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Adapting Transformative Development Initiative (TDI)
for Non-Gateway Municipalities across the Commonwealth
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Introduction: Why “Beyond Gateways”?

®

Add range/reach to MassDevelopment’s place-based economic development initiatives and approaches
Build the long-term capacity of Massachusetts regions and micro-regions to further address their
interrelated economic and social challenges

Increase coordination between neighboring communities to create strong regional impact

Fulfill new goals of Baker-Polito Administration
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Criteria: Overview

Municipalities
Eligibility Criteria
- Population: A sufficiently sized population is desirable to sustain a strong, neighborhood-level / place-based economic development initiative.

« Median Household Income (MHI) as a % of Area Median Income (AMI): This metric helps identify economic need. MHI as a % of AMI is used instead of straight MHI
because costs of living can vary significantly across the Commonwealth. An 80%*AMI threshold was used for municipalities.

Preference Criteria

« Momentum: Whether the municipality participated in Rapid Recovery Plan (RRP) or Resurgent Places (RePl) was considered. Participation in these programs
indicates that the municipality has some level of existing capacity to sustain an influx of resources.

- Racial/Ethnic Diversity: % Foreign-Born and % Non-White populations were used as indicators of Racial/Ethnic Diversity. % Non-White includes White Hispanic/
Latinx population (more on this later).

Selection/Prioritization Process

« Population is used as a categorization metric.
- After categorization, those with MHI <= 80% of AMI are selected and shown. Then, municipalities that meet the following formula:

MHI < 80%*AMI and (Momentum or Racial/Ethnic Diversity)

are called out/bolded.
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Criteria: Overview

Tracts*
Eligibility Criteria
« MHI as a % of AMI: A 61%*AMI threshold was used for tracts.

“Preference” Criteria

« Municipality’s Momentum

« Opportunity Zone: Tracts classified as in an Opportunity Zone are economically distressed and may qualify for tax deferment.

« New Market Tax Credit (NMTC) Eligibility: Tracts classified as Eligible or in Severe Distress (and thus Eligible for NMTC) are made more attractive for private
investment through the use of tax credits.

Selection/Prioritization Process

- Population of tract’s municipality is used as a categorization metric.

- After categorization, those with MHI < 61%*AMI are selected and shown. Then, tracts that are in municipalities with Momentum are called out/highlighted.
Opportunity Zone status and NMTC Eligibility are given as contextual metrics (i.e., tracts are only bolded based on their municipality’s Momentum rather than
whether the tract is in an Opportunity Zone or NMTC-eligible). But, Opportunity Zone and NMTC Eligibility can both be used formally as Preference Criteria later
on if desired, such that tracts must satisfy either condition (similar to how tracts in TDIs are being identified). Thus, tracts that meet the following formula:

MHI < 61%*AMI and in a Municipality with Momentum

are called out/bolded.

*Boston tract criteria adds criteria based on Racial/Ethnic Diversity. These changes are explained later on in the Boston Neighborhood/Tract Analysis.
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Eligibility Criteria: Population

AR |
Showing municipalities by population:
B >160,001 .
For potentially supporting Districts:
B 80,001-160,000 | " 55607
2 40,001- 80,000 . 35,000 > x > 20,000 7 o -
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Showing municipalities by population:

B >160,001 .
For potentially supporting Districts:
B 80,001-160,000 | " 55607
I 40,001- 80,000 . 35,000 > x > 20,000
0] 20,001- 40,000 —
1 10.001- 20.000 For potentially supporting Clusters:
- ’ . 35,000 > x >20,000
5,001-10,000 . <20,000
- Gatewa
< 5,000 — with TD|y

without T
and by Median Household Income (MHI) as a % of AMI ecboy
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Eligibility Criteria: Population and MHI (< 0.8*AMI), Detail

W, R W

Showing municipalities that have:

Median Household Income (MHI) < (40%)*(AMI)

_ | MHI < (60%)*AMI)

| MHI < (80%)*AMI)

Of Note:

- All Gateways, except Attleboro, have MHIs < (80%)*(AMI)
- All Gateways with TDIs have MHIs < (60%)*(AMI) % atews
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Preference Criteria: Momentum (RRP or RePl)

|| Showing municipalities that have:

- Participation in Rapid Recovery Plan (RRP), or

- Participation in Resurgent Places (RePI)

Follow-Up Item:

« Some of these municipalities may have submitted One Stop
applications, which could also indicate Momentum. However, One
Stop data has not yet been sufficiently prepped for analysis in GIS.

without TDI
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Preference Criteria: Racial/Ethnic Diversity* (FB, NW*¥)

Showing municipalities that have:

« % Foreign-Born > (80%)*(Statewide Avg. of 16.8%), or
=13.4%

« % Non-White > (80%)*(Statewide Avg. of 28.4%)
=227%

“Diversity,” like most other demographic information in this presentation, is measured according to data from the
American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimate for 2014-2019. A more contemporary measure of Diversity would
be yearly Student Enroliment data for Public School Districts from Mass. Dept. of Education. However, not every
municipality has its own Public School District and Student Enrollment data is not as easily downloadable as with data
from the ACS. Thus, the metric of “Non-White Student Enroliment” from Mass. DOE was considered only after assessing
municipalities for Diversity based on ACS data (i.e., % Foreign-Born and % Non-White). Ultimately, it is important not to
entirely rule out a municipality because of “data lag” on diversity metrics from the ACS.

Throughout this presentation, “Non-White” is used interchangeably with “Population of Color (Non-White).” PolicyMap
uses “Population of Color (Non-White)” to include “anyone who identifies as Hispanic or Latino, multiracial, or any race
other than White.” Thus, “Non-White” includes people who are White and Hispanic/Latino, which, though misleading,
is adhered to throughout this presentation. This conclusion is confirmed with the following observation:

% of PoC or NW =100% - (% of people who are White and non-Hispanic/Latino).

Gateway
with TDI

Gateway
without TDI

MassDev.
Region
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DISTRICTS

Municipalities = 35k
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Districts: Potential Eligibility for Municipalities = 35k

&Y T |
| J /0T
=
| Showing municipalities that have: ~J

« Population > 35,000, and
(excluding Gateways, excluding Boston)

« Median Household Income (MHI) < (80%)*(AMI), and

/! Y
any of these: )
- Participation in Rapid Recovery Plan (RRP), or 1 j
. Participation in Resurgent Places (RePl), or f
- % Foreign-Born > (80%)*(Statewide Avg. of 16.8%), or e Po=s

=13.4% _I Gateway
« % Non-White > (80%)*(Statewide Avg. of 28.4%) without TDI m;
= 227% 1 Regon - &
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Districts: Potential Eligibility for Municipalities = 35k

Bold = Municipalities with at least Momentum, which is argubably necessary for a successful pilot

MHlas |MHIlas |Municipality Pop. Median | Momentum ACS Racial/Ethnic Diversity (FB: 80%"State-
% of AMI | % of AMI | (County (= 35,000) | Hh. Income | (RRP or RePI) | e o 5 40 - 2579y Nor-White Studont Earor
Rank (= 80%) | Subdivision) (MHI) ment (NW-S) included when ACS Diversity is N.

1 61% Amherst 39,814 $50,203 | Y (RRP, RePl) | Y (FB: 18%, NW: 31%)

2 63% Framingham 72,308 $73,182 | Y (RRP, RePl) | Y (FB: 28%, NW: 31%)

3 64% Marlborough 39,736 $75,418 | N Y (FB: 28%, NW: 31%)

5 67% Beverly 41,885 $77,893 | Y (RRP, RePIl) | N (FB: 8%, NW: 12%; NW-S: 25%)
6 71% Waltham 62,777 $83,249 | N Y (FB: 28% NW: 34%)

7 1% Woburn 40,304 $83,304 | Y (RRP) Y (FB: 20%, NW: 23%)

8 72% Plymouth 60,024 $83,746 | Y (RRP) N (FB: 7%, NW: 8%; NW-S: 15%)
9 72% Somerville 80,906 $84,722 | N Y (FB: 25%, NW: 32%)

10 74% Medford 57,637 $86,204 | Y (RRP) Y (FB: 22%, NW: 29%)

11 76% Braintree 37,220 $88,993 | Y (RRP) Y (FB: 17%, NW: 21%)

12 76% Cambridge 116,632 $89,145 | Y (RRP) Y (FB: 29%, NW: 40%)

13 80% Watertown 35,401 $93,171 | N Y (FB: 21%, NW: 24%)

Municipalities of this population size (= 35,000) and MHI < 80%*AMI that were not mapped because they contained neither Momentum nor ACS Diversity:

IN.

L,
v |k
%}«' =

Gateway o

with TDI

Gateway
without TDI

MassDev.
Region

Weymouth (4). It is still possible that these municipalities have notable levels of Diversity in terms of Non-White Student Enrollment. Municipalities of this population
size (> 35,000) that were not mapped because their MHI > 80%*AMI: Billerica (14), Arlington (15), Natick (16), Chelmsford (17), Brookline (18), and 3 more municipalities

of this population size with MHI even higher at MHI > 100*AMI.
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Districts: Potential Eligibility for Tracts in Munis. = 35k

These tracts in
Barnstable should be
grayed in; issue with
one-to-many join in GIS

"] Showing tracts that:

- Are located in municipalities with Population > 35,000, and
(excluding Gateways, excluding Boston)

- Have Median Household Income (MHI) < (61%)*(AMI), and
(61% used to include any % slightly above 60%)

What changes when comparing to Municipal Eligiblity?

