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Executive Summary 

Every ten years, as mandated by the Constitution, the U.S. Census Bureau embarks on the task of counting all 
the nations residents. Inevitably millions of people are undercounted and too often these people come from 

marginalized and underserved communities.  Many are poor, underemployed, and immigrants;  many come from 
communities of color.  

Undercounted communities are often those that are most in need of Census dollars. Data collected in the Census 
helps to allocate billions of dollars in government funds and used to redraw district lines.  Political power, eco-
nomic justice, and community well-being hinge on an accurate Census count. 

Access Strategies Fund, a longtime funder of grassroots organizations engaged in civic engagement in underserved 
communities took leadership in ensuring a complete count of Massachusetts by forming the Massachusetts Cen-
sus Equity Fund (MCEF). The fund is a two-year funding collaborative comprised of 12 foundations from across 
the state and nation. The collaborative intended to fund grantees in hard-to-count (HTC) communities throughout 
Massachusetts.  Ultimately 30 organizations were funded to increase the mail participation rates of HTC communi-
ties.  MCEF set a goal to increase mail participation rates in these communities by 5% (the 5% goal is measured 
here as a percent change relative to 2000).  Grantees worked in some of the hardest-to-count tracts in Massachu-
setts and their work made a difference in low-income, immigrant, and rural communities. 

The MCEF intended to not only fund organizations but to increase their capacity for community engagement, 
identify best practices for successful engagement with hard-to-reach communities, and to ultimately increase the 
census participation numbers of these communities by 5%.  MCEF grantees were overwhelmingly successful in 
reaching many of the goals set out through the project.  Grantees increased their capacity for community organiz-
ing by engaging in census outreach activities and collaborating with their MCEF cohort throughout the state; they 
identified best practices in working with the Census Bureau and reaching hard-to-count communities; and they 
made a difference in the mail back rates in key areas of the state.  What grantees and funders learned along the 
way is crucial for planning census outreach activities for 2020 and for redistricting in communities of color.  Census 
education must be increased and cannot be left to months before enumeration.  Collaboration amongst commu-
nity organizations, funders, and the Census Bureau must begin earlier and must be deeper for organizations to feel 
supported and invested. Knowledge about best practices and strategies to reach hard-to-count communities must 
be documented and shared to a wide range of stakeholder so that resources are allocated efficiently.   

Findings
Participation in conducting census outreach increased the capacity of organizations for civic engagement and community • 
organizing
Funder and grantee collaborations are essential to statewide initiatives, particularly for rural and underserved communi-• 
ties.
One-on-One community engagement is a critical element in getting people to participate in the census;• 
57% of the 203 tracts covered by MCEF grantees increased their mail participation rates from 2000;• 

•     45% of the Census tracts covered by grantees increased their rates by 5% or more
•     Of those that increased their rates by 5% or more, 75% were HTC
•     Of the tracts that MCEF grantees worked in, 67% were HTC
•     Of the HTC tracts, 50.4% hit the 5% and over target and 64% increased their mail participation rates from 2000
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This report is a statewide look at the impact of MCEF grantee activities on census participation in HTC com-
munities.  It represents an important contribution to understanding how to reach underserved communities in 
future Census enumerations.  The experience of funders and organizations in Massachusetts documented here 
provides valuable lessons that can be easily adapted to census initiatives nation wide. 

Using mixed-methods research strategies, the evaluation utilized both qualitative and quantitative data to pro-
vide a comprehensive understanding of the impact of census outreach and activities on census mail participa-
tion rates, and community organizing.

In assessing lessons learned the evaluation team used an iterative analytic process to weave together findings 
from grantee final reports, a survey, focus groups, interviews, and census participation rate data.

Key goals set by the MCEF: 

• Increase mail participation rates of hard-to-count communities by 5% over the 2000   
 Census
• Increase the capacity of community organizations for civic engagement and community 
 organizing
• Document lessons learned

 Strengthen funder collaborations and build knowledge in the area of funding census • 
 activities.• 

Access Strategies Fund saw a strategic opportunity not only to col-
laborate state wide with other funders but to make a real impact 
in underserved communities across the state. We understood the 
long-term repercussions of the Census and immediately seized on 
the opportunity to help our communities get counted.

Kelly Bates, Access Strategies Fund”
“

Purpose of Evaluation
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census are used for all types of population estimates, 
resulting in a compounding undercount effect and re-
sulting in millions of dollars in lost federal funding over 
the years.  In the table below are estimates of the Cen-
sus 2000 undercount on federal funding for eight major 
programs over a ten year period, 2002 – 2012. The eight 
programs are Medicaid, Foster Care, Rehabilitation 
Services Basic Support, Child Care and Development 
Block Grant, Social Services Block Grant, Substance 
Abuse Prevention and Treatment Block Grant, Adop-
tion Assistance and Vocational Education Basic Grants. 

Importance of the Census

Census data collected in 2010 impacts communities for 
10 years.   Important government decisions, including 
the allocation of $400 billion dollars, depends on Cen-
sus figures.  Based on figures from the Census Bureau, 
Massachusetts could receive $13 billion dollars in fed-
eral funds to support infrastructure and services like: 
hospitals, schools, senior centers, bridges, tunnels and 
other-public works projects. The Census also impacts 
political redistricting. During redistricting, political 
lines are redrawn so that each district is equal in pop-
ulation size based on the decennial Census data. The 
census together with the American Community Survey 
are critical in ensuring community services in commu-
nities.  This year in order to increase census mail par-
ticipation rates, the census form was boiled down to 
just ten questions; it is one of the shortest forms ever 
used.  Millions of government dollars were spent this 
year to encourage people to fill out their census forms. 

According to a report from the Northern Middlesex 
Council of Governments (2010), the 2000 Census 
missed 48,623 people in the state of Massachusetts, an 
undercount of 0.76% of the total statewide population. 
Suffolk County was the most undercounted county in 
the state, with an estimated 11,541 people missed or 
1.65 % of its total population; followed by Middlesex 
County – with an estimated undercount of 9,347 peo-
ple or 0.63 % of its population. Statistics from the 2000 

Importance of the Census

MA County
Net Effect
(thousands)

Percent1

Bristol 11,329 0.2%
Essex 2,138 Less than 0.05%
Middlesex 19,978 0.1%
Norfolk 22,386 0.4%
Suffolk 57,661 0.9%
Worcester 8,980 0.1%

Estimated Effect of 2000 Census Undercount On
Federal Funding By Selected County

(1) Net effect as a percent of the adjusted funding level under
the eight programs over 2002 2012

Source : Northern Middlesex Council of Governments based on
PriceWaterhouse Cooper’s calculations
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2008 

Fall 2008 

Recruitment for 
local census jobs 
and early census 
operations 

2009 

Spring 2009 

Census employees 
go door-to-door to 
update address lists' 
nationwide 

Fall 2009 

Recruitment for 
census workers 

2010 

March 2010 

Census forms are mailed or 
delivered to households 

April 2010 

National Census Day—public 
deadline to send completed 
forms back 

April - July 2010 

Census takers visit households 
that do not return form by mail 

December 2010 

By law, Census Bureau delivers 
population information to 
President for apportionment 

2011 

March 2011 

By law, Census 
Bureau completes 
delivery of 
redistricting data to 
states 

Census Timeline



6

Glossary of Census Terms

Mail “Participation” Rate  

The Mail Participation Rate is the percentage of forms mailed back by households that received them 

and does not inlude forms returned by the U.S. Postal Service as “undeliverable.”  The Census Bureau 

developed this new measure in 2010 due to high rates of vacant housing. 

