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I

Introduction: The CDP Planning Studio in Holyoke, MA

The community planning studio is an applied, results-driven exercise typically required in
planning (and architecture) graduate programs. The objective of the exercise is to place students
in direct contact with a real-life planning scenario. The Spring 2010 IDCE Community Planning
Studio brought graduate students from the Community Development Program (CDP) at Clark
University to work in Holyoke, MA. The counterpart in Holyoke was Holyoke Unites. Holyoke
is one of the poorest cities of Massachusetts, and South Holyoke (predominantly Puerto
Rican/Latino) is the poorest section of the city.
Several community-based organizations (CBO's) in Holyoke and Springfield (MA) have been
assessing their intent to reply to a request for proposal (RFP) from the newly created Promise
Neighborhood Program (PNP) of the Dept. of Education. The PNP was signed into law by
President Obama on Dec. 16, 2009. The initial $10 Million allocation funded 21 planning grants
for CBOs in specific high-poverty neighborhoods to develop comprehensive, place-based,
children/youth education-focused, anti-poverty strategies. These organizations and neighborhoods
subsequently will be eligible for further funding. The PNP primarily seeks to replicate (or closely
follow) the place-based development model created by Harlem's Children's Zone
(http://www.hcz.org/).1 Inspired by the HCZ, other locales have been following the model with
some variations.2
The funding available from the Promise Neighborhoods Program has been highly contested for a
number of reasons: (1) the current fiscal/economic crisis; (2) it is the first new program to appear
in years to address the needs of poor neighborhoods; and (3) the development of non-profit
intermediaries with strong technical, organizational and political capabilities which are well
positioned to step into the process and actually apply in close collaboration with the communitybased organizations. Some organizations have established websites to closely monitor the
development of the PNP.3
The CDP Studio focused on five key topics relevant for a future application to the Promise
Neighborhood Programs from South Holyoke:

1) Description of the Harlem Children’s Zone “basic model” and other analogous
models.
2) Geographic and Socioeconomic Visualization of South Holyoke.
3) Analysis of IRS 990 Data from the National Center for Charitable Statistics of the
Urban Institute to assess the revenue and asset base of the non-profit sector in
Holyoke.
1

See also: Tough, Paul. (2008). Whatever It Takes; Geoffrey Canada's Quest to Change Harlem and America.
Mariner Books. Boston:MA.
2
Price, Hayling. (2009). "Promise Neighborhoods: A How-to Guide. United Neighborhood Centers of America."
Available at: http://www.alliance1.org/Public_Policy/Neighborhoods/pn_planning_guide.pdf
3
See Bridgespan: http://www.bridgespan.org/promise-neighborhoods.aspx; and United Neighborhood Centers of
America: http://unca-acf.org/
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4) Survey of non-profits serving South Holyoke.
5) Analysis of key land-use practices in South Holyoke: Brownfields and Economic
Development.
II

Research Methods

Each section of the CDP Studio demanded a unique methodological approach. As a result, it
relied on multiple methods of research. Important details of the approach used in each section
are discussed in the corresponding sections. However, overall:

1) Section III relied on secondary online research to develop a basic profile of the HCZ,
including websites of policy think tanks and the federal government.
2) Section IV relied on secondary online research to create a comparison between the HCZ
and alternative models of placed-based educational development.
3) Section V draws from secondary quantitative US Census data to describe poverty and
other socio-demographic characteristics of the population in South Holyoke.
4) Section VI relied on financial data from the Internal Revenue Service 990 form
aggregated by the National Center for Charitable Statistics of the Urban Institute in order
to build a financial profile of the non-profit sector in Holyoke.
5) Section VII relied on primary data collected through a survey of organizations in
Holyoke Unites.
6) Section VIII relied on the use of geographic information science (GIS) and quantitative
data to create a visualization of the concentration of poverty and environmental hazards
in Holyoke.
7) Section IX relied on GIS, public records on land use and “brownfields” to create a
visualization of key aspects of the built and economic environment in South Holyoke.

4

III

The Harlem Children Zone (HCZ) Model

Introduction
“The Harlem Children’s Zone is a community-based organization serving over 17,000 children
living in a 100-city-block area in Harlem, NYC.”4 The organization has been recognized for its
wraparound model. The HCZ model works around two main principals: (1) reaching the mass of
adults in troubled communities will have a positive effect on children and the community as a
whole, and (2) the earlier a child is introduced to a healthy positive stimulating learning
environment the higher the likelihood of the child becoming a constructive contributing member
of society. The theory behind these principals is based on five core concepts. The first concept
focuses on serving a neighborhood comprehensively and at scale. The next concepts deal with
the creation of a support system and community building. The other principles regard program
evaluation and the fostering of a culture of success.
Five Guiding Concepts
Neighborhood Comprehensiveness
Having a strong physical presence in the community is a crucial feature of the placed-based
model. This concept focuses on the need to concentrate enough programs in one neighborhood in
order to have positive results.
To bring about widespread change it is necessary to work on a scale large enough
to create a tipping point in a community’s cultural norms, a threshold beyond
which a shift occurs away from destructive patterns and toward constructive
goals. To achieve this tipping point, we believe the collective programs offered by
a non-profit must reach about 65% of the total number of children in the area
served.5
The point is to center the attention on a specific area and cause an impact upon a large number of
children and families living within the specified area. In this way, children are surrounded by
messages of success, further influencing and changing the odds of the entire community.
HCZ Support System
The HCZ pipeline is a series of free wraparound projects that are concentrated on children’s
needs. All of the important steps in a child’s life are covered, from prenatal care to college. One
of the main goals is academic excellence but this is not limited to achievement within the school
system but also through programs that incorporate health, family stability, and community
engagement. Children are allowed to enter the program at any age but the earlier the child enters
the higher the success rate. Over all the HCZ seeks to:

4
5

http://www.hcz.org
HCZ White Paper
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(1) maximize educational achievements for poor children;
(2) ensure that each of the programs in the pipeline is strong and incorporates best
practices;
(3) foster strong links across programs to smooth transitions and guarantee that
programs are pedagogically continuous;
(4) stay community-based and responsive to local community needs;
(5) provide relevant data to program staff so that they can improve services, and
to policymakers and decision-makers so that they can get the best return on their
investments.6

Community Building
Simply put, a person’s environment affects their development. Although the family and home
life affects the child the most, the child’s environment is also important. Does the child have a
safe community and positive people to look up to within their immediate environment?: “Pride in
the neighborhood and strong, thoughtful local leadership must exist alongside stable families and
effective programs. It is residents, stakeholders, and local institutions that will, in the end, sustain
the community.”7 Therefore, relationship building among community stakeholders is essential.
In this way, stakeholders have a say on the needs and growth of the neighborhood.
Program Evaluation
The HCZ model has an outcome evaluation process attached to it. Decision-making and program
improvement is based on the continuous evaluation of the entire model. In the HCZ model,
evaluation is not an external procedure that is placed upon the programming, it is part of the
model itself. The evaluation is done internally in order for the evaluation team to have access to
6
7

HCZ White Paper
HCZ White Paper
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all internal databases, documents, etc. The evaluation is supposed to be used as a learning tool
for all program staff and evidence towards success or failure.
Culture of Success
The HCZ is an eminently top-down organizational model. The HCZ claims this is crucial to
ensure that projects are sustained through time. The staff promotes high standards and
emphasizes accountability for performance outcomes. Leadership refers to a strong professional
ethic that acknowledges mistakes, and fosters effective and positive attitudes.
Governance
The HCZ model is governed through a centralized structure. The HCZ is the sole governing body
of the model. The HCZ governed by a board. Financial management is overseen by a HCZ
financial team. It is recommended to others who are looking at implementing this model to add
partners gradually but that there should always be one lead agency that is accountable to the
results and holds other agencies accountable.
National Plan
President Barack Obama has called for the formation of Promise Neighborhoods across the
country. These initiatives would be based on the comprehensive, outcome evaluation motivated
approach of the HCZ Project. Therefore, “President Obama has set aside $10 million in matching
funds to replicate the HCZ in 20 areas in the United States.”8 The grants will range from
$400,000 - $500,000 and are a one year planning grant. The focus of the program is on education
and quality schools, as the purpose describes,
[t]he Promise Neighborhoods Program is intended to significantly improve the
educational and developmental outcomes of children in our most distressed
communities, and to transform those communities. [….] Promise Neighborhoods
is taking a comprehensive approach designed to ensure that children have access
to a continuum of cradle-through-college-to-career solutions, with strong schools
at the center that will support academic achievement, healthy development, and
college and career success.9
As mentioned above, the Promise Neighborhood Grants must be matched 25-50% by the
applying entity, through in-kind or other fund contributions. The percentage that the applicant
would have to match is based on the Absolute Priority status (as identified in the Department’s of
Education notice).
There are three Absolute Priorities: (1) the applicant must submit a planning proposal that
explains how the creation of a Promise Neighborhood will take place. Therefore, it must include
a description of the geographic area that will be served and its distress level; describe the plan on
8
9

http://www.newsweek.com/id/233851
Promise Neighborhood Planning Grants At-a-Glance
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building a “cradle-through-college- to-career” program; describe the organizational capacity to
plan and implement the project; and a description of how the project will not only sustain but
expand over time. The proposal must also include an explanation of future partner commitments;
a description of tracking funding resources; an account of how policies and regulations will be
identified that may impede the project and how the data will be used; a narrative on how the
applicant will work with a national evaluator for Promise Neighborhoods; and, finally, identify
and describe the indicators that the applicant will use for a needs assessment. All of these
proposal requirements define Absolute Priority 1 and must be met by all applicants. (2) Promise
Neighborhoods in rural communities is Absolute Priority 2 and is defined as an applicant that
meet priority 1 and serves one or more rural communities. (3) Promise Neighborhoods in tribal
communities is Absolute Priority 3 and is defined as one that meet all requirements for priority 1
and serves one or more tribal communities. In the Absolute Priority 2 and 3 the applicant is only
required to match 25% of the funds being requested through the grant. As for Absolute Priority
1, the applicant is required to match 50% of the requesting Promise Neighborhood grant.
There is also an Invitational Priority, which does not change the percentage of matching funds.
This Invitational Priority encourages agencies to look at unique ways that will enhance their
program through; Civic Engagement, Unique Learning Needs, Arts & Humanities, and Quality
Internet Connectivity. Agencies that adopt the Invitational Priority will not be given priority over
others, since the rubric for obtaining the grants it the same for all Absolute and Invitational
Priorities. The selection criteria are illustrated below.
Summary of Selection Criteria Points for FY 2010 PN Planning Grants Competition