Weymouth has an eligible tract. But as a municipality, it didn’t have either of the Preference Criteria. That is, it didn’t have
Momentum and didn’t meet the thresholds we set for Racial/Ethnic Diversity based on ACS Data (though demographics could still
be changing to be more diverse; check 2021 School Enrollment). For discussion: Assuming Weymouth has or will have “sufficient”
Racial/Ethnic Diversity -- what might be the reasons it didn’t have Momentum?

And almost inevitably moving forward, the ranking of municipalities by MHI as % of AMI changes, with tract rankings organized by
the lowest MHI as % of AMI in that municipality. (e.g., one tract in Beverly has a lower MHI as % of AMI than Marlborough does, but
Beverly as a municipality has a higher MHI % of AMI than Marlborough does.
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Marlborough

Waltham Weymouth Medford

Amherst Framingham Cambridge Beverly Somerville Plymouth Braintree
(West) (Greater Boston) (Greater Boston) (North) (Central) (Greater Boston) (South) (Greater Boston) (Greater Boston) (Greater Boston) (Greater Boston)
Bold = Tracts in municipalities with at least Momentum, which is argubably necessary for a successful pilot
Municipality Info Tract Info Municipality + Tract Info
Municipality | Muni. Municipality Tract MHI as Median | Oppor- | NMTC? PoC (inc. | Black H/L For.-Born | Med. Age | Notes
Pop. Momentum % of Hh. Income | tunity Wht. H/L) | (inc. H/L)
AMI (MHI) | Zone?
Amherst 39,814 | Y (RRP, RePl) 820400 3% $2,499 | N Sev. Dis. 31% 4% 8% 14% 20 | Anomaly; Tract = UMass Amherst; Opp. Zone is north; almost all of Amherst NMTC-eligible
383101 36% $41,397 | Y Sev. Dis. 51% 4% 34% 50% 36 | Framingham State University is in the municipality but not in these tracts; Downtown
383102 | 36% $42,117 | Y Sev. Dis. 73% 25% 42% 37% 2g | Framingham, Inc.
Framingham | 72,308 | Y (RRP, RePl) | 383501 54% $62,917 [N Eligible 52% 9% 29% 32% 33
383200 60% $69,748 [N Eligible 53% 5% 31% 34% 37
383400 | 60.6% $70,901 [N Eligible 41% 5% 22% 42% 36
352200 40% $47,045 N Not Elig. 32% 15% 7% 24% 40 | Potentially check where these tracts overlap with which universities
Cambridge | 116,632 |Y (RRP) 353900 52% $61,184 | N Eligible 48% 6% 10% 29% 22
352400 59% $68,875 | N Sev. Dis. 63% 35% 14% 36% 30
217400 48% $56,615 |Y Not Elig. 21% 3% 1% 10% 37 | Beverly Main Streets
Beverly 41885 Y (RRP RePl) 117300  49%|  $56,705| N Eligible 24% 6% 1% 16% 35
Marlborough | 39,736 |N 321500 50% $58,547 | N Nc.)t.EIig. 33% 6% 16% 26% 41 | Marlborough Economic Development Corporation (EDC)
321300 | 60.1% $70,290 | Y Eligible 40% 3% 25% 35% 36
350700 51% $59,922 | Y Eligible 34% 11% 16% 20% 32 | Potentially check where these tracts overlap with which universities
Somerville 80,906 | N 351404 54% $63,419 N Sev. Dis. 48% 4% 29% 34% 34
350104 58% $67,736 | N Sev. Dis. 52% 19% 23% 36% 32
530200 52% $61,179 | N Eligible 1% 6% 3% 19% 42 | Over 65: 15%, 22%, 20%, 26%, respectively
530100 54% $63,362 | N Sev. Dis. 15% 1% 7% 6% 47
Blymouth [ 60,024 ¥ (RRF) 530300| 59%|  $69,261 N Not Elig. 1% 3% 4% 7% 41| Any orgs?
530500 | 60.6% $70,924 N Eligible 6% 2% 0% 5% 48
368700 55% $64,875 N Eligible 62% 5% 47% 55% 35 | Waltham Chamber of Commerce
Waltham 62,777 |N 368500 56% $65,787 [N Eligible 52% 8% 33% 37% 34
368902 60% $69,853 [N Eligible 47% 18% 8% 35% 31
Weymouth 56,734 | N 422502 57% $66,073 | Y Sev. Dis. 29% 8% 7% 18% 43 | Not very diverse as a municipality --> wasn't shown in muni-level analysis; any orgs?
. 419800 58% $67,332 | N Not Elig. 17% 3% 0.3% 1% 43 | Any orgs?
Braintree | 37,220 Y (RRP) 419300 60%|  $69,833 | N Eligible 27% 7% 4% 25% 38
Medford 57,637 | Y (RRP) 339700 | 60.9% $71,306 | Y Eligible 48% 18% 13% 32% 31 | Municipality is where Tufts is; MAPC did Master Plan in 2017

All the above tracts are CDBG-eligible. All the above map insets are at the same scale/size.
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DISTRICTS

Municipalities = 20k, < 35k



M

| Adding municipalities that have:
« Population 35,000 > x > 20,000, and

« Median Household Income (MHI) < (80%)*(AMI), and

any of these:
- Participation in Rapid Recovery Plan (RRP), or

- Participation in Resurgent Places (RePl), or
« % Foreign-Born > (80%)*(Statewide Avg. of 16.8%), or

- 13.4% Rt
« % Non-White > (80%)*(Statewide Avg. of 28.4%) ] GiLewis% o
=227%

MassDev.
|:l egion
(Eligible munis. > 35k from previous slide faded in and kept for reference) e
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Districts: Potential Eligibility for Munis. bet. 20k and 35k

Bold = Municipalities with at least Momentum, which is argubably necessary for a successful pilot

MHIlas |[MHIas | Municipality Pop. Median | Momentum | ACS Diversity (FB: 80% of MA's 16.8% =

% of AMI | % of AMI | (County (35k > x| Hh. Income | (RRP or &3-4_“@&‘:’;?3:;3‘;?;:189-::’?; V32S)7/)

Rank (< 80%) | Subdivision) > 20k) (MHI) | RePl) e Diversity is N.

2 56% Gloucester 30,162 $65,348 | Y (RRP) N (FB: 9%, NW: 8%; NW-S: 20%)

4 60% Randolph 34,064 $69,969 [N Y (FB: 35%, NW: 71%)

5 63% West Springfield 28,609 $51,735|Y (RRP) N (FB: 13%, NW: 20%; NW-S: 37%)

6 67% Stoughton 28,639 $78,343 [N Y (FB: 21%, NW: 29%)

7 68% Danvers 27,586 $79,795 | Y (RRP) N (FB: 11%, NW: 12%; NW-S: 16%)

8 68% Middleborough 24,850 $79,800 | Y (RRP) N (FB: 3%, NW: 7%; NW-S: 12%)

1 74% Dracut 31,373 $86,697 | Y (RRP) N (FB: 9%, NW: 17%; NW-S: 29%)

12 75% Norwood 29,306 $87,516 | Y (RRP) Y (FB: 18%, NW: 20%) ]
16 77% Northampton 28,516 $62,838 | Y (RRP) N (FB: 8%, NW: 18%; NW-S: 30%)

17 77% Stoneham 23,223 $90,320 | Y (RRP) Y (FB: 14%, NW: 12%) ]
18 78% Milford 28,883 $75,854 [N Y (FB: 21%, NW: 26%)

19 79% Wakefield 26,993 $92,252 | Y (RRP) N (FB: 8, NW: 9%; NW-S: 18%) [ ]

Gateway
with TDI

Gateway
without TDI

MassDev.
Region

Municipalities of this population size (35k > x = 20k) and MHI < 80%*AMI that were not mapped because they contained neither Momentum nor ACS Diversity: Gardner (1),
Wareham (3), Saugus (9), Yarmouth (10), Bridgewater (13), Agawam (14), Dedham (15), Falmouth (20), Melrose (21). It is still possible that these municipalities have notable levels
of Diversity in terms of Non-White Student Enrollment. Municipalities of this population size (35k > x > 20k) that were not mapped because their MHI > 80%*AMI: Tewksbury

(22), North Andover (28), Franklin (31), Sandwich (33), North Attleborough (34), and 12 more municipalities of this population size with even higher MHIs at MHI > 100%"AMI.
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Districts: Potential Eligibility for Tracts in Munis. bet. 20k and 35k

"] Showing tracts that:

« Are located in municipalities with Population 35,000 > x > 20,000, and
(excluding Gateways, excluding Boston)

- Have Median Household Income (MHI) < (61%)*(AMI), and
(61% used to include any % slightly above 60%)

(Eligible tracts in municipalities > 35k faded in and kept for reference)

What changes when comparing to Municipal Eligiblity?