Be Counted Sites are generally located in hard-to-count communities at a local nonprofit or govern-

ment agency. Unlike Questionnaire Assistance Centers there is no trained Census person on site to 

help fill out a form.  The Be Counted sites are intended to ensure an individual can pick up a form if 

they feel they have not be counted.

Complete Count Committees are interest groups by language, region or other category, formed to 

ensure the “complete count” of a community.  Any group can form a Complete Count Committee as 

a means to help their community be counted.

Hard-to-count (HTC) refers to people and communities that have shown to be most at risk of being 

undercounted.  The Census Bureau identifies hard-to-count communities according to twelve differ-

ent factors, including but not limited to housing status, poverty, population mobility, and language 

spoken at home.

Census Partnership Specialists are Census employees who serve as liaisons to nonprofit organiza-

tions, local governments, schools, community organizations, and faith communities. 
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How the Census Works

Planning for the census every 10 years is a lengthy 
process. The census begins to recruit workers in 

2008 for early census operations. In 2009, the census 
canvasses communities to update address lists and 
begins to hire census takers. By March 2010, question-
naires are mailed to all U.S. households and people 
are asked to provide information that is accurate as of 
April 1st, 2010.  Households that do not respond by 
mail are sent a second form. After the April deadline 
census takers visit households throughout the summer. 
The Census Bureau partners with organizations, 
elected officials, and faith-based organizations to help 
build awareness and increase participation.  This year 
the bureau increased the number of Census Partner-
ship Specialists — census staff responsible for devel-
oping relationships with local businesses and organi-
zations to help raise Census awareness.  These jobs 
were partially funded by the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act (AARA).  Organizations were urged 

to become Census Partners and form formal relation-
ships with the regional Census office. By becoming 
a Census partner, organizations were provided with 
information, materials, and financial support for 
events and materials.  Census Partnership Special-
ists acted as liaisons between the Census office and 
the community.  Specialists were assigned to work 
with individual organizations either by region or lan-
guage group and were to assist organizations in co-
ordinating events and distributing materials.  Com-
plete Count Committees (CCC’s) were established 
by community organizations or concerned citizens 
who were dedicated to the complete count of a spe-
cific population.  For example in Massachusetts a 
Portuguese speaking CCC was established by Brazil-
ian and Cape Verdean communities, MCEF grantees 
were heavily involved in many of the regional CCC’s.
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MethodologyMethodology

The evaluation of the Massachusetts Census Equity Fund commenced in March of 2010. It focused on the first 
year of a 2-year initiative. The MCEF steering committee identified several areas of the program and process 

that were important to evaluate. The evaluation framework was developed by researchers from Global Net-
works Consulting with input from MCEF staff. Using a mixed-methods research strategy, the evaluation design 
brought together both qualitative and quantitative data. This strategy allowed for both breadth and depth in un-
derstanding the critical issues related to collaborative funding and the impact of grantees in HTC communities. 

Data Collection 

Six main sources of data were used to develop the findings in this report:

1) Document Review. MCEF provided the evaluation team with documents related to the development of the 
MCEF, the grantmaking process, key decisions, and correspondences with key stakeholders.

2) Grantee reports. The evaluation team reviewed 30 mid-term and final reports submitted by grantees to 
funders. These reports provided information regarding grantee activities.

3) Grantee Survey. The evaluation team developed a survey to generate information about the activities and 
strategies employed, staffing, community participation, grantmaking, and relationship with the census region-
al offices. 

4) Focus Groups. The evaluation team conducted three focus groups.  Two were conducted with  grantees and 
one with the Funder Steering Committee. 

5) Interviews.  Telephone interviews were conducted with key stakeholders. Seven interviews were conducted 
with MCEF staff and grantees. MCEF staff interviews consisted of understanding the evolution of the initiative, 
activities and strategies employed to reach the intended outcomes and any recommendations based on this 
experience. 

6) Census data.   Massachusetts mail-in-participation rate data was analyzed by hard-to-count tracts, city/
towns, and counties.  

Sample Selection
 
Twenty-eight out of thirty  grantees responded to the survey. The grantee focus groups were held at the final 
convening arranged by the MCEF. All 30 grantees attended and two different focus groups were conducted; 
one with  grantees that worked with immigrant communities, the other with all other grantees.
The focus groups had 23 and 22 participants respectively.  This is large number of participants for a focus 
group but was necessary due to time and resource constraints. The funder focus group was conducted with 9 
members of the funders committee.
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Limitations of the Evaluation

An iterative process was employed to ensure that 
the nuances of the project and its outcomes were 
captured. However, there are limitations to what we 
can conclude. The MCEF initiative was not done in 
a vacuum. Several factors outside of the control of 
MCEF and evaluator affected census activities. The 
economic recession, political elections, stalled im-
migration reform, and a census boycott all impacted 
response rates. Because grantees were funded, albeit 
at a much smaller level, by other funders, includ-
ing the Secretary of State of Massachusetts and the 

Census Bureau, it is difficult to isolate the work done 
specifically under the MCEF grant. Lastly, the evalua-
tors commenced their work late in the MCEF process, 
limiting the ability of researchers to capture all the 
data necessary to produce a full process evaluation. 

MCEF Evaluation Logic Model!
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This study was not intended to be a full process 
evaluation; however, the MCEF steering commit-

tee was interested in analyzing the development and 
actual implementation of their strategy and whether 
or not the strategy produced the intended outcomes. 
This section reviews the program’s strategy and op-
erating environment.  Review of key documents and 
interviews with both MCEF staff and grantees provide 
information about challenges working within a col-
laborative on a time-sensitive project. 

Timeline
In October of 2009, MCEF hired a senior consultant 
to oversee the request for proposal process. Due to 
funding constraints, there were two rounds of grant-
making; the first round funded 21 organizations rang-
ing from $4,000 to $30,000 for a 
total of $350,000. The second 
round of funding provided 
funds for 9 additional 
organizations giving 
away $156,000 in funds. 
A total of $506,000 was 
given out to 30 groups.  
Organizations were funded 
to conduct public education, 
research, and advocacy.