Selection Criteria
1. Need for Project
2. Quality of Project Design
3. Quality of Project Services
4. Quality of Project Personnel
5. Quality of Management Plan
6. Significance
Total Points

Points
10
20
15
25
20
10
100

___________________________________________
Source: Promise Neighborhoods At-A-Glance

Finally, it is important to note that the applicants for this grant have to be individual agencies and
cannot be done by coalition of organizations. A new agency can be formed but the applicant
must currently provide at least one of the solutions from their proposed cradle-through-college
solutions.
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Concluding Remarks
Holyoke has some of the characteristics that are compatible with the Promise Neighborhoods
grant requirements, such as areas of high distress, and organizations that provide services for
children. A difficult question to ponder, however, is: What agency in Holyoke has the capacity to
become a HCZ like organization? It is also essential to take into consideration the fact that the
current Promise Neighborhood Program requires matching funding .
IV

Variations of the HCZ in the U.S.

Introduction
As discussed in the earlier section, the HCZ represents a centralized model of addressing
poverty, education, and social mobility for children in low-income communities of color. The
HCZ has been celebrated and is viewed as a successful model for community organizations,
charter schools, and city governments to learn from and potentially replicate. However, there are
a number of different programs and initiatives across the country which have similar goals
although different kinds of organizational structures, capacities, missions, and programs.
Examining these different initiatives and models, may enrich the discussion about what strategies
may be best suitable for Holyoke. The models this report will explore are a Chicago initiative
overseen by Elev 8 national organization. Additionally, the report examined the Community
Educational Schools, and the UNO Charter Network in New Orleans. The table below has a brief
description of each program, their governance structure, highlights of projects and programs, and
the funding sources (CES, 2010; Chicago, 2008; Elev8, 2010; UNO, 2010).
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Name of
Organization
Harlem Children
Zone

Place
Harlem

Northside Achievement Minneapolis
Zone (NAZ)
Elev8

Governance Structure

UNO Charter Network New Orleans

Types of
Funding

Centralized programming
determined by Board of
Trustees and program
directors

Pipeline from infancy to
college, parallel to health
and community building

Mainly private
and non-profit
funding. Little

Centralized

Working to Replicate with
small changes

public.
Information not
available

Chicago (formally Decentralized community
Integrated Services school and social service
in School),
partnerships with support
Baltimore,
from national organization
Oakland, New
Elev 8
Mexico

Logan Square
Chicago
Neighborhood
Association – Chicago
Elev8
Community
San Francisco
Educational Schools
Chinatown

Program Goals

Comprehensive shift in
middle school, community,
and health; national
organization helps to fund
and support unique
neighborhood visions
towards common goals. In
Chicago, the local
organizations decided that
the key objectives were
“learning, health, social
supports, and parental and
community involvement.”

Chicago:
50% private funds
(Atlantic
Philanthropies $18
Million) expected
to leverage
another 50% of
matching funds
from local
foundations,
government
agencies, and
Chicago Public
Schools.

Neighborhood community Support immigrant families, Elev8 foundation
organization partners with increase parent involvement, and funds from
City and public schools.
and make public schools a city and state
space for community.
government.
Centralized programming Partners with elementary and Private
through partnerships with high schools to address
foundations, major
schools determined by staff environmental education,
donors, and
and program directors.
culture, arts, college
government
counseling, and after school agencies
homework assistance.
University of New Orleans The network consists of
Public funds
College of Education and public schools that serve to coupled with
Human Development
provide seamless preprivate
implements charter school kindergarten through college foundations: $1
network.
learning community, and
Million grant from
access to university
Capital One
resources such as wellness
centers, computers, libraries.
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Elev 8
Elev 8 is a national umbrella organization that helps to fund different initiatives around the
country; Baltimore, New Mexico, Chicago, and Oakland. Formally called Integrated Services in
Schools, the umbrella organization’s mission is to help local schools and community
organizations integrate better educational opportunities, family support and engagement, as well
as health services. Elev 8 supports lengthening of learning opportunities beyond the classroom
as well as school year, and works towards getting parents not only involved in their children’s
lives, but on their own education as well (Elev8, 2010).
In early 2005, the Atlantic Philanthropies, which also funds the Harlem Children Zone, began a
process to select different locations across the country to help implement the Elev 8 program. In
2006, Baltimore, Chicago, Oakland, and New Mexico were chosen to be recipients of the funds
and support. The cities were chosen because there were community leaders and organizations
already engaging with similar work in the school systems and in the communities. Additionally,
an analysis of socioeconomic data, health disparities, academic performances, as well as
neighborhood crime data was considered. With support from Elev 8, the community
organizations were expected to implement their individual programs as well as leverage funds
from other local organizations, governments, and foundations. Elev 8 supported these
organizations by giving technical assistance, and financial support (Elev8, 2010).
The unique part about Elev 8 is that each program that is implemented is developed for the
particular context of the neighborhood and community. By doing so, Elev 8 funds independent
projects while keeping a cohesive mission by addressing community health and education for
middle school students. Therefore, Elev 8 looks different in each participating community.
Finally, Elev 8 solicits community input as the programs are developed. Students, parents,
community leaders and organizations, and elected officials sit down together to decide both the
problems and paths towards solutions for individual Elev 8 programs (Elev8, 2010).
As noted, each program decides how their organizations will be developed; however, there
remains a decentralized community school that is responsible for connecting with other social
service partnership such as neighborhood health services and as well as other partner
organizations. To examine more deeply Elev 8 program, we can describe how the initiative has
moved forward in a specific neighborhood in Chicago.
Chicago
In Chicago, Elev 8 programs are meant to develop relationships between schools and community
partners to:
• Extend the school day with afternoon, weekend, and summer programs
• Create an on-site, adolescent-focused health center in each school
• Provide social supports, including public benefits screening for families, mentoring and
help with high school placement
• Mobilize parent and community leaders to accelerate change and promote democracy
11

•

Advocate for policies that support similar comprehensive programs in other schools,
locally and nationally (Chicago, 2008).

The Chicago planning process included an RFP to community schools already involved within
the New Communities Program, which perform services in 16 Chicago neighborhoods. Each
neighborhood that joined the Elev 8 partnership developed a planning strategy for its school and
community. During this process, the teams held countless meetings to include hundreds of
people who represent each different stakeholder in the program’s implementation. Finally, each
neighborhood school developed a plan and a partnership with a neighborhood health facility.
Five schools with about 2,795 students will be reached. Each school has their own health partner
as well as additional partners. Similar to the decentralized nature of Elev 8, which allows for
each city to develop within their particular context, each school develops their own plan based on
their community needs. Regardless of the decentralized approach, each school develops
common programs such as extended day learning programs, general social support to families
and children, parental and community involvement and an advocacy component (Chicago,
2008).
Logan Square Neighborhood Association (LSNA)
One of the five partners in the organization has had a long history of making schools the center
of community. It is essential to recognize that LSNA has been around since the 1962, and Elev
8 encompasses just one of their programs. In terms of their educational development programs,
since the 1990’s, they have fostered strong relationships between families and schools and the
community organization in order to create schools that were more than just places for education.
Logan Square is made up of predominantly low-income Latino immigrants, mostly from
Mexico. LSNA helps to support immigrant families, not only through social services, but also
through parental involvement, job training, adult classes, and health services.
Since 1995, a parent mentor program has developed where neighborhood parents are paid-parttime to help run after school activities. By doing so, it creates not only a more welcoming
environment and empowers parents, but also makes children feel supported by their parents and
neighbors alike. Additionally, one initiative at the local high school supports youth organizing
and development through social justice and service learning, and an implementation of a
restorative justice model within schools. LSNA and the Ames Middle School have implemented
various programs. First, they have extended after-school learning for an hour of tutoring and two
hours of after -school activities such as healthy cooking, multicultural arts, leadership
development, and martial arts. At the end of each session, there are the “Peace Circles”, which
“teaches students communication and problem solving skills” (Association, 2009).
Through Elev 8 funding, there is now a health center located on the school premises that
provides physicals, immunizations, treatments of colds, flu, diabetes and asthma, and family and
individual counseling. The health center is staffed by not only doctors and nurses, but also a
social worker. Finally, most recently, a bike mechanics program has been created through
partnerships with West-Town Bikes and funded through the Elev 8 grant money.
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Similarities and Differences
The HCZ and Elev 8 both engage with health and education in developing the capacities of both
children and families. Both models connect directly with school administration, and require
substantial amounts of funding that is leveraged between public and foundations. Additionally,
Elev 8 and the Chicago model, similar to HCZ, have developed out of long-term community
organizations with organizational capacity. The governance structure remains slightly different,
and Chicago Elev 8 actually reaches more children by doing so. By decentralizing missions and
goals between each city and neighborhood, and placing responsibility on the public school and
health partner, Elev 8 provides for more community input, action, and empowerment.
Furthermore, the Chicago Elev 8 model explicitly includes developing parent and community
advocacy on health and education issues, thus providing not only more parent involvement in
children’s lives, but also providing for the political development of the parents.
Community Educational Schools
Community Educational Schools is a long standing, but rather different program that engages
with education, health, and community and youth empowerment. Started in 1969 by activists in
the San Francisco’s Chinatown area it has grown significantly over the years. The programs
focus on educational, social, and employment needs of the newly arrived immigrants in
Chinatown. The agency works with more than 2,000 children and adults of all backgrounds
across the city (CES, 2010).
More so than Elev 8 or HCZ, the CES works towards helping San Francisco public schools
provide educational spaces that allow for students to gain more responsibility in the classroom
and their community by actively integrating the curriculum into real life experiences and issues.
They now serve 2,500 low income K-12 children in four elementary and seven high schools
across the city. The programs help to implement environmental education, arts and cultural
enrichment, career exploration, college guidance, counseling, employment, health and wellness,
mentoring, and tutoring and homework assistance. The programs support students to help
change their schools, train teachers to implement youth empowerment tactics, as well as
coordinate multiple agencies working at each school site. Core projects initiated by CES are the
Environmental Service Learning Initiative, the CES After School Programs, the CES Career
Academies Initiative, and the Mayors Youth Employment and Education Program (CES, 2010).
Their overarching principles are (CES, 2010):
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Social Justice
Youth Empowerment
Commitment
Community Strength
Community Involvement
Responsibility
Mentoring
Leadership
13