Bridgewater, Gardner, Falmouth, and Wareham have eligible tracts. But, as municipalities, they did not
have Momentum nor the Racial/Ethnic Diversity. The eligible tracts, however, likely have more Racial/
Ethnic Diversity compared to their respective municipalities.
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Districts: Potential Eligibility for Tracts in Munis. bet. 20k and 35k
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Bridgewater Gardner Gloucester Falmouth Stoughton Wareham Middleborough Milford Randolph
Springfield
(South) (Central) (North) (South) (West) (South or Greater (South) (South) (West) (Greater Boston)
Boston)
Bold = Tracts in municipalities with at least Momentum, which is argubably necessary for a successful pilot
Municipality Info Tract Info Municipality + Tract Info
Municipality Muni. Municipality Tract MHI as Median | Oppor- NMTC? PoC (inc. | Black H/L For.-Born | Med. Age | Notes
Pop. Momentum % of Hh. Income | tunity Wht. H/L) | (inc. H/L)
AMI (MHI) | Zone?
Bridgewater 57436 N 561200 32% $37,788 | Y Eligible 27% 15% 6% 6% 20 Bridggwater State University spans at least one of these tracts; need to check
; 525203 | 61% $71,369 N Not Elig. 18% 16% 0.3% 6% 41 | footprint
707200 34% $32,746 | Y Sev. Dis. 18% 3% 4% 7% 43 | Tract 707200 has 10% 2 or more races not HL; 11% 2 or more races incl. HL and
Gardner 20,610 N 707300 43% $41,667 | Y Sev. Dis. 25% 0.4% 14% 7% 37 | also 22% Over 65
707100 46% $44,083 N Sev. Dis. 14% 0.8% 8% 5% 40
221500 36% $41,953 Y Sev. Dis. 3% 0.9% 2% 12% 46 | Tract 221500 has 25% Over 65%
221600 40% $46,645 N Sev. Dis. 19% 7% 5% 13% 35 | Tract 221400 has 8% 2 or more races not HL
Gloucester 30,162 | Y (RRP) 221400 45% $52.146 | Y Eligible 22% 4% 10% 1% 40 Tracts 221400 and 221700 have ~15% Over 65%
221700 47% $54,349 N Eligible 15% 1% 3% 16% 40
Falmouth 31,124 ' N 14800 41% $36,802 N Not Elig. 12% 1% 2% 9% 64 | Anomaly; 47% is Over 65%; lower PoC %; possible retirement community
812300 43% $34,688 Y Sev. Dis. 22% 3% 14% 26% 35 | Tracts 812201 and 812202 have ~20% Over 65
?:ﬁ;gfie[ d 28,609 Y (RRP) 812201 56% $45,656 N Not Elig. 28% 3% 14% 12% 41
812202 58% $47,188 N Eligible 28% 5% 20% 12% 40
456301 50% $58,462 N Sev. Dis. 37% 20% 6% 30% 38 | Tract 456302 has 25% over 65; Tract 456102 has 17% Over 65
Stoughton 28,639 N 456302 52% $60,662 N Eligible 32% 15% 5% 24% 52
456102 59% $68,939 | N Not Elig. 26% 11% 3% 23% 43
T 22641 N 545200 54% $63,566 N Eligible 25% 2% 8% 2% 42 | Tract 545400 has 23% over 65
’ 545400 55% $63,867 | Y Sev. Dis. 16% 3% 3% 5% 49
Middleborough | 24,850 | Y (RRP) 542300 57% $66,525 N Eligible 8% 2% 3% 3% 35
Milford 28,883 N 744300 57% $55,422 N Eligible 43% 3% 30% 35% 31
Randolph 34,064 N 420302 60% $69,844 N Sev. Dis. 2% 46% 1% 31% 43 | ~19% Over 65; Other tracts are Opp. Zones

All the above tracts are CDBG-eligible. All the above map insets are at the same scale/size. 20 of 75



DISTRICTS

Summary

Municipalities = 20k
(thus including = 35k)
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' Districts Summary: Potential Eligibility for Munis. + Tracts = 20k

(Superset)

Showing municipalities that have:

« Population > 20,000, and
(excluding Gateways, excluding Boston)

« Median Household Income (MHI) < (80%)*(AMI), and

any of these:
« Participation in Rapid Recovery Plan (RRP), or
« Participation in Resurgent Places (RePl), or
« % Foreign-Born > (80%)*(Statewide Avg. of 16.8%), or
=13.4%
« % Non-White > (80%)*(Statewide Avg. of 28.4%)
=22.7%

|| With tracts that have:
« Median Household Income (MHI) < (61%)*(AMI), and
(61% used to include any % slightly above 60%)

Eligible municipalities that
have eligible tracts / Eligible
tracts that are in eligible
municipalities:

Amherst, Framingham,
Marlborough, Beverly,
Waltham, Plymouth,
Somerville, Medford, Braintree,
Cambridge, Gloucester,
Randolph, West Springfield,
Stoughton, Middleborough,
Milford

(@ map of these areas - a.k.a. a
subset of what is shown here,
is presented later in a few
slides)
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' Districts Summary: Potential Eligibility for Munis. + Tracts = 20k
(Superset)

+

Eligible Municipalities  Check if municipality Check if tract is in
>= 20,000 _* haseligible tract |~ Eligible Tracts _~ eligibile municipality ~
Ambherst YES Amherst YES

Framingham YES Framingham YES

Marlborough YES Cambridge YES

Beverly YES Beverly YES

Waltham YES Marlborough YES

Woburn NO Somerville YES

Plymouth YES Plymouth YES

Somerville YES Waltham YES

Medford YES Weymouth 'NO

Braintree YES Braintree YES

Cambridge YES Medford YES

Watertown NO Bridgewater NO

Gloucester YES Gardner NO

Randolph YES Gloucester YES

West Springfield YES Falmouth NO

Stoughton YES West Springfield YES

Danvers NO Stoughton YES
Middleborough YES Wareham NO

Dracut NO Middleborough YES

Norwood NO Milford YES

Northampton NO Randolph YES

Stoneham NO <
Milford YES

Wakefield NO 23 0of 75
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Select Neighborhood Analysis

(Framingham, Beverly, Gloucester)
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Districts: Potential Framingham Neighborhood (by Tracts) Eligibility

|| Showing (Census) tracts that have:

- Median Household (HH) Income < (61%)*(AMI)

with the following overlaid:

.|+ MAPC’s study area through RRP (approximate)

« Framingham hubs

(Source: FraminghamMA.gov)
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Districts: Potential Framingham Neighborhood (by Tracts) Eligibility

oo

!
WS

e
S

Tract Level
Neighborhood MHI Median | Diversity Opportuity | New Market Tax

as % | Hh.Income  (ACS Data only) Zone Credit (NMTC)
of AMI (MHTI) (2011-2015)

1 | South Framingham 35% $41,397 | FB: 50%, NW: 50% |Y Severe Distress
36% $42 117 |FB: 37%, NW: 72% | Y Severe Distress

2 | The Junction 54% $62,917 | FB: 32%, NW: 52% |N Eligible

3 | Coburnville 60% $69,748 | FB: 34%, NW: 53% |N Eligible

4 | Lokerville 60% $70,901 | FB: 42%, NW: 41% | N Eligible

Unlike with municipal-level analysis, no specific neighborhoods are called out / placed in Bold in this Framingham
neighborhood/tract-level analysis because more (nuanced) information is needed to determine which
neighborhoods/tracts warrant greater focus.
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Districts: Potential Beverly Neighborhood (by Tracts) Eligibility

|| Showing (Census) tracts that have: with the following overlaid:
« Median Household (HH) Income < (61%)*(AMI) .+« RRP study area (approximate)

« Beverly hubs

Source: Google Maps (beige-colored “areas of interest”) and
https://wikitravel.org/en/Beverly_(Massachusetts)
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Districts: Potential Beverly Neighborhood (by Tracts) Eligibility
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Tract Level
Neighborhood MHI Median | Diversity Opportuity | New Market Tax
as % |Hh. Income | (ACS Data only) Zone Credit (NMTC)
of AMI (MHI) (2011-2015)
1 | Downtown 48 4% $56.615| FB: 10.5%. NW:21% |Y Not Eligible Unlike with municipal-level analysis, no specific neighborhoods are called out / placed in Bold in this Beverly
- : - ’ : — neighborhood/tract-level analysis because more (nuanced) information is needed to determine which
2 | Gloucester Crossing |48.5% $56,705 | FB: 16%, NW: 24% N Eligible neighborhoods/tracts warrant greater focus.