The consultant was responsible for making grant 
recommendations and serving as a liaison between 
the grantees and the foundation.  In the early stages 
the project, the consultant and Access Strategies staff 
spent numerous hours reviewing census tools, such 
as the Take 10 maps and the CUNY hard-to-count 
maps in order to identify areas in need of support.  
Targeting hard-to-count areas, the funders reached 
out to all areas of the state to promote the request 
for proposals.  

The MCEF steering group set a goal to increase the 
mail participation rate by 5%.   Organizations were 
funded through the end of the mail response period 
yet many grantees continued to work through the 

summer.  Future Census grantmaking should consider 
funding throughout the summer, not just through the 
mail-in period.

Grantees noted that collaboration was very useful in 
leaning new strategies and making new connections, 
but there was not enough time to develop meaning-
ful collaborations. Many organizations had previously 
worked together and this process allowed them to 
strengthen their relationships and identify future 
partners.  

Grantmaking
The criterion for funding was based on the organiza-
tions’ history working with hard-to-count communi-
ties, their geographic area, and capacity to make the 

Census a priority for the organization. 

With limited resources and a lofty 
goal, MCEF decided to fund sev-
eral small community based or-
ganization across the state and a 
few statewide organizations with 

strong histories of civic engage-
ment. The majority of the grants 

fell under $20,000. For many organi-
zations this funding supplemented Census 

work they had already begun, for others this was the 
sole source of funding. The MCEF consultant worked 
with state officials to ensure additional funds were 
dispensed to grantees in need. This type of advocacy 
on behalf of grantees had real impact in ensuring the 
viability of the work.

The monies awarded focused on ensuring that or-
ganizations used various strategies to increase mail 
participation rates. However some organizations 
lamented that only one organization per region was 
funded, making it difficult for organizations to col-
laborate.  

Methodology

The 
RFP went out to 

500 
organizations, and 
86 groups applied

Process Indicators
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Funders Learning Community

MCEF intended to create a funders learning commu-
nity. Interviews with stakeholders suggest that this 
goal was partially met. Foundations that served on the 
steering committee were much more involved than the 
funders who were engaged in the learning community. 
Many of the members of the steering committee had 
previously collaborated and had histories of funding 
civic engagement, advocacy, and electoral strategies. 
However, they also represented an array of 
different funding portfolios. MCEF served 
as the convener of this group.  They 
were strategic in embarking on us-
ing census participation as part of 
a larger civic engagement strat-
egy and attempting to prepare 
for redistricting which could 
cause  Massachusetts to lose 
a congressional seat. The 
initiative had aimed high 
in setting a 5%  benchmark 
in HTC communities, but 
grantees seemed to take 
the goal seriously.   The 
funders involved believe 
the collaborative sets the 
tone for future partnerships. 

The larger learning commu-
nity included members that 
had never worked together be-
fore but funded in regions across 
the state and the nation.  Many had 

“We 
reached out 

to core funders that 
worked together in the past 

then we went broadly across the 
state and were able to pick up addi-

tional funders. It helped that we were 
also part of a the Funders Committee 

for Civic Participation. It also made a dif-
ference that this was a once in a decade 

opportunity and with a small commitment 
we could affect the outcome of billions of 

dollars in state revenue”
Kelly Bates, Access Strategies Fund

not funded civic engagement before but had a net-
work of grantees that focused on service delivery 
and understood the importance of the census on lo-
cal resource allocation and political representation. 

The project was limited by having too few staff for all 
the goals it intended to reach.  The consultant and 
staff confirmed that it was difficult to manage both 
the learning community and MCEF grantees.  Learning 
communities require a substantial amount of time and 
resources to fully developed.  However, collectively, 

grantees  gained valuable knowledge about 
working with grantees, unique strate-

gies for increasing statewide elector-
al campaigns, and the nature of 

grassroots funding strategies.  
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MCEF Grantees

Types of Grantee Organizations
23 Community Organizations• 
7 Public Policy Advocates• 
4 Direct Service organizations• 
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MCEF Grantees represented a diverse group of 
organizations from all over the state. Competi-

tion for funding was highly competitive due to the fact 
that few funding streams existed for census activities 
in Massachusetts.   Priority was given to grassroots or-
ganizations, those working in HTC tracts, and organi-
zations already engaged in census activities.  Funders 
also attempted to fund in geographically diverse ar-
eas, including rural areas and western Massachusetts.

A number of grants were made to organizations 
opposing the Latino-Brazilian boycott of the Cen-
sus in Massachusetts and a couple were made to 
statewide groups to provide technical assistance. 
Grantees represented a broad range of organization 
types and an even larger number of issues areas.  

MCEF identified grassroots organizations as a priority 
for census funds, understanding that census activities 
had to be done by organizations that were embedded 
in neighborhoods and who knew the local environ-
ment.  Other organizations were chosen in order to 
represent undercounted constituents and minority  
language groups.  Understanding the types of orga-
nizations funded provides context for understanding 
their challenges, successes and recommendations. 

Almost all the organizations identified as com-
munity based organizations.  Seven identified as 
public policy advocates and four as direct  ser-
vice organizations.  Organizations worked with a 
wide range of populations, including immigrants, 
homeless individuals,  victims of domestic vio-
lence and general social service organizations.  

Grantees work on a wide range of interconnected is-
sues but almost all of them identified issues related 
to economic justice (defined here as workforce de-
velopment, hunger, homelessness and human rights) 
as their primary area of work.   Several  organizations 
work with youth and many identified as racial jus-
tice organizations.  Organizations that work on im-
migration also closely identified with racial justice.

Few organizations identified civic engagement as a 
core issue.  This has implications for future funding 
strategies in the area of redistricting, as organizations 
might not view redistricting as a priority.  Civic partici-
pation and engagement might be better understood 
in the context of these other priority areas and con-
nected to  funding related to a broader range of issues. 

3 

8 

11 

12 

14 

24 

Civic 

Engagement 

Community 

Development 

Racial Justice 

Immigration 

Art/Youth 

Economic 

Justice 

Primary Organizational Issue Areas 
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The Census Boycott

MCEF Grantee  Brazilian Women’s Group 
and Massachusetts Alliance of Por-

tuguese Speakers had the extra burden of 
making sure that the call for a Brazilian-Latino 
immigrant boycott did not take hold.   The 
proposed boycott was organized by the Na-
tional Coalition of Latino Clergy and Christian 
leaders and was supported by some religious 
leaders in the Brazilian community.  It called 
on immigrants to boycott the Census as a 
way to pressure the administration to reform 
immigration.  The motto, “Legalize us before 
you count us,’’ had the potential to divide 
the Brazilian-Latino community.  Advocates 
Paulo Pinto and Heloisa Galvao were critical in making sure that Brazilians participated.  The Brazil-
ian Women’s Group hosted a weekly radio program and  dialogued with the community about their 
concerns.  Many Brazilians suspicious of government interference wondered why the government 
would need their information if they are not even counted as Brazilian in the census.  MAPS and 
BWG helped to quell community concerns and were successful in defeating the boycott that could 
have potentially been devastating to the Brazilian community and the state as a whole. 

