative. Feel free to cut and paste from another text document. 
(500 words maximum) * 
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  Select all activities that best describe this Initiative. Then select only one as the primary 
goal and only one as the secondary goal of this Initiative. 

 
 

Check 
all 

Initiative 
activtities 

  

Check 
ONE 

primary 
goal  

 

Check 
ONE 

secondary 
goal  

 
 Provision of clinical services in 

community settings. 
Estimated number of patients served in the 
past year. 

 <100  

 100-1000  

 >1000  

  

 Community-based education 
opportunities for UCSF students, 
residents, including non-clinical service 
learning curricula, etc. 
Estimated number of UCSF 
students/residents participating in the past 
year  

 

  

 Providing education and enrichment 
programs for community members 
Estimated number of community members 
reached in the past year 

 

  

 Conducting community-based research 
in collaboration with community 
organizations 
Estimated number of studies active in the 
past year  
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 Employment, workforce, and business 
development  
Estimated number of community members 
participating in the past year 

 <25 

 25-50  

 51-100  

 >100  

  

 

 Collaborating on social and community advocacy 
activities 

  

 Other:     
 

 
 

  Please name other UCSF departments, programs, or units collaborating in this 
Initiative, if applicable. (list up to 5)
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PARTNER: A community-based or other organization that is involved in a 
UCSF Initiative, either through formal or informal means and/or 
agreements, which makes specific contributions toward the success of the 
Initiative, and which has a vested interest in the outcome of the Initiative. 

 
  Please name the community partners collaborating on this Initiative. (list up to 10)
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Does this Initiative or administering unit have a formal community advisory board? 
 Yes  No  
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What is/are the target population(s) for this Initiative?   (Select all that apply.)

Children 

Youth/Adolescents 

Elders 

Women 

Gay, Lesbian, Bisexual, Transgender 

Men 

African-American 

Asian 

Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islanders 

Latino 

Native American 

Other ethnicity: (Please specify)   

Immigrant 

Homeless 

Other: (Please specify)   
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What is the geographic target area of this Initiative? 

All California 

Bay Area 

San Francisco 

Specific neighborhoods in S.F.  

Chinatown 

Mission District 

Southeast San Francisco (Bayview Hunters Point, Potrero Hill, Visitacion 
Valley) 

Tenderloin/SOMA 

Western Addition 

Other Neighborhood (Please specify)   

Other: (Please specify)   

What is/are the focus area(s) of this Initiative?   (Select all that apply.)

General Health 

Cancer 

HIV/AIDS 

Diabetes 

Asthma 

Cardiovascular Disease 

Obesity/Nutrition 

Violence 

Mental Health 

Substance Use 

Environmental Health 

Reproductive Health 

Disabilities 

Job Development 

Business Development 
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Career Mentoring 

Education 

Health Care Advocacy 

Other: (Please specify)   
 

 
 

Do you want to tell us about another Initiative before you complete the survey? 
 

Yes If you would like to save the information you entered 
for this initiative, please print this page before you 
click "Yes." 

  
No I am ready to complete the survey. 

 

SECTION THREE - INITIATIVE OUTCOMES 

Has/have your Partnership Initiatives developed any of the following tools that may be 
shared with other partnership programs?  
(Please check all that apply)

Curricula 

Clinical care tools 

Survey instruments 

Evaluation instruments 

Written principles of conduct 

Educational materials (brochures, web site, etc.) 

Dissemination tools 

Training manuals 

Other: (Please specify)   
 

Please tell us anything else we should know about your partnership Initiatives, such as 
notable accomplishments, successes, and future plans: 
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Please share with us any difficulties or challenges you have experienced in engaging in 
community partnership activities. 
(This information will be kept confidential.): 

 

 

Thank you for completing the UCSF Community Partnership Survey. In appreciation 
of your participation you will receive an electronic version of the final report of our 

study. If you wish, please print a copy of this page before you click the Submit 
button. 

 
Submit  

67 



Appendix B:  Profiles of UCSF University-Community Partnerships Initiatives 
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Appendix C: Community-Campus Partnerships for Health (CCPH) Principles of 
Partnerships 

 

 
The UCSF Community Partnership Resource Center (CPRC), administered through the 
UCSF Department of Family and Community Medicine, has agreed to adopt in full the 
"Principles of Partnership" that were developed by Community-Campus Partnerships for 
Health (CCPH).  We have also developed 4 principles specific to the CPRC. 
 
CCPH Principles of Partnership:  
 
Community-campus partnerships involve communities and higher educational institutions 
as partners, and may address such areas as health professions education (i.e., service-
learning), health care delivery, research, community service, community-wide health 
improvement, and community/economic development.  By engaging their board, members, 
and participants in their 1997 and 1998 conferences in an open dialogue, CCPH developed 
the following principles to help facilitate and strengthen community-campus partnerships: 
 
1. Partners have agreed upon mission, values, goals, and measurable outcomes for the 

partnership.  
2. The relationship between partners is characterized by mutual trust, respect, 

genuineness, and commitment.  
3. The partnership builds upon identified strengths and assets, but also addresses areas 

that need improvement.  
4. The partnership balances power among partners and enables resources among 

partners to be shared.  
5. There is clear, open and accessible communication between partners, making it an 

ongoing priority to listen to each need, develop a common language, and 
validate/clarify the meaning of terms.  

6. Roles, norms, and processes for the partnership are established with the input and 
agreement of all partners.  

7. There is feedback to, among, and from all stakeholders in the partnership, with the 
goal of continuously improving the partnership and its outcomes.  

8. Partners share the credit for the partnership's accomplishments.  
9. Partnerships take time to develop and evolve over time  
 
The CPRC has added the following four specific principles for its operations: 

 
1. The activities of the CPRC will be community/consumer driven. 
2. The CPRC will focus on capacity-building activities that enhance direct services 

provided by community agencies.  
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3. Partners embrace the art of evaluation: whenever possible, the CPRC and its partners 
will document our process and measure our interventions to create transparency, 
accountability, and replicability.  The evaluation goals of the CPRC will be reached 
using high quality scholarship based on identified outcomes and with a commitment 
to obtain accuracy and truth from all its perspectives. 

4. The CPRC will be inclusive. 
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