-.1:
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Districts: Potential Gloucester Neighborhood (by Tracts) Eligibility

e B8 Jontas
e R‘I1_"€.:'- p
O L6 5 I

Showing (Census) tracts that have:

- Median Household (HH) Income < (61%)*(AMI)

b\ i Resely ol

{
Freshwa
C ove v(
2 N\ X with the following overlaid:
SaR Q27
' ""E'é.s'r._érn s
P '+« RRP study area

« Gloucester hubs

Source: Google Maps (beige-colored “areas of interest”)
(There are likely more hubs than shown here)
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T
Districts: Potential Gloucester Neighborhood (by Tracts) Eligibility

Tract Level
0 Neighborhood MHI Median | Diversity Opportuity | New Market Tax
CF;S_S'W?}& as % |Hh. Income | (ACS Data only) Zone Credit (NMTC)
of AMI (MHI) (2011-2015)
1 | Downtown 36% $41,953 |FB: 12%, NW: 3% |Y Severe Distress
o2 || 40% $46,645 | FB: 13%, NW: 19% [N Severe Distress
3 | Gloucester Crossing [45% $52,146 | FB: 11%, NW:22% |Y Eligible
— 4 |? 46% $54,349 | FB: 16%, NW: 15% |N Eligible

Unlike with municipal-level analysis, no specific neighborhoods are called out / placed in Bold in this Gloucester
neighborhood/tract-level analysis because more (huanced) information is needed to determine which
neighborhoods/tracts warrant greater focus.
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DISTRICTS

Boston Neighborhood Analysis



T
Districts: Potential Boston Neighborhood (by Tracts) Eligibility

Roxbury

— Y
L S

s {
~—79F
\&

N
9
Py
— \

&
R

il
S.B
£
South Boston

=__'"-'P'I

b, 2
\
i

| Showing (Census) tracts that have:

« Median Household (HH) Income < (60%)*(AMI), and
(Boston: 60.8%*AMI)

¥
=t

- >21in 3 Foreign-Born (33%), and
(Boston: 28.3%)

« 2 2in 3 Non-White (67%)
(Boston: 55.5%)

West Roxbury

|| with the following overlaid:

« Main St. Districts

Hyde Park

(insufficient population)
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Districts: Potential Boston Neighborhood (by Tracts) Eligibility

Brighton

Charlestown

West Roxbury

Roslindale

Hyde Park

el — |r'\
] "‘-" \
© 5

Dorchester

Unlike with municipal-level analysis,
no specific neighborhoods are
called out / placed in Bold in this
Boston neighborhood/tract-level
analysis because more (nuanced)
information is needed to determine
which neighborhoods/tracts
warrant greater focus.

\

Dorchester

Roxbury
1 .-
/

\

N

N 6

' \Y‘J .\\

4

.7
3

Tract Level
Neighbor- Main St. District MHI Median | Diversity Breakdown (ACS Data Only)
hood (indicates as % Hh. Income
Momentum) of AMI (MHI)
T 21% $25,125 | FB: 37%; NW BIk: 55%: NW His/Lat: 31%
+
Dg:ci':gter Greater Grove Hall |23% $26.755 | FB: 36% NW BIk: 60%; NW His/Lat: 36%
33% $38,750 | FB: 48%: NW BIk: 52%; NW His/Lat: 42%
Mission Hill | Mission Hill 27% $31,917 | FB: 38%; NW Blk: 15%; NW His/Lat: 22%; NW Asn: 31%
29% $33,784 | FB: 39%; NW BIk: 63%; NW His/Lat: 23%
Bowdoin/Geneva 43% $49.800 | FB: 47%:; NW Blk: 66%; NW His/Lat: 18%; NW Asn: 9%
57% $48.633 | FB: 41%, NW Blk: 57%; NW His/Lat: 21%; NW Asn: 11%
Four Courmners 29% $34.195 | FB: 40%: NW BIk: 59%; NW His/Lat: 35%
B i 46% $54.375 | FB: 34%; NW BIk: 60%; NW His/Lat: 31%
35% $48,226 | FB: 40%: NW BIk: 63%; NW His/Lat: 23%
Uphams Corner 39% $57,143 | FB: 36%; NW BIk: 48%; NW His/Lat: 37%
46% $65,750 | FB: 49%:; NW BIk: 48%:; NW His/Lat: 28%
Fields Corner 40% $47.317 | FB: 41%:; NW Blk: 31%; NW His/Lat: 17%; NW Asn: 31%
48% $56,149 | FB: 42%: NW Blk: 21%; NW His/Lat: 10%; NW Asn: 39%
Kiatianan Wiafianan 43% $49.947 | FB: 34%:; NW BIk: 78%; NW His/Lat: 14%
P P 55% $64.,185 | FB: 36%: NW BIk: 80%: NW His/Lat: 14%
52% $60,739 | FB: 57%; NW His/Lat: 68%; NW 2+ Races: 28%
East Boston | East Boston 58% $67.841 | FB: 54%; NW His/Lat: 63%; NW 2+ Races: 24%
58% $68,384 | FB: 62%; NW His/Lat: 70%; NW 2+ Races: 38%
Hyde Park Hyde Park 53% $62,056 | FB: 35%; NW BIk: 55%; NW His/Lat: 30%
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T
Districts: Potential Boston Neighborhood (by Tracts) Eligibility, Expanded
/7 \d

F A

Brighton

|| Adding (Census) tracts that have:

« Median Household Income (MHI) < (60%)*(AMI), and
(Boston: 60.8%*AMI)

« 21in 3 Foreign-Born (33%), or
(Boston: 28.3%)

West Roxbury

« >2in 3 Non-White (67%)
(Boston: 55.5%)

| with the following overlaid:
- Main St. Districts

Hyde Park

-~ | (insufficient population)
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Districts: Potential Boston Neighborhood (by Tracts) Eligibility, Expanded

/\

\

|
]
Brighton i
,...v.-—-—*'A\ //\z"(
“:-: —
Some of the previous potential districts “fill out,” and the following
additional potential districts emerge.
To reiterate, these tracts have either:
>1in 3 Foreign-Born or > 2 in 3 Non-White Population
el s Tract Level
est ROXDbu
Y Neighbor- |Main St. District MHI Median | Diversity Breakdown (ACS Data Only)
hood (indicates as % |Hh. Income
Momentum) of AMI (MHI)
16% $18,602 | FB: 18%; NW Blk: 41%; NW His/Lat: 45%
1 | Roxb Nubian Square 28% $32,183 | FB: 25%; NW BIk: 58%; NW His/Lat: 28%
oxpur
¥ 36% $42,617 | FB: 21%; NW Blk: 61%; NW His/Lat: 25%
Washington Gateway | 31% $30,047 | FB: 28%; NW Blk: 40%; NW His/Lat: 42%
Unlike with municipal-level analysis, 5 Downtown | Chinatown 24% $28,646 | FB: 49%; NW Asn: 53%
no specific neighborhoods are South End | Washington Gateway | 31% $36,333 | FB: 45%; NW Blk: 12%; NW Asn: 44%; NW His/Lat: 7%
called out / placed in Bold in this : : = b T > D
Boston neighborhood/tract-level 3 | Brighton Brighton 35% $40,781 | FB: 40%; NW Asn: 21%; NW His/Lat: 20%
R analysis because more (nuanced) 37% $43,163 | FB: 35%; NW Asn: 31%; NW His/Lat: 13%
informaticlzn ';3 neeiid tﬁ dzte;tmine 4 |Allston Allston Village 52% $60,772 | FB: 36%; NW Asn: 20%; NW His/Lat: 16%
which neighborhoods/tracts - - - - - -
S s —— 54% $63,761 | FB: 47%: NW Asn: 32%; NW His/Lat: 11%
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CLUSTERS

Municipalities < 20k



Clusters: Potential Eligibility for Municipalities < 20k

7| Showing municipalities that have:

« Population < 20,000, and

0 O O
49-5k 5k-10k 10k-15k 15k-20k

« Median Household Income (MHI) < (80%)*(AMI), and

any of these:
- Participation in Rapid Recovery Plan (RRP), or
- Participation in Resurgent Places (RePl), or
« % Foreign-Born > (80%)*(MA’s 16.8% Foreign-Born), or
=13.4%
- Gateway
« % Non-White > (80%)*(MA’s 28.4% Non-White) without TDI
=22.7% MassDev.
° |:| Region

- Gateway
with TDI

Potentially need further justification on using 80%*Statewide Avgs. for Foreign-Born and Non-White populations. Although,
perhaps not, because these Racial/Ethnic Diversity metrics were not used at the Tract level, which is arguably the more relevant/
important level of analysis.