“Brazilian ethnic media became a real ally in the dispelling the boycott, they really came out to sup-
port the work of the organizations who were involved in the Census, they even produced a joint let-
ter calling on Brazilians to participate.”  

Paulo Pinto
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Hard-to-Count

The MCEF initiative focused on hard-to-count com-
munities and hard-to-count (HTC) census tracts. The 
Census Bureau assigns a HTC score between 0-132 for 
all tracts nationwide. The Census Bureau uses 12 vari-
ables that are highly correlated with non-response 
rates to derive the HTC score. The 12 variables ap-
proximate the characteristics of areas that are less 
likely to respond to the census form. The cutoff score 
of 61+ identifies a HTC tract. The variables listed 
below are used to derive the HTC score.   A brief de-
scription is provided to understand why the variable 
is important in calculating the  score.

• Number of vacant units. High vacancy rates 
indicate economically distressed areas and commu-
nity instability.
• 2+ unit structures. Addresses in multi-unit 
buildings are harder to verify.
• Renter-occupied housing units. Renters are 
more likely than homeowners to be undercounted 
mainly because they are more mobile.
• Occupied 1+ person per room housing units. 
People residing in crowded units may underreport 
the number of people in residence. 
• Non-married households. Non-married 
households like single parent homes, multi-genera-
tional homes, or non-family households are harder to 
count because one person must take the responsibil-
ity for filling out the form.  
• Housing units with no phone service. Harder 
to follow up on missing information. 
• Population below poverty level. Low-income 
residents are more likely to be undereducated and 
filling out the census form may be difficult. 
• Population with less than a High School 
diploma. Residents with limited education may find it 
difficult to understand and fill out the form. 
• Households on public assistance. Low-income 
residents are more likely to be undereducated pos-
sibly making filling out forms difficult, and they may 
also believe it will affect their benefits. 
• Population unemployed. People without 
work are more likely to be disengaged from civic 

activity. 
• Linguistically isolated households. House-
holds where no one over 14yrs old speaks English.  
These households may find it difficult to understand 
the census form, unsure of its purpose and may also 
fear government or immigration.
• Households that moved in 1999 or 2000. 
High proportion of recent movers may indicate high 
turnover and community instability.  

 “It was really important for us to reach  
these different demographic groups. . . if 
we wanted to just get census numbers up 
we could have worked with  populations 
that were more likely to respond.”

Suzanne Mass, Consultant
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Boston’s African-American  Community

MCEF was clear that they needed to make an impact in the 
African-American communities of Roxbury, Dorchester and 
Mattapan if they were going to see an increase in census 
participation. These neighborhoods have been historically 
undercounted in the census and underserved.   A number 
of organizations were funded to work in this region but the 
task of getting people to mail in their forms was formidable.  
The 2000 participation rates hovered around 50%  and the 
community  was  resistant  to participate.  High levels of 
government distrust were pervasive and the issues that 
arose with the census process made matters worse, but or-
ganizations worked hard  and worked together to get resi-
dents to participate.

The neighborhoods near and around Grove Hall, including 
Roxbury, Dorchester and Mattapan, have played a central 
role in the cities’ African-American political history.  The re-
gion is home to Prince Hall Grand Lodge, founded by the 
revolutionary period leader Prince Hall and both Malcolm 
X’s Nation of Islam at Grove Hall and the Freedom House 
are located within the region.   

There are no clear boundaries for Grove Hall but the neigh-
borhood in general encompasses several census tracts and 
regions.  Based on 2000 Census numbers, these neighbor-
hoods are overwhelmingly non-white-73 percent black or 
African American, 20 percent Hispanic or Latino, 1 percent 
white, 2 percent some other race, and 4 percent two or 
more races.

Several MCEF grantees focused their primary efforts on 
the African-American community in the neighborhoods of 
Roxbury, Dorchester, and Mattapan.  These groups formed 
strong alliances in ensuring that community members un-
derstood the importance of getting counted.  Groups de-
veloped strategies that resonated in their communities and 

reached out to residents 
in unique ways.  These 
strategies included 
working with churches, 
and pastors, outreach 
at local hair salons and 
barber shops, setting 
up information tables 
at the Roxbury Mall and 
discussing  with residents their hesitations and mistrust of 
government.  There was a particular emphasis on youth and 
schools due to the high percentage of young people in the 
area and their role in a household’s participation. 

For all the organizations, the census was part of a larger 
strategy of community organizing for political power and 
community control.  These organizations represent long-
standing struggles for economic justice and self-determi-
nation.  The census project, and funding by MCEF, allowed 
these groups to collaborate strategically and develop deep-
er networks for future redistricting and voter campaigns. 

Almost all the organizations in this region were part of the 
District 7 complete count committee or the RoxVote Coali-
tion and each of them had positive experiences with their 
Census Partnership Specialists.  MassVote provided a cen-
tral role in ensuring collaboration amongst the groups and 
supporting joint events.  

On Saturday, March 20, 2010, under the leadership of 
MassVote, over 30 other organizations in the Grove Hall 
area came together at the historic  Prince Hall Grand Lodge 
for a Community Census Awareness Day.  Touch 106.1FM 
broadcasted live from the hall and residents received assis-
tance with Census forms and engaged with the community 
about the importance of census participation.

Dudley Street Neighborhood Initiative
Greater Boston Nazarene Center

Madison Park Development Corporation 
NAACP-Boston Branch 

National Black College Alliance
Project R.I.G.H.T.
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A number of national debates ensued over two important 
elements related to the African American count in this 
years census.  The first was related to the Census Bureau’s 
inefficient ad buys in Black media outlets and the second 
was the bureau’s decision to include “negro” in question 9; 
the question related to race and ethnicity.

Race and ethnicity constructs are defined by the United 
States Census Bureau and the Federal Office of Manage-
ment and Budget (OMB).  They are considered  self-iden-
tification data items in which residents choose the race or 
races with which they most closely identify, and indicate 
whether or not they are of Hispanic or Latino origin (eth-
nicity).  Question 9 of the Census form this year included 
“negro” as one of the choices. This issue raised a heated 
national debate but also created confusion among local 
residents.  Residents did not understand why the word 
“negro” was being included and took offense to the inclu-
sion, creating a greater sense of mistrust in the process. 