•
•
•

Heritage
Culture
Wisdom

Similarities and Differences
CES clearly hold many of the same goals and mission as the HCZ. However, the emphasis is on
social justice, culture, and community involvement. Rather than administering a charter school
or taking over a public school, the program serves as a asocial service agency that wraps around
the city public schools. Finally, the program’s governance structure is not overseen and
evaluated by larger foundations such as Elev 8, but rather program directors who work and live
within the community.
UNO Charter Network
The University of New Orleans College of Education and Human Development has begun and
helped to implement a new charter school network. The goals are to provide well-connected
educational opportunities that create a community for students from pre-kindergarten through
college learning. In 2004, after the public schools continued to fail, the charter network was
created. The charter school networks have access to university resources such as wellness
centers, computers, and university libraries. The charter network is publicly supported and
garnered a $1 million grant from Capital One. Similarly, the network has helped to connect
families with the school as well as create adult learning centers. One of the focuses of the
network is to develop stronger neighborhoods and bring back people into the University area
post-Katrina by providing quality public education (UNO, 2010).
Similarities and Differences
The UNO charter school network shares with HCZ and Eleve8 the promotion of quality public
education with similar programs such as after school programs, family connections, and adult
education although not in a comprehensive manner as the Elev 8 or HCZ models.
Conclusion
Ultimately, each of these models represents different tactics, strategies, and capacities at
changing neighborhoods and communities. The HCZ model is a centralized neighborhood-based
approach that integrates education and health related services, with a strong wrap-around system
of social services. The Elev 8 model is more decentralized and more focused on the political
empowerment of parents. The CES model helps to support teachers, curriculum, and youth
through after/in school initiatives without maintaining and controlling charter or public schools
themselves. By doing so, the CES frees itself up to focus on youth empowerment, community
engagement, and public advocacy. Additionally, far less funding must go towards paying
teachers, and more goes towards different programs and staff that implement them.
Additionally, this allows them not to rely on volunteer time from parents or community
members. Finally, the UNO charter school network takes the approach of quality education, but
14

little integration of health or community services or engagement. Choice of scale is also different
for each of the initiatives. HCZ and Elev 8 operate with larger budgets and attempt to implement
programs that reach thousands of children through cohesive school integrated programming.
However, each of them does through a different form of governance, with the HCZ showing a
higher degree of centralization with services under one roof. The CES model is the only one that
does not attempt to operate public or charter schools. Finally, while there is not room in this
report for a complete analysis of program funding, it could be beneficial in the future to
investigate the cost-effectiveness of each of these models.
V

Structure of the Non-Profit Sector in Holyoke

Organizational Capacity: Finances
This section will assess the feasibility of implementing a HCZ-like organization in Holyoke, MA
from the standpoint of the structure of the local non-profit sector. We assess Holyoke’s nonprofit sector as well as a community support sub-set comprised of community organizations
whose activities are similar to the community support component of the HCZ. We look at a
number of different characteristics of the sector and sub-set to assess their overall structure,
while conducting a brief vulnerability assessment using net assets as our indicator of financial
health.
The Urban Institute’s National Center for Charitable Statistics (NCCS) has recently developed a
tool system they call their NCCS Dataweb. In this dataweb, they have digitized a wealth of data
on non-profit organizations in the United States drawing from the Internal Revenue Service
(IRS) 990 Form. The Urban Institute have allowed us access to their databases as a test run for
their system. This Dataweb platform is now fully operational. We picked two years for the
analysis of Holyoke’s non-profits: 2005 and 2008.10 This study considered the entire Holyoke
non-profit sector and created a community support subset, in both cases including the
organizations with zip codes 01040 and 01041. We developed the sub-set by applying the
National Taxonomy of Exempt Entities (NTEE) major group system to identify relevant areas
for a HCZ-like project. Used by both the IRS and NCCS, the major group system organizes nonprofits into 26 categories. The categories are listed below. The HCZ attempts to embed education
in a strong community support network. Using that as our framework, we chose to include in the
subset the NTEE major groups that were relevant to community support: education; health;
crime (youth crime prevention); housing, shelter; recreation, sports, leisure, athletics; youth
development; human services – multipurpose and other; civil rights, social action, advocacy;
community improvement, capacity building; philanthropy, voluntarism, and grant making
foundations.
We examined two aspects of the sector and sub-set: general characteristics and financial
vulnerability. We looked at the number of organizations, the total revenue, net assets, types of
organizations, and the distribution of revenue between organizations. Total revenue is the
10

At the moment of research, the 2008 database was being reconstructed, thus the information of ten organizations
came from their 2009 IRS 990s.
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cumulative income that each organization received over the year. Net assets are the assets an
entity owns minus their liabilities.
NTEE Major Groups

A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H
I
J
K
L
M
N
O
P
Q
R
S
T
U
V
W
X
Y
Z

Unknown
Arts, Culture, and Humanities
Education
Environmental Quality, Protection, and Beautification
Animal-Related
Health
Mental Health, Crisis Intervention
Diseases, Disorders, Medical Disciplines
Medical Research
Crime, Legal Related
Employment, Job Related
Food, Agriculture, and Nutrition
Housing, Shelter
Public Safety
Recreation, Sports, Leisure, Athletics
Youth Development
Human Services - Multipurpose and Other
International, Foreign Affairs, and National Security
Civil Rights, Social Action, Advocacy
Community Improvement, Capacity Building
Philanthropy, Voluntarism, and Grant making Foundations
Science and Technology Research Institutes, Services
Social Science Research Institutes, Services
Public, Society Benefit - Multipurpose and Other
Religion Related, Spiritual Development
Mutual/Membership Benefit Organizations, Other
Unknown

To understand the structure of the sector we ranked the organizations with the ten highest
revenues. The financial vulnerability analysis we conducted by calculating the percentage of
total organizations that held positive net assets and negative net assets. This was conducted for
both the sector as well as the sub-set.
Non-Profit Sector in Holyoke, MA
The non-profit sector is growing and made up of a diverse array of organizations. However, the
sector’s revenue distribution is increasingly bimodal and the number of organizations with
negative net assets is growing. That is, the structure of the sector is made of one group of large
organizations that command most of the revenue of the sector, and a large number of small nonprofits that command about 15% of the total revenue of the sector. As of 2008, the nonprofit
16

sector was comprised of 75 organizations with combined revenues of $661,878,029 and net
assets of $95,911,659 (see Table 1). The highest densities of organizational categories were
health (13), housing (12), arts (10) and human services (10) (see Table 2). The distribution of
revenue between organizations remained bimodal, with 87% of revenue held by the highest ten
revenue earners. In 2008, 83% of the sector held positive net assets, 1% held “$0” net assets and
16% held negative net assets (see Table 3). Between 2005 and 2008, there was a growth in the
total number of organizations (13.64%), total revenue (69.08%), net assets (40.30%) and the
highest density of organizational categories (arts became as large as human services). The
percentage of the total sector revenue held by the highest ten remained very large, actually
increasing 2% from 85% in 2005 to 87% in 2008 (see Table 4 and Charts 1 &2) . The sector’s
finances are becoming more vulnerable as the number of negative and zero net assets increased a
combined 6%.
Table 1: Holyoke Non-Profit Sector Characteristics and Changes Between 2005 and 2008

Characteristic
Total Organizations
Total Revenue
Net Assets

Three Highest Density
NTEE Categories
Percentage of total
sector revenue held by
highest ten revenue
earners

2005
66

2008 Change
75
13.64%

$391,462,818
$68,361,100

$661,878,029
$95,911,659.00

69.08%
40.30%

Housing (12);
Health (11);
Human Services
(10)

Health (13);
Housing (12);
Human Services
(10); Arts (10)

All grew, with
arts matching
human
services

85%

87%

2.00%

Source: Urban Institute
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Table 2: Non-Profit Density in NTEE

NTEE
Arts, Culture, and Humanities
Education
Environmental Quality, Protection, and Beautification
Animal-Related
Health
Mental Health, Crisis Intervention
Diseases, Disorders, Medical Disciplines
Medical Research
Crime, Legal Related
Employment, Job Related
Food, Agriculture, and Nutrition
Housing, Shelter
Public Safety
Recreation, Sports, Leisure, Athletics
Youth Development
Human Services - Multipurpose and Other
International, Foreign Affairs, and National Security
Civil Rights, Social Action, Advocacy
Community Improvement, Capacity Building
Philanthropy, Voluntarism, and Grantmaking Foundations
Science and Technology Research Institutes, Services
Social Science Research Institutes, Services
Public, Society Benefit - Multipurpose and Other
Religion Related, Spiritual Development
Mutual/Membership Benefit Organizations, Other
Unknown
Total