M

Clusters: Potential Eligibility for Municipalities < 20k

MHI as |MHI as | Municipality
% of AMI | % of AMI

Rank (= 80%)

1 46% North Adams
2 47% Tisbury

3 52% Southbridge
4 52% Athol

B 58% Greenfield

6 58% Shirley

7 58% Holbrook

8 58% Adams

9 60% Avon

10 60% Winthrop

11 60% Hardwick

12 61% Ware

13 61% Buckland

14 61% Montague
15 62% Rockport

MHI as |MHIlas | Municipality MHI as |MHI as | Municipality
% of AMI | % of AMI % of AMI | % of AMI

Rank (= 80%) Rank (= 80%)

16 63% Oak Bluffs 31 2% Edgartown
17 64% Stockbridge 32 74% Shelburne

18 66% Great Barrington 33 75% Easthampton
19 66% Sunderland 34 75% Oxford

20 66% Rockland 35 76% North Brookfield
21 66% Dudley 36 77% Aquinnah

22 67% Halifax af 7% Auburn

23 67% Amesbury 38 7% Newburyport
24 68% Spencer 39 7% Pepperell

25 69% Hull 40 77% Blandford

26 69% West Brookfield 41 77% Millbury

27 70% Eastham 42 78% Northbridge
28 1% Clinton 43 79% Leicester

29 72% Hudson

30 72% Barre

BN

Gateway
with TDI

Gateway
without TDI

MassDev.
Region

Details about Momentum and Diversity are not given / analzed along in this chart, becuase the next slide will be organized by example geographic clusters which are arguably necessary for
economic initiatives much-less-dense rural municipalities to work.
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Adding municipalities that have:

« Population < 20,000, and
® O

49-5k 5k-10k 10k-15k 15k-20k

« Median Household Income (MHI) < (80%)*(AMI), and

« Geographically surround the rural areas identified in the
previous slide, in order to create geographic clusters in the next

slide




Identifying n{:fuste;é::of municipalities that have:

_— o

- Decent population sizes (although still < 20,000)

To reiterate, the}—fa ed-in mL.in"uicn'paﬂiiies_!included in certain clusters
may not necessarily meet the (MHI) < (80%)*(AMI) and (Momentum

or Diversity) criteria, only the (MHI) < (80%)*(AMI) criteria. They were
faded in also because they geographically surround the municipalities
that do meet those criteria, potentially supporting a regional economic
development approach.

-
. . wit
For Discussion:
- Gateway
Are cross-rural area partnerships possible for “TDI Rural”? Who without TDI
would steer and maintain these partnerships? ] MassBey. <
Region
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| Adding municipalities that were:

« Previously identified in this presentation as eligible for Districts, with
population sizes > 20k (therefore incl. > 35k)

For Discussion:

Can the potential areas for “TDI Rural” draw from economic
activity, population base, etc. in nearby municipalities (e.g.,
Ambherst, Framingham) and/or Gateway Cities (e.g., Holyoke,
Revere, Brockton)?

- Gateway
without TDI

MassDev.
|:| Region
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M

Bold = Municipalities with at least Momentum, which is argubably necessary for a successful pilot, + decent pop. size

Cluster| MHI as | County Pop. Median [ Momentum |[ACS RPA Also Consider Nearby...
% of AMI | Subdivision Hh. Income | (RRP or Diversity (For Discussion)
(= 80%) | (Municipality) (MHI) | RePl)
1a 58% Greenfield 17,375 $47,821 Y (RRP, RePl) | N FCoG
b 61% Montague 8,279 $50,933 Y (RRP, RePIl) | N “
c 61% Buckland 1,950 $50,899 | Y (RRP) N s
d 74% Shelburne 1,649 $61,141|Y (RRP) N “
2 75% Easthampton | 15,960 $61,004 | Y (RRP) N PVP Northampton, Chicopee, Westfield
3 52% Athol 11,713 $50,417 | Y (RRP) N MRPC | Orange
4 60% Winthrop 18,542 $69,928 (N Y MAPC | Revere, Chelsea
5a 66% Rockland 17,953 $77,573 | Y (RRP) N OCPC | Brockton, Abington ?
b 58% Holbrook 11,045 $68,023 [N ¥ “
c 60% Avon 4,500 $69,709 [N ¥ ®
6a 52% Southbridge 16,887 $50,202 | Y (RRP) Y CMRPC | Auburn, Leicester, Millbury, Webster ?
75% Oxford 13,974 $72,563 | Y (RRP) N “
c 66% Dudley 11,723 $64,281 (Y (RRP) N “

Gateway
without TDI

MassDev.

] 0N

Of the Municipalities listed,

Region

an “N” (No) for “Diversity” means that these municipalities do not meet the B0%"*Statewide Avgs. thresholds for Foreign-Born or Non-White population. Municipalities not
listed, but are included in the map as part of the cluster, are those of the < 20,000 population size that did not meet the following criteria: MHI <= 80%"AMI, and (participation in RRP, or participation in
ReP|, or Diversity in Foreign-Born population or Diversity in Non-White population [using the same thresholds of Foreign-Born: 80% of MA’'s 16.8% = 13.4%, Non-White: 80% of MA's 28.4% = 227%, as
with the >= 20,000 municipalities]). Some other clusters that were not called out in the Sample Results are ones that seemed to have less potential based on anecdotal/first impressions.
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Clusters: Potential Eligibility for Tracts in Munis. < 20k

| Showing tracts that:

- Are located in municipalities with Population < 20,000, and

- Have Median Household Income (MHI) < (61%)*(AMI)
(61% used to include any % slightly above 60%)

- Gateway

with TDI

- Gateway
without TDI

|:| Mas.sDev. oy
Region
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’-—-

~~, Of Note:
~  The cluster approach from the municipal-level analysis
doesn’t quite work out when looking at the tract level.

“—ﬂ

Gateway
with TDI

Gateway
without TDI

MassDev.
Region

BN
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Clusters: Potential Eligibility for Tracts in Munis. < 20k (Chart 1 of 2)

1,4’”
A N [ —~ N
[ thg)
- [ ! kl
TG
L J - -
A -
e . W . /..
Southbridge Webster Greenfield North Adams Winthrop Montague Ware Adams Carver
(Central) (Central) (West) (West) (Greater Boston) (West) (West or Central) (West) (South)
Bold = Tracts in municipalities with at least Momentum, which is argubably necessary for a successful pilot
Municipality Info Tract Info Municipality + Tract Info
Municipality Muni. Municipality Tract MHI as Median | Oppor- NMTC? PoC (inc. | Black H/L For.-Born | Med. Age | Notes
(1-9 of 22) Pop. Momentum % of Hh. Income | tunity Wht. H/L) | (inc. H/L)
AMI (MHI) | Zone?
757200 31% $29,583 N Sev. Dis. 57% 5% 41% 3% 30 | Tract 757100 has Southbridge Municipal Airport
Southbridge 16,887 | Y (RRP) 757300 36% $34,947 Y Sev. Dis. 52% 7% 49% 4% 40
757100 52% $50,480 Y Elig. 37% 2% 36% 4% 34
754300 38% $36,650 N Sev. Dis. 31% 6% 21% 1% 35
i b 754200 42%|  $40.417|Y Sev. Dis. 26% 5%|  15% 6% 42
o fisld B omp—— 041400 39% $31,964 Y Sev. Dis. 27% 8% 19% 3% 39 | Across the river is Montague
reRmile ’ (RRP.RePD) 1041300 48%  s$40,008 Y Sev. Dis. 1% 2% 6% 5% 40
921300 39% $33,377 Y Elig. 14% 4% 6% 6% 36
921400 439 36,964 Y Sev. Dis. 189 0.7¢9 139 29 46
North Adams | 12,959 Y (RRP) 2l 396, ik @ o i e
921500 53% $44,706 N Sev. Dis. 6% 0.2% 4% 3% 44
935300 54% $45913 N Elig. 18% 1.0% 7% 5% 45
Winthrop 18,542 | N 180101 44% $51,953 N Not Elig. 18% 2% 12% 13% 49
Montague 8,279 | Y (RRP, RePl) | 040701 47% $38,528 Y Sev. Dis. 16% 3% 9% 10% 43 | Across the river is Greenfield
Ware 9,801 Y (RRP) 820102 48% $39,192 Y Sev. Dis. 18% 2% 15% 7% 37
Adams 8,125 Y (RRP) 922100 49% $41,302 Y Elig. 8% 3% 2% 2% 45
Carver 11,720 | N 544200 50% $58,072 N Elig. 6% 1% 3% 4% 49
All the above tracts are CDBG-eligible. All the above map insets are at the same scale/size. 45 of 75
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Clusters: Potential Eligibility for Tracts in Munls < 20k Chart 2 of 2)