The  lack of ad-buys in Black media outlets is the topic of 
a national congressional inquiry and had repercussions for 
several MCEF grantee neighborhoods.  Access Strategies 
Fund played an important advocacy role in ensuring that 
the Boston area Census Bureau and the MA Secretary of 
State increased their ad buys in Boston’s African-American 
communities.  The US Census Bureau initially made 72 ad 
buys in the Greater Boston Area. Of these 72, three were 
targeted at the Black community, two of which were news-

papers for African immigrants, leaving only one ad buy for 
the African American Community in Boston, a community 
of over 150,000 people. This is compared to fourteen ad 
buys for the Portuguese community, 16 in the Asian com-
munity, and 3 in the Armenian community.

“I was working at Access and I knew that the infor-
mation was not getting to the community so I used 
the radio program I host as a platform to ensure that 
critical information was getting out...reaching out 
to the Black community was an afterthought for the 
census, it came really late in the game.” 

Stephona Stokes, Access Strategies Fund

Particpation Rate Increases in the Boston African American 
Community
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Increased Mail Participation Rates of Hard-to-Count 
Communities

This section provides an analysis of Massachusetts 
census tract data for the counties, cities/ towns, and 
neighborhoods targeted by MCEF grantees.   Percent 
change rates were calculated as of April 27, 2010, the 
official mail-in deadline.  These numbers are pre-
liminary and do not include late mail returns.  Final 
census numbers will be delivered by Winter of 2010. 
Grantees were funded to conduct activities through 
the April 27th deadline. 
  
Evaluators used grantee final reports to determine 
the cities, towns, and census tracts where they 
conducted census activities.  Grantees self-reported 
the census tracts where they worked and evaluators 
relied on this data for the analysis.  

Early analysis of mail participation rates between 
2000 and 2010 provides evidence that grantees made 
a difference in under-served communities.  Compari-
sons between census tracts with grantees in them 
and census tracts with no grantees suggests that 
MCEF grantee presence made a difference.

MCEF grantees worked at the city, county and neigh-
borhood level.  Twenty-four organizations targeted 
specific census tracts. The remaining organizations 
worked either statewide or in cities or neighborhoods 
but did not specify any specific tracts in their final 
reports. There were over 1300 census tracts in the 
state and 203 or 15% had at least one MCEF grantee 
working in the tract.

MCEF grantees worked in 15% of all of all 1361 Cen-
sus tracts in the state and the investment made a 
difference.  Within the tracts that increased their 
mail participation rates, 75% were HTC.   Of the 
75% HTC tracts that met the 5% goal, nearly half 
were the hardest-to-count.  Twenty four organi-
zations worked at the Census tract level and thir-
ty organizations worked in 11 out of 14 counties.

Overall, Massachusetts saw a slight decline in mail  
back participation rates. In 2000 the participation 

rate was 74%, at the end of mail response period, 
compared with 73% in 2010.  

However census tract level data provides a more nu-
anced picture of mail participation rates for different 
communities.  Analyzed by county and census tracts, 
some areas increased response rates by as much as 
5%. 

Map 1 below provides a color coded illustration of 
the percent change of every tract in the state and 
indicates if a grantee was present in the tract.  As evi-
denced, MCEF grantees were spread throughout the 
state and were mainly working in HTC tracts.  

County

The 30 grantees covered much of the state, working 
in 11 of the 14 state counties. Nine counties: Berk-
shire, Bristol, Essex, Hampden, Middlesex, Norfolk, 
Plymouth, Suffolk, and Worcester had at least one 
organization working in a particular census tract. Two 
counties Hampshire and Franklin had organizations 

MA County
2000
Rate

2010
Rate

Percent
Change

Franklin 74 80 8.1%

Suffolk 60 61 1.7%

Berkshire 72 73 1.4%

Barnstable 72 73 1.4%

Hampshire 79 80 1.3%

Hampden 77 76 1.3%

Norfolk 77 75 2.6%

Worcester 77 75 2.6%

Plymouth 76 74 2.6%

Middlesex 76 74 2.6%

Bristol 75 72 4.0%

Essex 74 71 4.1%

Massachussets 74 73 1.4%

Table 1. Percent Change by County

Notes: No data available for Dukes or Nantucket County

2010 rate is as of April 27, 2010
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working at city or neighborhood or town-
ship levels but not in any particular census 
tract. The three remaining counties - Barn-
stable, Dukes, and Nantucket - did not have 
any MCEF grantees. Organizations were 
clustered in Suffolk, Middlesex and Hamp-
den Counties. At the county level, only 
Franklin County met the 5% increase goal. 
Suffolk County increased the participation 
rate by nearly 2%; and Berkshire, Barn-
stable, and Hampshire Counties increased 
rates by 1%.

City/Township

There are 339 municipalities in Massachusetts con-
sisting of cities or minor civil divisions - a governmen-
tal subdivision of a county, such as town or township 
with a population of approximately 25,000 people. 

MCEF grantees worked in 22 cities and 7 towns. 
Nearly half of all cities in Massachusetts had at least 
one MCEF grantee conducting activities within its 
boundaries.  Only  2% of the states towns’ had an 
MCEF grantee present. Towns are mainly in Western 
Massachusetts and there was only one grantee in this 
region. 

Eight cities increased their mail participation rates, 
but only two were able to make the 5% goal; Cam-
bridge and North Adams. Chelsea and Boston both in 
Suffolk County increased their mail back rates by 4% 
and 3%, respectively. Somerville and Cambridge were 
the only cities in Middlesex county with an MCEF 
grantee where mail participation rates increased.  
Thirteen cities with MCEF grantees had negative per-
cent changes, with declines ranging from 1% to 12%. 
Chicopee, Malden, Malborough and Medford were 
cities with declines of 5% and over; however orga-
nizations working in these cities did not work in any 
specific tract, instead they used media as vehicle to 
conduct outreach,  especially to non-English speaking 

MA City
2000
Rate

2010
Rate

Percent
Change

Cambridge city (Middlesex County) 62% 71% 15%
North Adams city (Berkshire County) 75% 80% 7%
Chelsea city (Suffolk County) 56% 58% 4%
Boston city (Suffolk County) 59% 61% 3%
Somerville city (Middlesex County) 65% 67% 3%
Fitchburg city (Worcester County) 69% 71% 3%
Holyoke city (Hampden County) 70% 72% 3%
Northampton city (Hampshire County) 79% 80% 1%
Lawrence city (Essex County) 59% 59% 0%
Worcester city (Worcester County) 69% 68% 1%
Brockton city (Plymouth County) 64% 63% 2%
Springfield city (Hampden County) 71% 69% 3%
New Bedford city (Bristol Cuonty) 68% 66% 3%
Pittsfield city (Berkshire County) 79% 76% 4%
Lowell city (Middlesex County) 67% 64% 4%
Lynn city (Essex County) 65% 62% 5%
Chicopee city (Hampden County) 81% 77% 5%
Fall River city (Bristol County) 68% 64% 6%
Marlborough city (Middlesex County) 76% 71% 7%
Malden city (Middlesex County) 69% 63% 9%
Everett city (Middlesex County) 68% 60% 12%
Medford city (Middlesex County) 75% 66% 12%