2005
5
8
0
0
11
1
0
0
1
4
0
12
0
3
2
9
0
1
5
3
0
0
1
0
0
0
66

2008
10
6
0
0
13
1
0
0
1
3
0
12
0
4
2
10
1
2
6
3
0
0
1
0
0
0
75
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Table 3:: Changes in Holyoke Non
Non-Profit
Profit Sector Financial Flexibility and Vulnerability Between
2005 and 2008

Vulnerability and Flexibility Variables
Total Organizations

2005
66

2008 Change
75 13.64%

Proportion of Total Organizations with
Positive Net Assets

89%

83%

-6%
6%

11%

16%

5%

0%

1%

1%

Proportion of total organizations with
Negative Net Assets
Proportion of Total Organizations with No
Net Assets
Source: Urban Institute

Pie Charts 1 and 2: Percentage of Total Sector Revenue Held by Highest Ten Revenue Earners in
2005 and 2008

2005

2008
Percentage of
total sector
revenue held by
highest ten
revenue earners

15%

85%

Percentage of
total sector
revenue held by
highest ten
revenue earners

13%

Percentage of
total sector
revenues held by
remaining
revenue earners
(2005, n=56; 2008,
n=65)

87%

Percentage of
total sector
revenues held by
remaining
revenue earners
(2005, n=56; 2008,
n=65)

Source: Urban Institute, National Center for Charitable Statistics
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Table 4: Highest Ten Revenue Earners of Holyoke Non-Profit Sector 2005 and 2008

Organization Name
(2005)
Total Revenue
ISO NEW ENGLAND
INC
$124,421,028.00
HOLYOKE HOSPITAL
INC
$99,066,547.00
VALLEY
OPPORTUNITY
COUNCIL INC
$21,570,461.00

Organization Name
(2008)
MERCY HOSPITAL
INC
HOLYOKE MEDICAL
CENTER INC

HOLYOKECHICOPEE
HEADSTART INC

ISO NEW ENGLAND
INC
VALLEY
OPPORTUNITY
$20,860,942.00 COUNCIL INC
SISTERS OF
PROVIDENCE
HEALTH SYSTEM
$16,305,655.00 INC
SISTERS OF
PROVIDENCE CARE
CTRS INC MANAGER
$13,506,728.00 OF FINANCIAL REP

HOLYOKE HEALTH
CENTER INC

HOLYOKE HEALTH
$11,615,241.00 CENTER INC

BRIGHTSIDE INC
SISTERS OF
PROVIDENCE CARE
CTRS INC MANAGER
OF FINANCIAL REP

Total Revenue
$208,020,261.00
$121,920,413.00

$120,571,487.00

$27,216,117.00

$25,912,772.00

$21,034,999.00
$17,945,159.00

WESTMASS
ELDERCARE INC
GERIATRIC
AUTHORITY OF
HOLYOKE

FARREN CARE
$9,505,496.00 CENTER INC

$12,703,824.00

WESTMASS
$8,937,816.00 ELDERCARE INC

$11,997,484.00

LOOMIS HOUSE INC

$7,304,748.00 BRIGHTSIDE INC

$9,784,929.00

Sum
Percent of overall nonprofit revenue
Remanding
organizations

$333,094,662.00 Sum
Percent of overall non85% profit revenue
Remaining
15% organizations

$577,107,445.00
87%
11%

Source: Urban Institute
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Community Support Sub-Set
The community support sub-set grew at a different rate than the entire sector. However, its main
characteristics were similar relative to the whole sector: increasingly a bimodal revenue
distribution between organizations and a growing percentage of organizations with negative asset
bases. As of 2008, the community support sub-set sector was comprised of 59 organizations (a
7% increase), with revenue of $530,314,451 and net assets reaching $94,055,533 (see Table 5).
The total revenue in 2008 increased 106% from 2005, while the net assets grew at a smaller rate
of 37.69% (see Table 5). In 2008, the highest densities of organizational categories in the sub-set
were health (13), housing (12), and human services (10), the ranking not showing great changes
since 2005 (see Table 7). In 2008, 83% of the subset had positive net assets, down 8% from 91%
in 2005 (see Table 7). The percentage of total organizations with negative net assets rose by 8%,
from 9% to 17% (see Table 7). The percentage of the total sector revenue held by the ten highest
earners grew from 83% to 87%, a rate of change of 4% (see Table 8 and Charts 3& 4).
Table 5: Holyoke Community Support Sub-Set Characteristics and Changes Between 2005 and
2008

Variable
Total Organizations
Total Revenue
Net Assets
Three Highest
Density NTEE
Categories
Percentage of total
sector revenue held
by highest ten
revenue earners

2005
55
$257,265,447
$68,308,056
Housing (12);
Health (11);
Human Services
(9)

83.38%

Percentage
2008 Change
59
7.27%
$530,314,451
106.14%
$94,055,533
37.69%
Health (13); Housing Health and Human
(12); Human
Services Increased
Services (10)
by One

87.54%

4.16%

Source: Urban Institute
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Table 6: NTEE Density in Holyoke Community Support Sub-Set

NTEE Pipeline
Relevant Groups
Education
Health
Crime
Housing, Shelter
Recreation, Sports,
Leisure, Athletics
Youth Development
Human Services Multipurpose and
Other
Civil Rights, Social
Action, Advocacy
Community
Improvement,
Capacity Building

2005
8
11
1
12

2008
6
13
1
12

Percentage
Change
-33.33%
15.38%
0.00%
0.00%

3
2

4
2

25.00%
0.00%

9

10

10.00%

1

2

50.00%

5

6

16.67%

Table 7: Changes in Holyoke Community Support Sub-set Flexibility and Vulnerability Between
2005 and 2008

Net assets
Total organizations
Percentage of total
organizations with
positive net assets
Percentage of total
organizations with
negative net assets

2005
55

Percentage
2008 Change
59
7.27%

91%

83%

-8.00%

9%

17%

8.00%

3
55

3
59

0.00%
6.78%

Source: Urban Institute

Philanthropy,
Volunteerism, and
Grantmaking
Foundations
Total
Source: Urban Institute
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Table 8: Highest Ten Revenue Earners of Holyoke Community Support Sub-set, 2005 and 2008

Organizations
HOLYOKE
HOSPITAL INC
VALLEY
OPPORTUNITY
COUNCIL INC

BRIGHTSIDE INC
SISTERS OF
PROVIDENCE CARE
CTRS INC
MANAGER OF
FINANCIAL REP

HOLYOKECHICOPEE
HEADSTART INC
HOLYOKE HEALTH
CENTER INC
WESTMASS
ELDERCARE INC
GERIATRIC
AUTHORITY OF
HOLYOKE
LOOMIS HOUSE
INC
MONT MARIE
HEALTH CARE
CENTER INC
Sum
Percent of overall
non-profit revenue

Total Revenue
(2005

Organizations
MERCY HOSPITAL
$99,066,547.00 INC
HOLYOKE
MEDICAL CENTER
$21,570,461.00 INC
VALLEY
OPPORTUNITY
$20,860,942.00 COUNCIL INC
SISTERS OF
PROVIDENCE
HEALTH SYSTEM
$16,305,655.00 INC

Total Revenue
$208,020,261

$121,920,413

$27,216,117

$25,912,772

SISTERS OF
PROVIDENCE
CARE CTRS INC
MANAGER OF
$13,506,728.00 FINANCIAL REP
HOLYOKE
HEALTH CENTER
$11,615,241.00 INC
FARREN CARE
$9,505,496.00 CENTER INC

$12,703,824

WESTMASS
$8,937,816.00 ELDERCARE INC

$11,997,484

$7,304,748.00 BRIGHTSIDE INC

$9,784,929

LOOMIS HOUSE
$5,840,725.00 INC
$214,514,359.00 Sum
Percent of overall
83.38% non-profit revenue

$21,034,999

$17,945,159

$7,714,012
$464,249,970.00
87.54%

Source: Urban Institute
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Pie Charts 3 and 4: Percentage of Total Sector Revenue Held by Highest Ten Revenue Earners in
2005 and 2008

2005

2008
Percentage of
total sector
revenue held by
highest ten
revenue earners

17%

83%

12.46%

Percentage of
total sector
revenue held by
remaining earners
(2005, n=45; 2008,
n=49)

87.54%

Percentage of
total sector
revenue held
by highest ten
revenue
earners

Source: Urban Institute,, National Center for Charitable Statistics

Conclusions
The aim of this section was to gain an understanding of the general characteristics and the
financial vulnerability of Holyoke’s non
non-profit
profit sector and the community support subset. Both
the non-profit
profit sector and the subset have a variety of organizations that an organization like the
Harlem Children’s Zone could draw on to develop the community support required. While they
both have an overall strong revenue and asset base, we can see a somewhat unbalanced sectorial
structure. What we see is several large organizations commanding a vast portion of the revenue
streams,, with a growing amount of organizations with negative assets.
ets. If one is to consider going
forward in developing an organization similar to the H
HCZ,, then one needs to be aware of the
potential sensitivity that both the sector and subset could have to economic downturns,
downturns such as
the one we are currently going thro
through.
VI

Survey of Holyoke Unites

This section presents the results of an organizat
organizational survey of the members of Holyoke Unites.
The survey was designed in the spring of 2010 by a group of Clark University students under the
supervision of Professor Ramónn Borges
Borges-Méndez.
ndez. The results are reported following sections of
the questionnaire: (1) Organizational Demographics (16 questions); (2) Programmatic Profile (4
questions); (3) Educational Services (3 questions); (4) Collaboration (5 questions); (5) Role oof
Holyoke Unites (3 questions); (6) Response to Change (4 questions). The questionnaire
estionnaire was
mailed to 75 organizations and 188 returned the questionnaire, for a 24%
% response rate.
rate
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6.1

Organizational Demographics

The following organizations responded to the survey. Due to the confidentiality of the survey,
the data collected from these organizations will be unidentifiable.
Organizations in the Survey
1. Saint Paul's Nursery School
2. Greater Holyoke YMCA
3. Holyoke Reach Out and Read
4. Western Massachusetts Center for Healthy Communities
5. Homework House
6. New England Adolescent Research Institute
7. Community Adolescent Resource and Education Center
8. Holyoke Public Library
9. MSPCC
10. Girls Inc of Holyoke
11. Nuestras Raices, Inc
12. Holyoke Tutor/Mentor Program
13. Lean On Me, Inc
14. YMCA of Western Massachusetts
15. Enchanted Circle Theater
16. UMASS-Student Bridges
17. Children's Museum at Holyoke
18. Holyoke Family Network

Year Founded. Thirteen of the 18 organizations that responded to the survey were founded
after 1971, and most were founded after 1981. Additionally, 4 of the organizations were founded
before 1900.