€ L

| !
Athol Hudson Ipswich Clinton Dudley Millbury Rockland Orange Bourne Dennis
(West or Central) (Central) (North) (Central) (Central) (Central) Rockland (West or Central) (South) (South)
\ -
/41 /"""j /ﬂ\
Stockbridge Tisbury
(West) (South)
Bold = Tracts in municipalities with at least Momentum, which is argubably necessary for a successful pilot
Municipality Info Tract Info Municipality + Tract Info
Municipality Muni. Municipality Tract MHI as Median | Oppor- NMTC? PoC (inc. | Black H/L For.-Born | Med. Age | Notes
(10-22 of 22) Pop. Momentum % of Hh. Income | tunity Wht. H/L) | (inc. H/L)
AMI (MHI) | Zone?
703300 51% $49,592 | N Not Elig. 6% 0.7% 3% 2% 44 | Tract 703200 is not listed here but is an Opp. Zone
Athol 11,713 | Y (RRP) -
703100 56% $54156 | Y Sev. Dis. 6% 1% 3% 2% 44
Hudson 19,887 | Y (RRP) 322300 54% $63,643 |N Not Elig. 14% 2% 7% 13% 44
Ipswich 13,963 | N 223200 56% $65,298 | N Not Elig. 9% 1.4% 4% 8% 45
716300 57% $54872|Y Not Elig. 30% 8% 25% 16% 35
Clint 13,935 | Y (RRP
inton ’ (RRP) 716200 58% |  $56,071 Y Eligible 25% 3% 18% 16% 38
Dudley 11,723 | Y (RRP) 755100 57% $55,195 | N Eligible 17% 1% 10% 7% 41
Millbury 13,732 | Y (RRP) 737200 57% $55,368 | N Eligible 10% 1% 6% 3% 39
Rockland 17,953 | Y (RRP) 502200 57% $67,019|Y Eligible 5% 0.1% 1% 5% 48
Orange 7,644 N 040502 58% $47,768 | Y Sev. Dis. 3% 0.7% 2% 3% 48
Bourne 19,831 | N . _ . . . . Fairly young population, and more racial/ethnic diversity in Bourne;
Dennis 13,939 N 011600 | 60.5% $54,063 | Y Sev. Dis. 17% 1% 5% 11% 48
Stockbridge 1,795 | Y (RePl) 924100 51% $43,578 |N Not Elig. 12% 5% 3% 9% 60 | 37% in this tract is Over 65; kind of near Pittsfield (Gateway)
Tisbury 4107 [N 200100 49% $51,456 | N Sev. Dis. 15% 12% 1% 16% 46
All the above tracts are CDBG-eligible. All the above map insets are at the same scale/size. Stockbridge and Tisbury are placed at the end because they have significantly smaller populations, < 5,000. 46 of 75
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M

" Clusters: Potential Eligibility for Munis. + Tracts < 20k
(Superset)

Showing municipalities that have:

Population < 20,000, and
(excluding Gateways, excluding Boston)

Median Household Income (MHI) < (80%)*(AMI), and

any of these:
« Participation in Rapid Recovery Plan (RRP), or
« Participation in Resurgent Places (RePl), or
« % Foreign-Born > (80%)*(Statewide Avg. of 16.8%), or
=13.4%
« % Non-White > (80%)*(Statewide Avg. of 28.4%)
=22.7%

|| Overlaying tracts that have:

Median Household Income (MHI) < (61%)*(AMI), and
(61% used to include any % slightly above 60%)

Eligible municipalities that
have eligible tracts / Eligible
tracts that are in eligible
municipalities:

Athol, Adams, Dudley, Clinton,
Greenfield, Hudson, Montague,
Millbury, Rockland, Ware,
Southbrige, North Adams,
Tisbury, Stockbridge, Winthrop

(@ map of these areas - a.k.a. a
subset of what is shown here,
is presented later in a few
slides)
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" Clusters: Potential Eligibility for Munis. + Tracts < 20k
(Superset)

Eligible lities < Check if I Check if tract is in
20,000 _* |has eligible tract ~ ~ | Eligible Tracts | aligibile municipality * |
Athol YES ‘Southbridge YES

Auburn NO Webster NO

Adams YES Greenfield YES

Buckland NO MNorth Adams YES

Blandford NO Winthrop YES

Barre NO Montague YES

Dudley YES Ware YES

Eastham NO Adams YES

Edgartown NO Carver NO

Easthampton NO Athol YES

Clinton YES Hudson YES

Greenfield YES Ipswich NO

Halifax NO Clinton YES

Hardwick NO Dudley YES

Leicester NO Millbury YES

Hudson YES Rockland YES

Hull NO Orange ‘NO

Montague YES Bourne NO

Newburyport NO Sandwich NO

Millbury YES Dennis NO

Oxford NO Stockbridge YES

Pepperell NO Tisbury YES

Morthbridge NO

Rockland YES

Rockport NO

Shelburne NO

Sunderland NO

ware YES

Southbridge YES

Spencer NO

Aguinnah NO

Avon NO

Amesbury NO

Holbrook NO

Great Barrington NO Q
North Adams YES *
Oak Bluffs NO

North Brookfield O <
Shirley NO

Tisbury YES

Stockbridge YES

West Brookfield NO 49 of 75

Winthrop YES



CLUSTERS + DISTRICTS

Cluster Superset + District Superset
= Mega-Superset



M

" Clusters + Districts: Potential Muni. + Tract Eligibility
(Mega-Superset)

I

=& ; I'. 3 |
s - | | 1

Showing (excluding Gateways + Boston):
Eligible tracts, regardless of whether they are in eligible municipalities

Criteria Refresher:

R
w1 -

1
L

Eligible municipalities, regardless of whether they have eligible tracts

MHI as %
Unit Population of AMI Momentum Racial/Ethnic Diversity
- Tract > 20k < 61% - n/a as criteria - n/a as criteria
- RRP, RePI noted at Muni. level; Opp. - FB, NW noted at Tract level
Zones, NMTC noted at Tract level
Muni. > 20k <80% RRP or RePlI FB >13.4%
NW = 227%
these %s are 80% of Statewide Avgs.
- Gateway
- Tract < 20k < 61% - n/a as criteria - n/a as criteria with TDI
- RRP, RePI noted at Muni. level; Opp. - FB, NW noted at Tract level
Zones, NMTC noted at Tract level - Gateway
without TDI <
Muni. < 20k <80% RRP or ReP| FB 213.4% —— <
NW > 22.7% ] SSaLEY 5
these %s are 80% of Statewide Avgs. Region
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" Clusters + Districts: Potential Muni. + Tract Eligibility

(Mega-Superset), w/ Momentum Overlaid

Showing (excluding Gateways + Boston):
Eligible tracts, regardless of whether they are in eligible municipalities

Eligible municipalities, regardless of whether they have eligible tracts

. ‘ Yes: the eligible municipality participated in either RRP or RePI
Criteria Refresher:
MHI as %
Unit Population of AMI Momentum Racial/Ethnic Diversity
- Tract Muni. = 20k < 61% - n/a as criteria - n/a as criteria
- RRP, RePI noted at Muni. level; Opp. - FB, NW noted at Tract level
Zones, NMTC noted at Tract level
Muni. > 20k <80% RRP or RePI FB 213.4%
NW 2 227%
these %s are 80% of Statewide Avgs.
- Tract Muni. < 20k < 61% - n/a as criteria - n/a as criteria
- RRP, RePI noted at Muni. level; Opp. - FB, NW noted at Tract level
Zones, NMTC noted at Tract level
Muni. < 20k < 80% RRP or RePI FB 213.4%
NW 2 227%

these %s are 80% of Statewide Avgs.

IN N

Gateway
with TDI

Gateway
without TDI

MassDev.
Region
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CLUSTERS + DISTRICTS

Summary
(a.k.a. Subset of previous section)



M

- Summary: Potential MassDevelopment Service Area

a.k.a. Subset of the Mega-Superset “Clusters + Districts: Potential Muni. + Tract Eligibility”

Showing (excluding Gateways + Boston):
- Eligible tracts in eligible municipalities only

- Eligible municipalities that have eligible tracts only

Criteria Refresher:

MHI as %
Unit Population of AMI Momentum Racial/Ethnic Diversity
- Tract Muni. = 20k < 61% - n/a as criteria - n/a as criteria
- RRP, RePI noted at Muni. level; Opp. - FB, NW noted at Tract level
Zones, NMTC noted at Tract level
Muni. > 20k <80% RRP or RePI FB >13.4%
NW > 227%

these %s are 80% of Statewide Avgs.

- n/a as criteria

Muni. <20k < 61%

- Tract

Muni. <20k < 80%

Zones, NMTC noted at Tract level

RRP or RePI

- RRP, RePI noted at Muni. level; Opp.

- nfa as criteria
- FB, NW noted at Tract level

FB >213.4%
NW 2 22.7%

these %s are 80% of Statewide Avgs.

N

Gateway
with TDI

Gateway
without TDI

MassDev.
Region
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M

- Summary: Potential MassDevelopment Service Area

a.k.a. Subset of the Mega-Superset “Clusters + Districts: Potential Muni. + Tract Eligibility,” w/ Momentum Overlaid

Showing (excluding Gateways + Boston):
Eligible tracts in eligible municipalities only

Eligible municipalities that have eligible tracts only

. ‘ Yes: the eligible municipality participated in either RRP or RePI
Criteria Refresher:
MHI as %
Unit Population of AMI Momentum Racial/Ethnic Diversity
- Tract Muni. = 20k < 61% - n/a as criteria - n/a as criteria
- RRP, RePI noted at Muni. level; Opp. - FB, NW noted at Tract level
Zones, NMTC noted at Tract level
Muni. > 20k <80% RRP or RePI FB 213.4%
NW 2 227%
these %s are 80% of Statewide Avgs.
- Tract Muni. < 20k < 61% - n/a as criteria - n/a as criteria
- RRP, RePI noted at Muni. level; Opp. - FB, NW noted at Tract level
Zones, NMTC noted at Tract level
Muni. < 20k < 80% RRP or RePI FB 213.4%
NW 2 227%

these %s are 80% of Statewide Avgs.