Table 2. Percent Change by Cities

MA Town
2000
Rate

2010
Rate

Percent
Change

Brookline town (Norfolk County) 59% 72% 22%
Amherst town (Hampshire County) 70% 72% 3%
Billerica town (Middlesex County) 80% 79% 1%
Framingham town (Middlesex County) 74% 73% 1%
Adams town (Berkshire County) 82% 80% 2%
Bedford town (Middlesex County) 85% 82% 4%
Burlington town (Middlesex County) 85% 78% 8%

Table 3. Percent Change by Towns
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rated to the extent they could and attempted to 
provide information to all the communities within 
their region.  Only two towns increased their mail 
participation rates, Brookline and Amherst town. The 

remaining areas saw declines.

Overview of Hard-to-Count Tracts

Across the state there are 257 HTC tracts, or 18% of 
the states’ tracts are HTC. These tracts were clustered 
mainly in Suffolk County, with a substantial number 
of tracts in Bristol, Essex, Hampden and Middlesex 
counties. Many of the MCEF grantees worked in HTC 
Census tracts, while others worked at the tract level 
with HTC populations.

Of the 203 census tracts covered my MCEF grantees,
53% were hard-to-count tracts. The other half of the 
tracts were not hard-to-count tracts but organizations 
were working with hard-to-count populations, ie. Im-
migrant populations, African American groups, rural 
communities, low-income communities etc. 
On average there were more organizations working 
in HTC tracts compared to non-HTC tracts. More than 
half - 60% - of the hard-to-count tracts had at least 
one MCEF organization, compared to 97% of non-HTC 
tracts. Nearly a quarter - 27% - of HTC tracts had two 
MCEF grantees, compared to 8% of non-HTC tracts. 
Eleven percent of HTC tracts had 3 MCEF grantees 
working on Census activities, compared to 2% of non-
HTC tracts. Lastly, four organizations worked only in 
the HTC tracts. 

County
No. HTC
tracts

% HTC
tracts

Suffolk 96 37%
Bristol 36 14%
Essex 31 12%
Hampden 28 11%
Middlesex 26 10%
Worcester 23 9%
Plymouth 8 3%
Berkshire 4 2%
Barnstable 2 1%
Hampshire 2 1%
Norfolk 1 0%
Dukes 0 0%
Franklin 0 0%
Nantucket 0 0%
Total 257 100%

Table 4. Percent Distribution of HTC
Tracts by County

HTC Tract Non HTC

1 60% 91%
2 27% 8%
3 11% 2%
4 2% 0%
Total 100% 100%

Table 5. Percent of Census Tracts by
Number of MCEF Grantees

No. of
Grantees

Type of Tract
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Census tracts

MCEF grantees worked in 203 tracts throughout the 
state but few worked in all tracts encompassing a city, 
town, or neighborhood. Where possible, comparisons 
are made between tracts with MCEF grantees and no 
grantees within a specific city or neighborhood. 

Although the analysis will show cursory evidence that 
MCEF grantee activities did correlate with increased 
mail participation rates, the inability to hold constant 
other variables that could influence mail response 
rates, such as work done by non-MCEF organizations, 
or media campaigns not related to an MCEF grantees, 
limits making any causal statements. 

Only 31% of the census tracts in the state increased 
their mail participation rates between 2000 and 2010. 
However, among the tracts with an MCEF grantee, 
57% produced increases in their mail back rates. 
Almost half – 45%- of the tracts with MCEF grantees 
met the 5% goal, compared to only 14% of tracts that 
did not have an MCEF grantee present. 

Tracts with no MCEF grantees experienced higher 
declines in mail participation rates than those with 
grantees;  40% of the tracts with MCEF grantees ex-
perienced declines in mail back rates compared with 
67% of the tracts with no MCEF grantees.

The majority of tracts covered by MCEF grantees that 
met the 5% goal were hard-to-count tracts.  Of the 
tracts that met the 5% goal, 75% were HTC tracts.  
However, 52% of tracts that saw decreases in mail 
back rates by 5% or more were HTC tracts.
  
When analyzed by the various types of hard-to-count 
tracts, MCEF organizations had success in getting 
people living in hardest-to-count tracts to participate 
in the Census. Of the hard-to-count tracts that met 
the 5% goal, nearly half (46%) were the hardest-to-
count; 8% were harder-to-count, and 22% were hard-
to-count. Of the hard-to-count tracts that decreased 
in mail participation rates by 5% or more, only 24% 
were hardest-to-count, 12% were harder-to-count, 
and 17% were hard-to-count. This indicates that al-
though organizations working in hard-to-count tracts 
faced difficulty, overall there are indications that they 
had some success in getting people to mail back their 
forms. 

no yes

5% & over 14% 45% 19%
1 to 4.99% 12% 12% 12%
No change 7% 3% 6%
1 to 4.99% 27% 19% 25%
5% & over 40% 21% 37%
Total 100% 100% 100%

Percent Change
MCEF Grantee

Table 6. Percent Change in Census Tracts by
Presence of MCEF Grantee

All
Tracts

MCEF Tracts 5% & over 1 to 4.99% No change 1 to 4.99% 5% & over

Non HTC 25% 25% 25% 40% 48%
HTC 75% 75% 75% 60% 52%
Hard to Count (61 70) 22% 25% 25% 14% 16%
Harder to Count (71 75) 8% 4% 0% 11% 12%
Hardest to Count (76+) 45% 46% 50% 35% 24%

Total Tracts 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Table 7. Percent Change in Hard to Count Tracts
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Analysis of tract level data across the state provides a 
bird’s eye view of the impact grantees had on census 
tracts and communities across the state. 

There is substantial evidence that having an MCEF 
grantee working in a HTC tract increased the mail 
back rates in Massachusetts.  Of the HTC tracts with 
a MCEF grantee, 63% experienced increases in mail 
back rates, and 50% of those met the 5% goal. When 
compared to HTC tracts with no MCEF grantees, 
only 47% increased the mail back rate and only 32% 
increased rates 5%. 

However, having a grantee present did not guarantee 
increases in mail participation rates. Of the HTC tracts 
with a MCEF grantee present, 34% experienced de-
clines. What this suggests is  that the presence of an 

MCEF grantee mitigated declines.  Of all  HTC tracts 
with no MCEF present, 46% saw declines in mail back 
rates, the majority by 5% or more. 