Founding Date
Before 1900
1900-1950
1951-1960
1961-1970
1971-1980
1981-1990
1991-2000
2001-2010

# of Responding
Organizations
4
0
1
0
2
3
6
2
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Mission. In general, the mission statements of the responding organizations reported their
mission to be supporting: high quality education for at-risk youth, providing tutoring services,
improving the health of the community, providing community development programming, and
community empowerment. As a whole, these organizations were providing social services and
have direct contact with the community residents.

Affiliation. Thirteen of the 18 organizations were independent organizations. Three
organizations reported to be membership-based. The remainder of the organizations did not fit
into these categories and answered “Other”.
Type of
Organization
Independent
Membership
Faith-based
Branch
Subsidiary
Other

# of Responding
Organizations
13
3
0
0
0
2

Size of Staff. The responding organizations were almost equally divided. Nine of the
organizations reported to have a staff larger than 15, two of which employ over 100 staff. The
other 9 organizations had fewer than 10 staff members, 5 of which had less than 5. Overall, the
organizations in the survey were mid-sized and small non-profit organizations.

# of Paid Staff
Less than 5
5 to 10
11 to 15
More than 15
More than 100

# of Responding
Organizations
5
4
0
7
2

Use of Volunteers. The majority (15/18) of the responding organizations reported the use of
volunteers in their operations. This indicates that many of the organizations rely on volunteers to
work with the small paid staff to complete their missions.
Volunteer
# of Responding
Program
Organizations
No volunteers
3
Under 10
5
10 to 50
2
50-100
0
100+
4
Amount varies
4
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Education. Although it is difficult to tabulate the response for the educational level of staff, it is
clear that the responding organizations incorporated individuals with a broad range of
educational levels, ranging from less than high school to professional degrees. Only two
organizations reported not having any staff with a college degree, while 10 employed staff with
professional degrees (No table for these results).
Operating Budget. As shown below, nine of the responding organizations had an operating
budget of less than $500,000. Seven of the organizations operated on more than $500,000. Two
organizations did not answer the question.

Operating Budget ($)
Less than 50,000
50,000 to 100,000
100,000 to 500,000
More than 500,000
1,000,000+
2,000,000+
No answer

# of
responding
organizations
3
0
6
1
3
3
2

Budget Devoted to Salaries and Benefits. Ten of the responding organizations spent over 50%
of their budget on staff salaries and benefits. Four organizations’ reported under 40% of their
budget goes to staff. Five organizations did not answer the question.

% of fiscal budget spent on
staff salaries and benefits
0-20
20-30
30-40
40-50
50-60
60-70
70-80
80-90
90-100
No answer

# of
Responding
Organizations
3
0
1
0
5
3
1
1
0
5

Ownership of Facilities. Twelve of the organizations in the survey reported that they do not
own the facilities in which they were located. Four of the organizations owned their facilities
and two did not reply.
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Facility Ownership
Yes
No
No answer

# of Responding
Organizations
4
12
2

Sources of Funding. The table below shows information about the organizations’ sources of
funding. Government was a clear source of funding for the responding organizations, as it was
mentioned 27 times as a source. This highlights that the government is using non-profit
organizations as subcontractors in providing social services in the region. Foundations and
individual donors both were identified 8 times, while other sources, like grassroots fundraising
and other, were relatively low.
Sources of Funding
# of Responding
Organizations
Membership
4
State
11
Individual donors
8
Parent organization
2
Foundation
8
Corporation
5
Federal
4
City
7
Grassroots fundraising
1
Other
2
No answer
2
Governance Structure. The majority of the responding organizations were governed by a board
of directors (14/18). One organization reported a board of advisors and 3 organizations chose
not to answer.
Governance
Structure
Board of directors
Board of advisors
No answer

# of Responding
Organizations
14
1
3

Size of Governing Body. The sizes of the governance bodies of these organizations were
diverse, ranging from 1-20. The majority of the organizations (11) reported to have 5-15
members on their governing body.
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# of Board
Members
0-5
5 to 9
10 to 15
16 to 20
21+
No answer

# of Responding
Organizations
1
4
7
2
0
4

Type of Election and Board Activeness. Eleven of the 18 organizations in the survey reported
to elect the members of their governance body through internal elections. One organization
carries a public election and two organizations reported the governing body is by appointment.
Four organizations did not respond to this question, which is consistent with the above tables.
The governing bodies appeared to be active in the organization, as 9 reported to be active or very
active. Only two organizations reported little activity.
Type of Election

Election Process
Internal election (nominating
committee or governing board)
Public election
Appointment
No answer

# of
Responding
Organizations
11
1
2
4

Levels of Board Member Activeness
Board
Engagement
# of Responding Organizations
1-very active
6
2-active
3
3-somewhat active
3
4-little activity
2
5-no activity
0
No answer
4
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Bylaws. All but one organization responding to the question had organizational bylaws. Five
organizations did not answer the question.
Organizational By-laws
Exist
Yes
No
No answer
6.2

# of Responding
Organizations
12
1
5

Programmatic Information

Primary Services. The organizations responded by ranking three of their primary services.
Below is a chart that indicates the number of times the organizations chose the category as a
primary service. It is clear that a large proportion of the services went to youth services and
education.

Primary Services
Human and social services
Health services
Workforce development
Youth and children's services
Education
Cultural
Recreation
Housing
Food/Nutrition
Other

# of Responding
Organizations
4
1
2
10
12
5
4
1
2
3
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Finding Services. Word-of-mouth and websites were the predominant ways people find out
about the services offered by an organization. Formal referrals and other means followed these
means. Many organizations that chose “other” indicated that outreach events were helpful in
finding people. Newspapers and news clips were popular, but do not seem to be a primary
source for clients. Interestingly, no organizations identified religious organizations as a source
for clients.
Program
Marketing
Word of mouth
Website
Outreach workers
Formal referrals
Newsletter
Newspaper (paid ads)
News clips (free
media)
Religious
organizations
Community forums
Other

# of Responding Organizations
16
13
3
8
5
6
5
0
5
8

Composition of Client Base. Regarding the racial/ethnic composition of the client base of
organizations, the mix was diverse. Each organization responded to questions about the
percentage of services that each race/ethnicity received. The majority of the primary population
served was Latino, which corresponds to the demographics of the city and South Holyoke. One
organization responded to provide equal services to White, Black, Latino and Asian populations
and five did not answer the question. The distributions below do not necessarily imply a bias in
service delivery. Some organizations provide services which are specifically targeted to some
populations and reflect the demographics of the neighborhood they serve. The age of the
population served reflected the programs offered by these organizations. The majority of the
populations served were under the age of 18, with only one organization primarily serving 35-54
year olds. Eight organizations did not answer this portion of the question.
Ethnicity & Race
Majority Served
White
Black
Latino
Asian
Equal divide
No answer

# of Responding Organizations
3
0
9
0
1
5
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Age
Primary Age
Served
Under 5
6-12
13-18
19-34
35-54
55+
No answer

# of Responding Organizations
0
2
5
1
1
0
9

Waiting Lists. The majority of organizations did not report having waiting lists. However, six
organizations were not able to meet the community demand for their services. Four of the 6
organizations that reported having waiting lists were educational programs, such as tutoring and
mentoring.
Do your programs have
waitlists?
Yes
No

6.3

# of Responding
Organizations
6
12

Educational Services

Providing Educational Services. All but one organization responding to the survey did not
provide educational services. Tutoring and GED services were provided the most by the
organizations, with four agencies selecting those services. In addition, after-school programming
was provided by three organizations. ESL classes were the focus of two respondents and early
education, special education, college preparation, computer, environmental all had one
organization offering the services.
Provide
Education
Services
Yes
No

# of Responding
Organizations
17
1
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Types of
programs
Early education
After school
Tutoring
Literacy
Special education
College prep
ESL
Computer
Environmental
Nutrition/Health
other
n/a

# of Responding
Organizations
2
3
4
2
1
1
2
1
1
1
6
1

Awareness of Harlem Children’s Zone. The large majority (14/18) were aware of the Harlem
Children’s Zone.