IN N

Gateway
with TDI

Gateway
without TDI

MassDev.
Region
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M

- Summary: Potential MassDevelopment Service Area

a.k.a. Subset of the Mega-Superset “Clusters + Districts: Potential Muni. + Tract Eligibility,” w/ Momentum Overlaid

Pop.
2 35k Ambherst 1 Marlborough 1 Framingham, 6 Beverly, Middleborough 1 11
Plymouth, Waltham
Somerville,
Medford,
Braintree,
Cambridge
< 35k, 2 West 1 Milford 1 Randolph (just 1 Gloucester Stoughton 1 5
20k Springfield under 35k)
< 20k Adams, 5 Athol*, Dudley, 7 Winthrop 1 n/a Rockland*, 2 15
North Adams, Clinton, Tisbury
Greenfield, Hudson*,
Montague, Millbury, Ware*,
Stockbridge Soutbridge
6 9 8 < 31
+ Boston neigh-
borhood(s)

* = These municipalities border or are near neighboring MassDevelopment regions.

NN

Gateway
with TDI

Gateway
without TDI

MassDev.
Region
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Adding to and/or Changing Criteria

(For Discussion)



M
Additional Criteria: Homeownership at < 50%

(o5
“Pa

o I

Y
ROL L %
Shy e ‘4‘ 1

Showing (Criteria Refresher):

LeX ]
I e i}
-

Unit Population of AMI Momentu m Racial/Ethnic Diversity
- Muni. > 20k < 80% RRP or ReP! FB >13.4%
NW > 227%
these %s are 80% of Statewide Avgs
- Muni. < 20k <80% RRP or ReP! FB >13.4%
NW > 227%
these %s are 80% of Statewide Avgs
rd .
| Homeownership rate at < 50%
> G
72 &
Observations: -
. T : . A ithout TOI
« Brookline is the only municipality that doesn’t seem to have been otherwise captured by withou
our original criteria (as reiterated in the abovechart). ~ ___ MassDev.
|:| Region



Showing (Criteria Refresher):

MHI as %
Unit Population of AMI Momentum Racial/Ethnic Diversity
- Muni. > 20k <80% RRP or RePI FB >13.4%
NW > 227%
these %s are 80% of Statewide Avgs. N A= = |\ [\ QY 47
- Muni. <20k <80% RRP or RePI FB 213.4%
NW > 227%

these %s are 80% of Statewide Avgs.

Z] Homeownership rate at < 62.4%, which is the Statewide Avg. (excluding
Gateways + Boston)

Observations:

« Webster, Lincoln, and Arlington are municipalities that are now captured, that weren’t
otherwise captured by our original criteria (as reiterated in the above chart). MassDev.
|:| Region

% Gateway
. with TDI
7 Gateway

m without TDI
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M
Additional Criteria: Homeownership at < 69.9%*

*Arriving at 69.9%: The Statewide Avg. for Homeownership is 62.38%. That means 37.62% are Renters. Take 80%*37.62% = 30.10%.
Thus, we are looking for >= 30.10% Renters, which is the same as looking for < 69.9% Homeowners.

Showing (Criteria Refresher):

MHI as %
Unit Population of AMI Momentum Racial/Ethnic Diversity

- Muni. > 20k < 80% RRP or RePI FB >13.4%
NW > 22.7%
these %s are 80% of Statewide Avgs.

- Muni. < 20k <80% RRP or RePI FB 213.4%
NW > 22.7%
these %s are 80% of Statewide Avgs.

Z Homeownership rate at < 69.9% (excluding Gateways + Boston) (please see

above subtitle for explanation for this threshold) . Gateway
. (2 it 1D
Observations:
o N - Gf:lteway
« Several more municipalities are captured (Belmont, Foxborough, Natick, Westborough, ~ without TDI
Boxborough, Ayer, Lee, Lenox, Orange, North Attleborough) that weren’t otherwise ] MassDev.
Region

captured in the original criteria as reiterated above.
60 of 75



T

Additional (Contextual?) Criteria: Homeownership at < 50%

Showing Homeownership %s at tract level for reference, though there could be discussion about making it a criteria.

But recall that the only criteria used originally with regards to tracts is whether MHI < 61%AMI.

Showing (Criteria Refresher):

MHI as %
Unit Population of AMI Momentum Racial/Ethnic Diversity
Teact > 20k < 61% - n/a as criteria - n/a as criteria
- = - RRP, RePI noted at Muni. level; Opp. - FB, NW noted at Tract level
Zones, NMTC noted at Tract level
Triet <20k < 61% - nfa as criteria - n/a as criteria
== (o]

- RRP, RePI noted at Muni. level; Opp.
Zones, NMTC noted at Tract level

- FB, NW noted at Tract level

‘ Homeownership rate at < 50% (excluding Gateways + Boston)

Observations:

« Some more tracts are captured across the state that wouldn’t have otherwise been
captured by the MHI < 61%*AMI criteria. |Is it fair to say that these tracts are those we
might consider to be experiencing rural (white?) poverty?

% Gateway
. with TDI
7 Gateway
m without TDI

MassDev.
|:| Region
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T

Additional (Contextual?) Criteria: Homeownership at < 62.4%, Statewide Avg.

Showing Homeownership %s at tract level for reference, though there could be discussion about making it a criteria.
But recall that the only criteria used originally with regards to tracts is whether MHI < 61%AMI.

Showing (Criteria Refresher):

MHI as %
Unit Population of AMI Momentum Racial/Ethnic Diversity
Teact > 20k < 61% - n/a as criteria - n/a as criteria
- = - RRP, RePI noted at Muni. level; Opp. - FB, NW noted at Tract level
Zones, NMTC noted at Tract level
- nfa as criteria - n/a as criteria
<
- Tract <20k <61% - RRP, RePI noted at Muni. level; Opp. - FB, NW noted at Tract level
Zones, NMTC noted at Tract level

‘ Homeownership rate at < 62.4%, the Statewide Avg. (excluding Gateways +

Boston) " Gateway
. w with TDI
Observations:
. 77 Satewey .
« Some more tracts are captured across the state that wouldn’t have otherwise been ~ without TDI Q
captured by the MHI < 61%*AMI criteria. MassDev. i '
|:| Region
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T

Additional (Contextual?) Criteria: Homeownership at < 69.9%*

Showing Homeownership %s at tract level for reference, though there could be discussion about making it a criteria.
But recall that the only criteria used originally with regards to tracts is whether MHI < 61%AMI.

sp

(o
Vi T8 -
= A H
A L
]
‘ - - -

Showing (Criteria Refresher):

MHI as %
Unit Population of AMI Momentum Racial/Ethnic Diversity
Teact > 20k < 61% - n/a as criteria - n/a as criteria
- = - RRP, RePI noted at Muni. level; Opp. - FB, NW noted at Tract level
Zones, NMTC noted at Tract level ,
4
- nfa as criteria - n/a as criteria 4
<
- Tract <20k <61% - RRP, RePI noted at Muni. level; Opp. - FB, NW noted at Tract level
Zones, NMTC noted at Tract level

‘ Homeownership rate at < 69.9% (excluding Gateways + Boston)
*Arriving at 69.9%: The Statewide Avg. for Homeownership is 62.38%. That means 37.62% are Renters. Take 80%*37.62%

=30.10%. Thus, we are looking for >= 30.10% Renters, which is the same as looking for < 69.9% Homeowners. w g?{;e¥;r
Observations:
. m Gf:lteway o
« Even more tracts are captured across the state that wouldn’t have otherwise been ~ without TDI Q
captured by the MHI < 61%*AMI criteria. Notably, tract in South Hadley is captured. ] MassDev. i '
Region
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M
Additional Criteria: One Stop Application Data - Submitted

Could this be another indicator of Momentum, along with Rapid Recovery Plan (RRP) and/or Resurgent Places (RePl)?
Much more can be done with the data. This is only a “heat map” tallying no. of applications submitted, by municipality.

Showing:
Number of Applications via One Stop that Municipalities Submitted

1-2
34
1 56 |
RE
I 910
m e Gateway
: EE

MassDev.
|:| Region
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M

Additional Criteria: One Stop Application Data - Assigned

Could this be another indicator of Momentum, along with Rapid Recovery Plan (RRP) and/or Resurgent Places (RePl)?
Much more can be done with the data. This is only a “heat map” tallying no. of applications assigned, by municipality.

\

2

"

1 2\
%77/ AR
/>1’§ -

Showing:
Number of Applications that Municipalities were Assigned to

12
3-4
T 56
RRA:
I 910

- 11-12 Gatewa
7 y
% with TDI
Observations: Gateway o
« Some municipalities were assigned more than what they applied to. Some municipalities were witout T D

assigned less than what they applied to. Some municipalities were assigned different applications |:| ::'aS_SDG"- <
than what they applied to, even if they ended up getting assigned to the same number of programs eglon
that they applied to. Further analysis is needed. 65 of 75



M
Preference Criteria: Racial/Ethnic Diversity* (FB, NW*¥) T

This is the original criteria that was used to identify eligible municipalities, i.e. those with 80%*(Statewide Avgs.) for
Foreign-Born and Non-White Populations. Please use this to compare to next slide.