The county by county analysis that follows provides 
a more detailed understanding of mail participation 
rates at the county level. 

The data is limited to self-reported census tracts 
grantees specified they worked in over the period of 
the grant.  The 24 MCEF grantees provided a list of 
census tracts where they conducted activities dur-
ing the grant period,  some organizations stated they 
worked in particular place such as the city of Fitch-
burg or the neighborhood of Roxbury but the evalu-
ators specifically used the self-reported census tracts 
they identified. 

no yes
5% & over 32% 50% 41%
1 to 4.99% 15% 13% 14%
No change 8% 4% 6%
1 to 4.99% 13% 17% 15%
5% & over 33% 17% 24%
Total 100% 100% 100%

Table 8. Percent Change in HTC Tracts by Presence of
MCEF Grantee

Percent Change
MCEF Grantee All HTC

Tracts
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 Berkshire County

Berkshire County experienced a percent change 
increase of 1.4 in mail participation rates. There 

was only one organization working in the county, 
limiting the organization’s capacity to affectivly work 
county wide.   The lack public transportation and 
infrastructure also made it very difficult to connect 
different communities.

The focus of census activities was reaching immigrant 
groups and partnering with immigrant serving organi-
zations to do outreach. A media campaign accompa-
nied these efforts. 

Berkshire County is composed of 41 Census tracts 
and the organization focused their efforts in 11 tracts, 
accounting for 27% of the county’s tracts, in the areas 
of Pittsfield, Adams and North Adams. There are 

only four hard-to-count tracts in the County, and the 
organization covered all of them.  The Census tracts 
in Pittsfield had relatively high numbers of persons 
living in poverty – ranging from 11 to 26%. North 
Adams had poverty rates ranging from 16% to 26%. 
Adams town had a poverty rate of 13.1%.  

Most - 54% - of the county’s tracts with grantees 
increased their mail back rates but only 36% met the 
5% goal.  Of the hard-to-count tracts, only one met 
the 5% goal, the rest saw declines in mail back rates. 
Of the remaining seven non-HTC tracts, only three 
met the goal. 

no yes
5% and over 40% 36% 39%
1% to 4.99% 20% 0% 15%
no change 7% 0% 5%
1% to 4.99 27% 45% 32%
5% and over 7% 18% 10%

Total 100% 100% 100%

Table 9. Percent Change in Census Tracts in Berkshire
County by Presence of MCEF Grantee

Percent Change
MCEF Grantee

All Tracts
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North Adams

Pittsfield

Adams

.

Percent Change In 2000 and 2010 Census Participation, 
Berkshire County

Berkshire County Tracts
2000 and 2010 Percent Change

5% and Over

1% to 4.9%

No Change

-1% to -4.9%

-5% and Over

Number of Organizations

1

Maps created by Global Networks Consulting.
SOURCE: Participation rates based on U.S. Census mail-in response as of April 2010.
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Bristol County

Bristol county experienced a 4% percent change 
decline in mail participation rates. Two organiza-

tions worked in the county, one focused activities in 
census tracts in New Bedford, the other in Fall River.

The mail back rates in these cities also declined, by 
3% and 6% respectively. These cities have seen a 
large influx of immigrants and are areas with rela-
tively high poverty rates. However, MCEF grantees fo-
cused their activities in specific tracts within the cities 
and mainly in HTC tracts. The county is composed of 
116 tracts, and 36 or 31% of the tracts were HTC. This 
organization focused its activities in 11 tracts in the 
cities of Fall River and New Bedford, nine of which 
are HTC.   

Of the tracts with an MCEF grantee present, 55% 
increased the mail participation rates, and 36% of 
those met the 5% goal. This is no small feat given the 
attention paid to HTC tracts. Of the 9 HTC tracts, 33% 
met the 5% goal, an additional 22% increased the 
mail participation rate between 1-4.9%.  However, 
44% saw declines in mail back rates. 

When analyzed by the specific cities, all tracts in New 
Bedford with an MCEF grantee increased their  mail 
back rates, and 67% met the 5% goal. However, in 
Fall River only 38% of the tracts with a MCEF grantee 

increased. However compared with tracts without 
an MCEF grantee, the majority-82% -decreased mail 
participation rates by more than 5%. This indicates 
that the presence of the MCEF helped to increase 
mail participation rates. 

no yes
5% and over 4% 36% 7%
1% to 4.99% 5% 18% 6%
no change 7% 0% 6%
1% to 4.99 22% 9% 21%
5% and over 63% 36% 60%

Total 100% 100% 100%

Table 10. Percent Change in Census Tracts in Bristol
County by Presence of MCEF Grantee

Percent Change
MCEF Grantee All

Tracts

no yes no yes
5% and over 0% 25% 7% 67%
1% to 4.99% 6% 13% 7% 33%
no change 6% 0% 11% 0%
1% to 4.99% 6% 13% 18% 0%
5% and over 82% 50% 57% 0%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

Table 11. Percent Change in Census Tracts in Fall
River and New Bedford by Presence of MCEF

Percent Change
Fall River New Bedford

MCEF Grantee MCEF Grantee
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Essex County

Essex County decreased their rate by  4% percent. 
There were four organizations working in the 

county and their activities centered in the cities of 
Lynn and Lawrence. Lynn experienced a decline of 
5% while Lawrence saw no change in mail participa-
tion rates. The organization working in these cities 
focused on the immigrant populations, particularly in 
Lawrence. 

Essex County is composed of 156 tracts, and 31 
tracts or 19% of the tracts were HTC tracts. The four 
organizations focused their activities in 26 tracts in 
the cities of Lynn and Lawrence, 22 of which were 
HTC tracts. Of the tracts with an MCEF grantee 
present,54% increased the mail participation rate and 
35% of those met the 5% goal. Nearly all of the tracts 
were HTC, therefore the gains made by these areas 
were tremendous. 

Of the 22 HTC tracts, 41% met the 5% goal; an ad-
ditional 18% increased the mail participation rate 
between 1-4.9%. However, 32% saw declines in mail 
participation rates. 