Aware of Harlem Children's
Zone?
Yes
No
6.4

# of
Responding
Organizations
14
4

Organizational Collaboration Norms

Organizational Collaboration. The below data looks at how organizations collaborate with one
another to complete their missions. Despite the fact that the majority of the organizations
indicated that they collaborate (16/18) and of those many collaborate on a monthly basis (11/18),
there was uncertainty about their collaboration, mentioning that it is not enough or efficient.
Eight out of 18 organizations believed that the collaborative effort was insufficient, and 8/18
were unsure if it was sufficient. The reasons for collaboration were diverse. Program design had
the most responses as to how the organizations collaborate (9/18). In addition, many
organizations used collaboration as a way to share information (9/18), conduct outreach (8/18),
and advocacy efforts (7/18). Interestingly, organizations were not as collaborative on initiatives
such as proposal writing (5/18), and sharing resources (4/18). Organizations expressed the top
benefits of collaboration to be increased knowledge, increased service coordination for their
clients and increased service provision capacity.
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Perception of Collaboration of S.
Holyoke
Sufficient
Insufficient
Unsure
No Answer

# of
Responding
Organizations
1
8
8
1

Does your Organization Collaborate
with Others?
Yes
No

# of
Responding
Organizations
16
2

Reasons for Collaboration
Proposal writing
Information sharing
Program design/Program
offerings
Advocacy
Outreach
Sharing resources
Other
No Answer

Collaboration Norms
On a regular basis (on-going)
Monthly (membership
meetings)
3 to 5 times a year
Less than 3 times a year
No answer

# of Responding
Organizations
5
9
9
7
8
4
5
2

# of Responding
Organizations
11
1
3
3
3
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Identified Benefits of Collaboration
Increased funding
increased service provision capacity
increase service coordination for
clients
increased client base
increased/establish political voice
lower cost of services
increased knowledge
No answer
6.5

# of Responding
Organizations
3
7
10
6
2
0
10
3

Knowledge of Holyoke Unites

Knowledge of Holyoke Unites. The majority of the respondents knew about Holyoke Unites or
was a member of it (12/18). Eight organizations did not have knowledge of Holyoke Unites and
one organization did not respond.
Knowledge of Holyoke
Unites
Yes
No
Member
No answer

# of Responding
Organizations
9
5
3
1

More Information. Ten of the 18 organizations wanted more information on Holyoke Unites.
There were no organizations that did not want any more information, while two organizations
were neutral.
Organization Wants More
Information about Holyoke
Unites
Yes
No
Neutral
No answer

# of Responding
Organizations
10
0
2
6
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Activeness of Holyoke Unites. Respondents did not provide much data on how Holyoke Unites
can be more active. Seven of the organizations did not respond to this question. There was
interest in providing more information to active members (2/18), strategic planning (2/18), and
providing more information about funding (1/18).
# of
How can Holyoke Unites be more
Responding
active?
Organizations
Recruiting/outreach of new members
0
Providing more information to active
members
2
Providing more funding information
1
Community
advocacy/Representation/Lobbying efforts
2
Research
0
Strategic planning
2
Other
4
No answer
7
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VII

Spatial Concentration of Poverty and the Latino Population

The goal of this section was to examine the spatial concentration of poverty and of the Latino
population in Holyoke, MA. Asthma rates in Massachusetts are among the highest in the nation,
particularly for pediatric asthma. Holyoke’s asthma rates are more that 100% above the state
average.11 According to the EPA, Holyoke is home to an Environmental Justice Community,
which is defined as the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of
race, color, national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, and
enforcement of environmental laws, regulations, and policies. The term is typically used to refer
to areas with significant low-income and minority populations exposed to environmental
hazards. Analyzing the spatial concentration of Latinos alongside the locations of air pollutant
sites will demonstrate the degree of exposure to hazardous facilities.
Preliminary work in documenting Holyoke’s environmental justice status has been started by
local community based organizations. However, their maps simply document the locations of
brownfields, TRI sites, and vacant land in Hampden County. They do not employ spatial
statistics (such as Moran’s I or Getis-Ord) to illustrate any spatial trends or clustering. The
complementary statistical analysis is critical to make a case for Holyoke as a candidate for
Promise Neighborhood funding and helps document the degree of urban blight and
environmental hazard affecting the city’s Latino population and children. There are over 50 sites
in Holyoke which do not meet national standards under the Clean Air Act. Since the EPA lists
each of these sites separately (rather than a comprehensive city or county level impact
assessment), we did not include a list of the specific toxics and their local impact.
Using population statistics from the 2000 US Bureau of the Census and address data from the
Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) report on air pollutant sites from the Toxic Release
Inventory (TRI), we tested for spatial autocorrelation between pollution sites and concentration
of Latino population using Moran’s I, followed by Getis-Ord (Gi*) hotspot analysis. Local
Moran’s I is not explicit about the attribute value, meaning it merely identifies clusters of similar
values based on their spatial relationship, regardless of the actual attribute associated with the
values. For this reason, we employed Getis-Ord to identify concentrations of high and low
values. This helped to triangulate whether hotspots of Latino population exist as well as
coldspots of Non-Latino population. This information appears beneath a layer of air pollutant
sites (open and reporting to the EPA) to illustrate whether Latinos are in closer proximity to
these sites than Non-Latinos.
The results of Moran’s I show that there is spatial autocorrelation happening with Holyoke’s
Latino population. The Moran’s I Index is 0.3 and the Z Score is 10.7, which confirms the
statistical significance (at over 95% confidence level) of Latino concentration in Holyoke. It is
also clear that most of the air pollution producing sites in Holyoke are located in South Holyoke
& The Flats (Figure 5 & 6). Thirty six out of 51 sites are located within one mile of South
Holyoke and/or The Flats. The results of Local Moran’s I show clusters of similar values, that
are statistically significant, in South Holyoke & The Flats. The value used was Latino
11

According to the Silent Spring Institute (Asthma Hospitalizations 2001-2005).
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population. Z Scores ranged from -2.8 to 4.5. The results of Getis-Ord show statistically
significant hotspots (over 1.96 standard deviations) of Latinos in South Holyoke & The Flats and
coldspots (over -1.96 standard deviations) in western Holyoke, which can be interpreted as areas
with a predominantly White population. Z Scores ranged from -3.8 to 3.5 (Figure 7).
In conclusion, our hypothesis was correct in placing Latino population and air pollutant sites in
close proximity. Due to the statistical significance of the clustering, it can be assumed that
Latinos are being disproportionately exposed to air pollution. This also lays a foundation for
further exploration into the link between asthma cases and Latino population. It can be assumed
that there is a link between the concentration of the Latino population in South Holyoke & The
Flats, asthma cases, and air pollutant sites, to socioeconomic and health outcomes for Holyoke’s
Latino community. These maps have helped to show that, despite the influx of EPA money into
Holyoke, the most vulnerable population may not be receiving due benefit.
Maps
Figure 1. Latino Population in Holyoke, Massachusetts
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Figure 2. Latino Population Living Below the Federal Poverty Line in Holyoke, Massachusetts
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Figure 3. Female Headed Households with Children in Holyoke, Massachusetts
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Figure 4. Youth Living Below the Federal Poverty Line in Holyoke, Massachusetts

Figure 5. Latino Population and Air Pollutant Sites in Holyoke, Massachusetts
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Figure 6. Latino Population Clusters in Holyoke, Massachusetts (Local Moran’s I)
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Figure 7. Latino Population Hotspots in Holyoke, Massachusetts
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VIII

Brownfields in South Holyoke and the Flats12

Methodology and Documentation
The data used to identify and analyze brownfields was retrieved from the Massachusetts
Department of Environmental Protection’s Online Searchable Site List. The search yielded 234
sites. The sites were coded as Open, Closed, or as having an Activity or Use Limitation (AUL).13
The website’s mapping function automatically codes the sites from their more thorough
designations. However, not all sites are mapped. Sites that have been resolved are either coded
as AUL or Closed, based on their Remedial Action Outcome (RAO) designations. In 1993,
Mass DEP shifted to its current system; therefore, many closed sites are designated under the
previous classification system
Formation of target area
The target area established within the study of brownfields in the city of Holyoke is located on
The Flats and South Holyoke neighborhoods. The geographic limitation of the target area was
defined under the Master Plan of the City of Holyoke – Vision Plan 2009 and the Census map
2001 from the MassGIS data source.
Outlining and designing maps
To start the study, we determined a list of maps necessary to understand the impact of
brownfields and land use within the general area (the city of Holyoke) and the target area (The
Flats and South Holyoke neighborhoods). MassGIS was one of the data sources chosen to
support this section; the software used to create the maps were AutoCad 2009 and ArcGIS 9. The
final products of this documentation were in CAD archives; nevertheless, they were also
available to view on a PDF format.
Specific sites in study
Within the target area there were seven open sites selected for the study. However, when we
performed drive-by visits of the sites, we located only four of the brownfields. These four sites
were the focus of our study and were coded as S1, S2, S3, and S4.

12

Brownfield - real property, the expansion, redevelopment, or reuse of which may be complicated by the presence
or potential presence of a hazardous substance, pollutant, or contaminant.