=

Showing municipalities that have:
« % Foreign-Born > (80%)*(Statewide Avg. of 16.8%), or

| S i
o~
5 P

3

=13.4%
« % Non-White > (80%)*(Statewide Avg. of 28.4%)
=227%
sk ‘Diversity,” like most other demographic information in this presentation, is measured according to data from the
American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimate for 2014-2019. A more contemporary measure of Diversity would
be yearly Student Enroliment data for Public School Districts from Mass. Dept. of Education. However, not every
municipality has its own Public School District and Student Enrollment data is not as easily downloadable as with data
from the ACS. Thus, the metric of “Non-White Student Enroliment” from Mass. DOE was considered only after assessing
municipalities for Diversity based on ACS data (i.e., % Foreign-Born and % Non-White). Ultimately, it is important not to % Gateway
entirely rule out a municipality because of “data lag” on diversity metrics from the ACS. //’/A with TDI
. C o . w . e o Gateway
sk Throughout this presentation, “Non-White” is used interchangeably with “Population of Color (Non-White).” PolicyMap thout TDI
uses “Population of Color (Non-White)” to include “anyone who identifies as Hispanic or Latino, multiracial, or any race WIHOH
other than White.” Thus, “Non-White” includes people who are White and Hispanic/Latino, which, though misleading, MassDev.
is adhered to throughout this presentation. This conclusion is confirmed with the following observation: D Region

% of PoC or NW =100% - (% of people who are White and non-Hispanic/Latino).

5T ’ o\
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M

Additional (Contextual?) Criteria: Hispanic/Latino (HL™*) - / VAN

This is additiorfal criteria ojr Potgr?tially only to serve as context, applying the 80%*(Statewide Avg.) for Hispanic/ ’ // Do ; 5\ /\ | ,/// A

Latino Populatfonsl to m?mc;pfhm—?s. | | | “\yﬁ, \ ' i //////‘
r y | ) I'. \ : : . ,,/// 4 LR ',// A BN “!v..

! A h
) 1 :
)

Showing municipalities that have:

« % Hispanic/Latino > (80%)*(Statewide Avg. of 11.81%), or
= 9.4%

sk 3k How do we include and/or evaluate HL population data, especially when considering “Non-White” via PolicyMap
includes HL populations (regardless of race)? Is this data more for context or should it be more formally integrated into
criteria?

Of Note:

- Webster meets criteria (i.e., using 80%*Statewide Avgs.) on the
Hispanic/Latino population front but not on either the Foreign-Born
population or Non-White Population fronts
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T

Original Criteria: MHI < 61%*AMI

This is the original criteria that was used to identify eligible tracts, i.e. those at < 61% AMI. Please use this to
compare to next slide.

Showing tracts that:
- - Are located in municipalities with Population < 20,000, and
- Have Median Household Income (MHI) < (61%)*(AMI)

- - Are located in municipalities with Population > 20,000, and
- Have Median Household Income (MHI) < (61%)*(AMI)
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T
Expanded Criteria: MHI < 80%*AMI instead of 61%*AMI

This is an expansion of the original criteria, to include tracts at 80%AMI instead of 61%AMI.

Showing tracts that:
- - Are located in municipalities with Population < 20,000, and
« Have Median Household Income (MHI) < (80%)*(AMI)

- - Are located in municipalities with Population > 20,000, and
« Have Median Household Income (MHI) < (80%)*(AMI)
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Further Discussion



Follow-Up Items / Notes

Big Picture

- What do Beyond Gateways: Districts and Beyond Gateways: Rural/Clusters approaches look like?

- How will approaches for Districts differ from those for Rural/Clusters?

- How do we coordinate with initiatives already underway? What is MassDevelopment’s role?

- To what degree do municipalities draw economically or population-wise from Gateway Cities, with or without TDI?

- What organizational capacity does each municipality and/or region have? Do we work with Regional Plan Agencies?

- What other qualitative / in-the-field data do we need to determine whether a municipality could be suitable for a pilot?

- After a few successful pilots, would we expand to inter-state initiatives? E.g., Southbridge may have a greater connection to CT than to MA, and
Western MA municipalities may have greater connections to Hudson Valley NY area than to MA.

Data

- Need to integrate One Stop data into this database, once we figure out what we want out of One Stop data. What else besides Number of
Applications Submitted and Number of Applications Assigned?

- Regarding Percentage of Homeownership as a proxy for Income Diversity, what eligibility and/or preference criteria should be set?

- How would we integrate data about Percentage Hispanic/Latino?

- We have data on Income Inequality (Gini Index) and Social Vulnerability Index (SVI), but do we use these? Must understand what’s behind these
indices.

- For a closer look at inequities, check Income by Race/Ethn. and Homeownership by Race/Ethn.

- What quantitative metrics need further justification? E.g., the 80% of Racial/Ethnic Diversity metrics for municipalities < 20k.

- Although rare, sometimes tracts span more than one municipality. E.g., Tract 014100 covers Bourne and Sandwich.

- The Census tract Shapefile for Massachusetts that was pulled from the Census TIGER/Line database only had 1,472 out of the 1,478 tracts
in Massachusetts. The remaining 6 tracts seem to cover bodies of water and likely have little to no population. They are (full FIPS codes):
25001990000 (Barnstable County), 25007990000 (Dukes County), 25023990003 (Plymouth County), 25009990100 (Essex County),
25019990000 (Nantucket County), 25005990000 (Bristol County).
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Appendix



- Berkshire
- Franklin
- Hampshire

AMI: $85,200
$82,900
$81,700
$81,700
$96,700
$117,000
$117,000
$117,000
$117,000
$117,000
$87,500
$89,300

$104,700

$122,800

|:| MassDevelopment Region

~MIQaieLol

ent
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Appendix: Regional Planning Agencies

Berkshire Regional Planning Commission (BRPC)

Franklin Regional Council of Governments (FRCOG)

Pioneer Valley Planning Commission (PVPC)

Montachusett Regional Planning Commission (MRPC)

Central Massachusetts Regional Planning Commission (CMRPC)
Northern Middlesex Council of Governments (NMCOG)
Merrimack Valley Planning Commission (MVPC)

Metropolitan Area Planning Council (MAPC)

Old Colony Planning Council (OCPC)

Southeastern Regional Planning and Economic Development District (SRPEDD)
Cape Cod Commission (CCC / CCPEDC)

Martha’s Vineyard Commission (MVC)

Nantucket Planning and Economic Development Commission (NP&EDC)

 IRRRREERNRCR

MassDevelopment Region
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Appendix: Data Sources

« Most data (Population, Median Household Income, Foreign-Born, Non-White, Median Age, and other demographic-related data) is from the American Community
Survey 5-Year Estimates for 2015-2019, downloaded via PolicyMap: https://www.policymap.com/maps

- Area Median Incomes (AMIs) used are gathered from the Fannie Mae Area Median Income Lookup Tool: https://ami-lookup-tool.fanniemae.com/amilookuptool/

« Student Enrollment data is from Mass. Dept. of Education (DOE): https://profiles.doe.mass.edu/search/search.aspx?leftNavid=11238
Click the relevant District, then go to the “Students” tab. You can click the arrows in the upper left for previous years’ data (this presentation uses 2021 data).

- Rapid Recovery Plan (RRP) data and shapefiles are from an internal source, Mass. Dept. of Housing and Community Development (DHCD).
- Resurgent Places (RePl) data (i.e., whether or not a municipality participated in RePl) is from an internal source, MassDevelopment.

« Opportunity Zone data is from the U.S. Dept. of Treasury Community Development Financial Institutions Fund (CDFI Fund), Layers -> “Opportunity Zone”:
https://cimsprodprep.cdfifund.gov/CIMS4/apps/pn-nmtc/index.aspx

« New Market Tax Credit (NMTC) data is from Novoco and PolicyMap:
https://www.novoco.com/resource-centers/new-markets-tax-credits/data-tools/nmtc-mapping-tool

« Regional Planning Agencies were determined using this list: http://www.regionalbestpractices.org/resources/where-is-my-regional-planning-agency/
and cross-checking with the municipalities RPAs listed on their individual websites.

- Massachusetts shapefiles are from MassGIS: https://www.mass.gov/info-details/massgis-data-layers
County Subdivisions (a.k.a. Municipalities): https://www.mass.gov/info-details/massgis-data-2010-us-census, under “Other Geography”
Tracts: https://www.mass.gov/info-details/massgis-data-2010-us-census (same link as above), “Geography - Census Boundary Areas”
Property Tax Parcels: https://www.mass.gov/info-details/massgis-data-property-tax-parcels

- Boston neighborhood shapefiles are from Analyze Boston: https://data.boston.gov/dataset/boston-neighborhoods. Neighborhood boundaries are not actually
shown in any of the maps because neighborhood boundaries are fuzzy. The Boston neighborhoods are only labeled. The labels are intended to mimic Google
Maps when one zooms in and out.

Boston Main Sts. shapefiles: https://data.boston.gov/dataset/main-street-districts

« “Hubs” in certain neighborhoods (i.e., Framingham, Beverly, Gloucester) were determined from various sources, including from municipalities’ websites, Google
Maps’ beige-colored “areas of interest,” and other sources.
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