13

Open site - a property where a release has been reported but it has not been fully resolved yet. Closed site - a
property where a release has been reported and no significant risk was determined or a permanent solution has been
achieved.Activity and use limitation (AUL) - a legal document that identifies site conditions that are the basis for
maintaining a condition of No Significant Risk at a property where contamination remains after a cleanup.
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The brief backgrounds on the open sites in the target area were compiled through online searches
for available information. This included newspaper articles, City of Holyoke public documents,
and websites. The photographs were the result of site visits to the open sites within the target
area that were performed on March 22, 2010.
Introduction to brownfields
Often, sites labeled as brownfields have histories as dry cleaners, industrial sites, or gas stations,
and are tracked by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and, in
Massachusetts, the Department for Environmental Protection (Mass DEP). Generally, current
owners of brownfield proprieties are legally responsible for their remediation, if assessments
conducted determine that it is necessary. This burden is enough to cause owners to neglect the
property and allow it to fall into disrepair. Unless the market makes the property so attractive
that the owner is willing and able to take on the expensive costs of assessment and cleanup
themselves, public funding is necessary to spur development of a site that would otherwise stay
blighted. The majority of this financing may come to local governments from the EPA in the
form of assessment grants, cleanup grants, a revolving loan fund, or tax incentives.
Holyoke’s strong industrial history and this project’s focus on the South Holyoke and The Flats
neighborhoods means that the majority of that area’s brownfields correlate with the sites of mills.
Although deteriorating mills can be torn down and the land redeveloped for a higher purpose, the
designation of a brownfield presents a deeper barrier toward reviving the area. On an individual
basis, brownfields affect the ease of redevelopment for a particular property and its surrounding
areas. The particularly contaminated, available land in the neighborhoods of focus will affect the
siting for the physical location of a centralized program (like the Harlem Children Zone’s
model). It is important to understand a site’s history and the implications of this on future
development when creating a targeted strategy for revitalization. It is also crucial to understand
that simply because a site has not yet been tracked by Mass DEP as a brownfield does not meant
that it is guaranteed to be free from nearby contamination.
Brownfields in Holyoke - Hazards in the Environment
This section introduces the topic of why it is important to think about the redevelopment and
reuse of brownfields in the city of Holyoke. According to the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, “brownfields are real property, the expansion, redevelopment, or reuse of which may be
complicated by the presence or potential presence of a hazardous substance, pollutant, or
contaminant” (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 2010). Throughout the last 100 years, the
characterization of the land use in the city of Holyoke has been adapted from a general industrial
area to a city today characterized by the presence of brownfields and residential areas. This
brings up a concern about the public health of the community, especially in The Flats and South
Holyoke neighborhoods. These neighborhoods are surrounded by brownfields and are
characterized by a low income Latino population.
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The impacts of brownfields in the community can be direct and indirect. Thus, it is important to
look at these impacts in order to understand the hazards and bring about mitigation. The direct
impacts in the community are mainly in the exposure to contamination and the health risks, both
of which directly affect community health. The results of the maps in the section of target
concentration of neighborhoods and hazard are an example of this fact. On the other hand, the
indirect impacts can be related to many other aspects that range from socioeconomic impacts to
tangible impacts, such as the built environment in the area. Regarding this last one, we have
identified some specific factors,for example: 1) the built environment and public space
deterioration, which is related to the physical deterioration that threatens the value of the
building, and safety in the community, since most of these brownfields are seen as neglected
sites; (2) limited neighborhood interaction due the physical status of the area, which is a threat to
the sense of community;( 3) crime rates increase, since the area lacks public safety, and 4) the
lack of economic investment.
Even though Holyoke is seen as a neglected area of brownfields, especially in the Flats and
South Holyoke, we have found that there are mechanisms available to revitalize the area through
redevelopment projects. I ndeed, the benefits of this redevelopment and revitalization of
brownfields would have a significant impact on public health and community environment. The
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency states some of these benefits (Building Vibrant
Communities, 2009 pp.8):
-

-

Exposure to contamination is reduced or eliminated.
Brownfields reuse improves air quality and reduces associated health risks such as
asthma.
Brownfields reuse can enhance neighborhood walkability by providing additional
services close to other amenities.
Reusing Brownfield property also eases development pressure on greenfields, which are
critical for maintaining healthy watersheds and providing forestry products.
Pedestrian-friendly developments provide places for residents to interact, enjoy the
outdoors and exercise
Using sustainable construction techniques, equipment or materials to reduce material
consumption, water and energy use also improves the community’s environmental health.
Health can be improved if a walking trail, supermarket or community health clinic is
located on a former Brownfield site; this can improve access to exercise, fresh food or
health care and services that may not have previously existed.
Planting gardens provides access to healthy food and reduces stress as they provide a
calm, restorative feeling shown to improve health.

Mapping, Documenting and Analyzing Brownfields
This section introduces the maps,their description, and the purpose of creating them in the study
of the brownfields in the city of Holyoke and the target area.
Map 1. Brownfields in the City of Holyoke. This map shows the brownfield sites identified within
the city of Holyoke. The EPA has listed 234 (list available but not printed) brownfield sites in the
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jurisdiction of Holyoke city, only 150 are identified in the EPA online site map. These 150 sites
were taken as basic data for our study. The majority of these sites are closed sites, followed by
open and activity with use limitation sites (AUL).
Map 2. Land Use in the City Of Holyoke. This map shows the land use within the city of
Holyoke. The data source for this map was MassGIS physical resources – land use layers. The
maps highlights land uses, such as: general industrial, light industrial, mix use, residential high
density, residential low density, businesses and commercial. The data source was exported to the
CAD software.
Map 2.1: Land Use in the Target area. This map shows the land use in the target area, the Flats
and South Holyoke neighbourhoods. The data source for this map was MassGIS physical
resources – land use layers. The purpose of showing this map is to understand the impact of the
brownfields on a local scale. However, the map shows a general land use in the target area. A
necessary update of the use of land may be necessary for future studies and interventions to
assess the specific use of land in target areas.
Map 3: Brownfields in the Target Area. This map shows the brownfield sites in the target area,
which include the three types; closed, open and AUL sites. The purpose of drafting this map is to
show the impact of the brownfields in the target area, the differentiation among the quantitative
data of the sites, the differentiation on the range of sizes of the sites, and to point out the specific
location of the sites.
Map 4: Target Area from Google Earth (Open and AUL Brownfields). This map shows the open
and AUL sites in the target area. It highlights the incidence of the open sites’ impact in the area.
The purpose of this map is to point out the open and AUL sites and to identify the four open sites
within the target area. We have chosen to use a Google earth map to help out with the
visualization of the sites in a geographic context.
Map 5: Open and AUL Sites connected to the Google Map. This map shows the location of the
open sites in study and information on each one, e.g. who owns it, its location, history, pictures
of it, the size of the land, the contamination information, etc. Four tables were created to support
the data; these tables are coded as the sites. The purpose of this map is to bring up a specific data
source for the community to think about the reuse and redevelopment of these sites as alternative
projects or baseline for potential initiatives that can be led by the community.
-

Table Open site – S1
Table Open site – S2
Table Open site – S3
Table Open site – S4
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Map 1:
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Map 2:
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Map 2.1:
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Map 3:
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Map 4:
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Map 5:
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Remediation, redevelopment, and revitalization
Holyoke’s economy is what most would call a cold market, especially in the target area
of South Holyoke and The Flats. There is little to no financial benefit for a potential developer
to redevelop at a brownfield site. The City of Holyoke and smaller communities must identify
sites for environmental remediation and reuse. Additionally, federal funding is necessary to
make any of this happen. Once the site has been determined as having no or minimal
contamination, it is up to the developer to reuse the property.
Role of City and Consultants
Due to the extensive financial resources and time needed to remediate brownfields and revive the
areas in most economic distress, subsidies are needed to make cleanup a reality. The City of
Holyoke’s Office of Planning and Development manages the City’s Brownfields Program and
funnels all federal EPA brownfields assessment and cleanup money to specific projects. The
City of Holyoke has hired the consulting firm Tighe & Bond to develop the city’s brownfield
strategy. The firm used a $250,000 grant from the EPA for a Brownfields Site Assessment Pilot
Project Program from 2004 to 2006 to assess the potential for a number of brownfield sites in the
city (Tighe & Bond). This provides the foundation for a targeted approach to the neighborhoods
in focus. Working with the City of Holyoke, Tighe & Bond identified six project sites and began
Phase I assessments on them. These sites are: the Appleton Street Block project area, the
Parsons Paper Block project area, a portion of the Main-Appleton-Race-Middle Street Block
project area, the 19 acres of City-owned property on Mountain Road, the Hampden Dwight
Redevelopment project area, and the Sargeant-Beech Streets Block project area. Both the
Appleton Street Block project area and the Main-Appleton-Race-Middle Street Block project
area are within the boundaries set for South Holyoke and the Flats, albeit on the edge of the
targeted area. Quick remediation in the latter project area has closed that site while the Appleton
Street Block, known as the Former Adams Pakkawood Facility, has been designated the
recipient of a cleanup grant from the EPA and is on its way to being remediated.
In 2006, the Pioneer Valley Planning Commission and the Northeastern University Center for
Urban and Regional Policy developed a guide to inventorying brownfields and tax title
properties within Holyoke using GIS, which was sponsored by the Economic Development
Association. With the intention of improving the redevelopment process of brownfields in the
region, the project worked to streamline the various methods for brownfields inventorying and it
developed a brownfield redevelopment evaluation and ranking system to assess a site’s readiness
for redevelopment (Pioneer Valley Planning Commission and Northeastern University Center for
Urban and Regional Policy). Because of the City of Holyoke’s limited staff and financial
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resources dedicated toward brownfield
brownfields redevelopment, it must rely on outside consultants and
agencies to provide the technical
ical support for brownfield
brownfields development.
Federal Funding
Holyoke has been fortunate to receive numerous grants from federal agencies to support its
brownfields redevelopment programs. Below is a list of the brownfield
brownfields assessment and cleanup
grants that have been received by the City of Holyoke from the Environmental Protection
Agency. The sites that are listed as active are still in the process of being assessed or cleaned up.
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency F
Funding
unding Received by the City of Holyoke (U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, 2009).

Grant Type

Amount

Funding Type

Assessment

$250,000

Cleanup of Hallmark Van Lines,
160 Middle Water Street
Assessment

$200,000

Cleanup of Former Adams
Pakkawood Facility

$96,000

Hazardous
Substances
Hazardous
Substances
Hazardous
Substances
Petroleum

Cleanup of Former Mountain
Road Firing Range
Total

$200,000

$200,000

2009 Recovery
Act
Hazardous
Substances

Year
Awarded
2002

Status
Closed

2005

Closed

2007

Active

2007

Active

2009

Active

$946,000

Along with funding from the EPA, substantial resources from the Massachusetts Department of
Environmental Protection and the Army Corps of Engineers have been used at the Old Gas
Works Facility on 7 North Bridge Street.
Partnerships
Through the EPA’s Community Action for a Renewed Environment (CARE) program,
Holyoke’s Nuestras Raíces was the recipient of Level I funding in 2006 to identify
environmental health risks in Latino and low income neighborhoods. In 2009, the ggrassroots
organization was granted Level II funding to begin to strengthen relationships amongst
community stakeholders to improve the health of the community (U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency, 2009). Nuestras Raíces has established the following partners: Nueva Esperanza,
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Enlace de Familias, CleanWater Action, Holyoke Health Center, Solutions CDC, Youth Task
Force, HOPE, CT River Watershed Council, Holyoke City Council, Holyoke Planning
Authority, Holyoke Housing Authority, Pioneer Valley Planning Commission, Conservation
Commission, Food & Fitness Policy Council, Housing Assistance Partnership, Co-op Power, Mt.
Holyoke Management, Latino Chamber of Commerce, Keene State College, Regional
Employment Board, Mount Holyoke College/Environmental Studies, UMass Public Health, and
Career Point. Despite the support from the EPA and the progress made by Nuestras Raíces, it is
difficult to determine the lasting impact of these efforts.
Conclusion
There is a clear connection between environmental contamination and health. Not only do
brownfields hurt the health and safety of a community, but they also significantly cripple
potential economic development. Therefore, in order for a community to tackle both challenges,
there needs to be a targeted environmental remediation strategy to tackle both challenges where
it is needed most.
With help from Tighe & Bond, the City of Holyoke has taken the first steps towards strategically
identifying where they should direct limited brownfields resources. However, only two of these
project areas are within the boundaries for the South Holyoke and Flats neighborhoods.
Furthermore, Holyoke’s iconic canals separate these parcels from the bulk of South Holyoke and
the Flats. Meanwhile, there are numerous other opportunities for brownfields redevelopment
that would more significantly improve the lives of the residents of South Holyoke and the Flats.
There must be a better process for funneling the available resources to the target area.
Community action is very important and residents must be educated about the opportunities that
exist for such funding, so that they can become advocates for their own neighborhoods.
Community participation allows the community to own the revitalization process from its early
stage to the end. It is necessary that communities have a shared vision and understanding in why
it is necessary to look at the brownfields in their communities. As the source of nearly all
incoming brownfield funding to Holyoke, the EPA also provides grants to train local residents in
technical skills; as an aspect of the assessment of cleanup funding, projects require public notice
and community involvement. This additional level of support must reach the people who need it
most. With a strong enough voice from the residents of South Holyoke and The Flats, the City
will understand the need for cleaner air and soil and for economic development in this
community.
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Faculty
Prof. Ramón Borges-Méndez was born in San Juan, Puerto Rico and has a professional career in the
United States and abroad. He has held academic positions at UMASS-Boston, UMASS-Amherst,
American University's School of International Service, The Johns Hopkins' School of Advanced
International Studies, and the University of Chile's Public Policy Graduate Program. Professor
Borges-Mendez has also served as a Research Associate at the Mauricio Gaston Institute for Latino
Community Development and Public Policy at UMass Boston. He has worked as a consultant for the
Ford Foundation, the World Bank, the Economic Commission on Latin American and the Caribbean
of the United Nations (ECLAC), The United Nations’ Department for Social and Economic Affairs,
the Inter-American Development Bank, the Brookings Institution, the Japanese International
Cooperation Agency and the Government of Chile. He has written on various public policy issues:
workforce development; labor markets; Latino CBO’s; Latino poverty and community development in
the United States; immigration; decentralization and civil society matters in Latin America. In 2005,
he was chosen as William Díaz Fellow by Non-Profit Academic Centers Council. Prof. Borges is a
member of the advisory board of the Mauricio Gaston Institute for Latino Community Development
and Public Policy, and the Center for Social Policy, both UMASS-Boston. In 2007, he was appointed
commissioner to Gov. Deval Patrick’s Advisory Council on Refugees and Immigrants, and to the
Asset Development Commission. Currently, he is doing research on Puerto Rican low-wage workers
in PR and USA, a project sponsored by the Ford Foundation and the Center for Puerto Rican Studies
(CUNY-Hunter College). He is also an elected member of the board of directors of the Association for
Research on Nonprofit Organizations and Voluntary Action (ARNOVA). He enjoys jazz music and
cooking.
Students (In Alphabetical Order)
Jeffrey Desmarais is from Billerica, Massachusetts and has made Worcester his home since
moving here to attend Clark University in the Fall of 2005. He has a BA in International
Development from Clark University and is currently working on his MA at in Community
Development and Planning. Over the past several years he has worked on varying projects that
focus on social justice. He has held several internships with the Regional Environmental
Council’s Urban Gardening Resources of Worcester program. He has worked to conduct an
evaluation, an estimation of the food being grown in the city, organize their annual spring
gardens forum and work with high-school aged youth on food justice. More recently, he has been
organizing with fellow Clark graduate and undergraduate students to support food service
workers’ right to organize a union at the university.
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Consuelo Fernández (Bolivia) is a graduate student in the Community Development Program
(CDP) at Clark University. She received her B.A. in Architecture. Her professional experience in
Bolivia includes: worked in the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) as a NUNV
Specialist for the Millennium Development Goals; worked at the Central Urban Park Project
(PUC) from the City Government in the design of architectural projects and urban policy
proposals; and worked as Director of VAMOS BOLIVIA non-profit organization in local
development of impoverished communities. Currently, she is an Intern at the District Attorney’s
Office of the City of Worcester MA in a Domestic Violence Project. Her interests are on:
Millennium Development Goals, Community Building, Urban Imaginaries, Service & Learning,
Gender and Housing.
Norma Gutiérrez is a CDP graduate student at Clark University. She was born in Santa Clara,
CA (the Silicon Valley) and has lived mostly in the San Francisco Bay Area and Worcester, MA.
She has worked in several cities of the US: Phoenix and Page, AZ; Salt Lake City, UT;
Springfield, MA; Evansville, IN; Atlanta, GA; McAllen, TX; San Antonio, TX. As a student
intern for the California Faculty Association she served as a liaison between the students and
faculty on campus. With the Service Employees International Union (SEIU), she worked as an
international organizer which gave her experience looking at the "big picture". She also served as
Director of Community Education & Leadership for a small immigrant rights organization and
worked on issues of network building with nonprofits. She enjoys watching and playing sports:
soccer, hockey, and football, and she is fan of jigsaw puzzles and loves to listen to music and
dance.
Morning Star Padilla is a graduate student in the Community Development Program at Clark
University. She was born and raised in San Francisco, California. She also has worked and/or
lived in Oregon, Washington, North Carolina, Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, Mexico, and
Germany. She received her B.A. from Portland State University in International Studies and
German and has spent the last few years working as an ESL teacher, immigrant/refugee service
coordinator, manager of interpreter services, and disaster relief specialist. Her interests are in
community mapping, land use planning, and environmental justice.
Helena Qvicklund is a graduate student in the Community Development Program at Clark
University. She holds dual BA in Public & Community Service and Political Science from
Providence College (RI). As a student at Providence College, she worked in a variety of
nonprofit organizations including schools, homeless shelters, soup kitchens and with community
organizers. Subsequently, she worked for an affordable housing consulting firm, Quadel
Consulting, based in Washington, DC, where she assisted public housing authorities and
organizations throughout the nation including, Detroit, Chicago, LA, Miami, Baton Rouge, New
Orleans, Newark, Memphis, Charlotte and Alexandria, VA. Most of her work experience centers
around the affordable housing industry, specifically around public housing authorities and their
housing choice voucher, HOPE VI and public housing programs. Specifically, she worked on
program management and HUD compliance issues by helping with compliance audits,
developing and implementing workflow processes, and developing, implementing and training
around specific program areas. Currently, she works as an intern at the Center for Social
Innovation in Newton, MA conducting general research, assisting with TA projects and helping
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with website content development in their Homelessness Resource Center and Services in
Supportive Housing projects.
Rachel Ross is currently studying Community Development and Planning at Clark University.
She also completed her undergraduate education at Clark with a major in Government and
International Relations (focus on American Politics and Public Policy) and a concentration in
Urban Development and Social Change. She is originally from Silver Spring, Maryland. She
recently completed an internship with the City of Worcester's Economic
Development Division where she worked on brownfield redevelopment, designed 3-D virtual
models of Worcester landmarks that are now featured in Google Earth, and developed a guide to
starting a business in the city. Rachel is interested in the adaptive reuse of historic properties as
a tool for community and economic development.
Amy Tran was born and raised in San Francisco and has recently ventured out to Massachusetts
to pursue her MA in Community Development and Planning program at Clark University. In the
past four years, Amy worked for the Chinatown Community Development Center (CCDC), a
San Francisco base grassroots nonprofit organization that specializes in neighborhood planning,
affordable housing development, property management, tenant services, housing counseling and
community organizing. She served as a Tenant Services Coordinator where she empowered
CCDC residents to develop a tenant council, increase voter participation, advocate for affordable
housing and voice concerns on neighborhood planning issues in the Chinatown community.
Prior to her work with CCDC, Amy served as an AmeriCorps VISTA member for Experience
Corps, an intergenerational program where she connected older adults to tutor and mentor youth
in San Francisco public schools. She holds a BA in Environmental Analysis and Design and
concentration in Management from the University of California, Irvine. Amy is interested in
finding innovative sources of funding for affordable housing and community development as
well as advocacy planning in immigrant communities.
Jeremy Weyl grew up in Hillsborough, NJ and has been a student and resident of Worcester,
MA for the past four years. He is in his final year at Clark University, and will receive his
bachelor’s degree in International Development and Social Change in the spring. Next year he
will continue to study at Clark University for his masters in Community Development and
Planning. Jeremy is passionate about social and economic justice issues, and has been involved
in various organizations. Over the past two years, Jeremy has worked with Worcester Roots
Project (WRP), a non-profit that helps to incubate high school aged youth-led worker
cooperatives. WRP focuses on environmental and social justice issues and supports youth to
engage in community organizing. Jeremy has worked with both of WRP's cooperatives that
work in low cost lead-safe landscaping. He has supported youth development through
cooperative ownership and organizing, at the same time as he helps the members remove lead
from the soil to address lead poisoning that disproportionately affects children in Worcester's low
income neighborhoods. Jeremy is also a member of the Worcester Green Jobs Coalition which is
working to develop a revolving loan fund to support the creation of weatherization jobs and a
reduction in heating costs in Worcester. Jeremy is interested in job creation and social
development projects that supports stronger relationships in places such as the workplace and
school, while developing community based power.
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