All four organizations were able to cover the entire 
city of Lawrence (18 tracts) while only 8 tracts or 36% 
of tracts in Lynn were covered by an MCEF grantee. 
The focus on Lawrence manifests in the data, with 
55% of the tracts increasing the mail participation 
rate, and 33% of those meeting the 5% goal. In Lynn, 
38% met the 5% goal, and 13% experienced increases 
of 1% to 4.99%, compared to tracts with no MCEF 
grantee, none saw any increases in mail participation 

rates.   

no yes no yes
5% and over 0% 33% 0% 38%
1% to 4.99% 0% 22% 0% 13%
no change 0% 11% 14% 0%
1% to 4.99 0% 11% 21% 13%
5% and over 0% 22% 64% 38%
Total 0% 100% 100% 100%

Table 13. Percent Change In Census Tracts in
Lawrence and Lynn by Presence of MCEF Grantee

Percent Change
Lawrence Lynn

MCEF Grantee MCEF Grantee

no yes
5% and over 4% 35% 9%
1% to 4.99% 11% 19% 12%
no change 6% 8% 6%
1% to 4.99 29% 12% 26%
5% and over 50% 27% 46%

Total 100% 100% 100%

Table 12. Percent Change in Census Tracts in
Essex County by Presence of MCEF Grantee

Percent Change
MCEF Grantee All

Tracts
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Hampden County

Three organizations worked in the county and 
worked primarily in Springfield and Holyoke. 

Hampden County experienced a 1% percent decline 
in participation rates. Springfield decreased thier rate 
by 3%, while Holyoke increased by the same percent-
age.  

Hampden County is composed of 92 tracts, and 28 
tracts or 30% of the tracts were HTC tracts. These 
organizations focused their activities in 10 tracts, 8 
of which were HTC tracts. Of the tracts with an MCEF 
grantee present, 40% increased the mail participa-
tion rates, and 20% of those met the 5% goal. Of the 
8 HTC tracts with an MCEF grantee, 25% met the 5% 
goal; an additional 25% increased the mail participa-
tion rate between 1-4.9% However, 38% saw declines 
in participation rates and 13% saw no change in the 
rates. The majority of the tracts in the county were 
considered hardest-to-count, and MCEF grantees con-
centrated their efforts there, which may explain why 
many tracts failed to meet the 5% goal.

Comparing tracts in Springfield with and without 
an MCEF grantee yields positive results, 43% of the 
tracts with MCEF grantees increased mail participa-
tion rates and 14% of the tracts met the 5% goal. 
However, 43% of the tracts experienced a 5% or more 
decline in mail participation rates, with or without a 
MCEF grantee. A quarter of the tracts with no MCEF 
grantees declined by 1-4.99%, compared to only 14% 
among tracts with MCEF grantees.  In Holyoke, 33% 
of the tracts with an MCEF grantee met the 5% goal, 
however 50% of the tracts without an MCEF grantee 
met the goal as well. However, 17% of the tracts in 
Holyoke without an MCEF declined or saw no chang-
es, while 67% of the tracts with an MCEF grantee did 
not see any change.

no yes no yes
5% and over 7% 14% 50% 33%
1% to 4.99% 18% 29% 17% 0%
no change 7% 0% 17% 67%
1% to 4.99 25% 14% 17% 0%
5% and over 43% 43% 0% 0%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

Table 15. Percent Change in Census Tracts in Springfield
and Holyoke by Presence of MCEF Grantee

Percent Change
Sprinfield Holyoke

MCEF Grantee MCEF Grantee

no yes no yes
5% and over 7% 14% 50% 33%
1% to 4.99% 18% 29% 17% 0%
no change 7% 0% 17% 67%
1% to 4.99 25% 14% 17% 0%
5% and over 43% 43% 0% 0%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

Table 15. Percent Change in Census Tracts in Springfield
and Holyoke by Presence of MCEF Grantee

Percent Change
Sprinfield Holyoke

MCEF Grantee MCEF Grantee
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Middlesex County

Middlesex County experienced a 3% percent 
change decline in mail participation rates. 

There were four organizations working in the county 
among four cities and towns: Lowell, Cambridge, 
Somerville, and Everett; Framingham, Burlington, 
Billerica, and Bedford towns.   All cities and towns 
in Middlesex county had one organization working 
within it except for Lowell, which had four. 

Of the four cities only two, Cambridge and Somer-
ville, experienced increases in mail  participation 
rates 15% and 3%, respectively. Of the four towns, 
all experienced declines. However, it is important to 
note that towns had relatively high mail back rates in 
2000, Billerica had a 2000 participation rate of 80% 
and declined to 79% in 2010. Bedford and Burlington 
had 2000 mail back rates of 85%, however by 2010 
the rates declined to 82% and 79%, respectively.  
No further analysis was conducted on towns in this 
county because organizations only covered 1-3 cen-
sus tracts. 

Middlesex County is composed of 297 tracts, and 
26 tracts or 9% of the tracts were HTC tracts. Grant-
ees worked in 19 of the 26 HTC tracts. Of the tracts 
with an MCEF grantee present, only 39% increased 
the mail  participation rates, and 37% of those met 
the 5% goal. However, 43% of tracts with an MCEF 
grantee present saw mail back rates decline by 5% 
and over. When compared to tracts with no MCEF 
present, the majority – 67% - experienced declines. 
This provides some evidence that having an MCEF 
grantee in the tracts helped to mitigate the declines 
in mail back rates. Of the HTC tracts with an MCEF 
grantee 37% met the 5%, however the remaining 
tracts experienced declines in mail participation 
rates. 

no yes
5% and over 14% 37% 18%
1% to 4.99% 10% 2% 8%
no change 9% 0% 8%
1% to 4.99 31% 18% 29%
5% and over 36% 43% 37%

Total 100% 100% 100%

Table 16. Percent Change in Census Tracts in
Middlesex County by Presence of MCEF

Percent Change
MCEF Grantee All

Tracts
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no yes no yes no yes no yes
5% and over 75% 90% 14% 75% 0% 16% 0% 0%
1% to 4.99% 5% 0% 14% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
no change 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
1% to 4.99% 10% 0% 29% 13% 14% 26% 0% 20%
5% and over 10% 10% 43% 13% 86% 58% 0% 80%
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 0% 100%

Table 17. Percent Change in Census Tracts in Cambridge, Somerville, Lowell and Everett
by Presence of MCEF Grantee

Percent Change
Cambridge Somerville Lowell Everett

MCEF Grantee MCEF Grantee MCEF Grantee MCEF Grantee

In Cambridge, 90% of the tracts with an MCEF grantee 
met the 5% goal, while only 10% of tracts declined. In 
Somerville, 75% of the tracts with an MCEF grantee 
met the goal, compared to only 14% of the tracts 
without an MCEF grantee. 

Forty-three percent of tracts in Somerville with no 
MCEF grantee witnessed declines in the mail partici-
pation rate by 5% or more, compared to only 13% of 
those with an MCEF grantee. In Lowell, the presence 
of an MCEF grantee appeared to positively influence 
mail participation rates. While only 16% of tracts in 
Lowell reached the 5% goal, grantee presence seemed 
to mitigate declines overall. All the tracts in Lowell 
with no MCEF grantee experienced declines, 86% of 
them declining by 5% or more.  Every tract in Everett 
declined. 

Organizations noted that the city of Lowell was 
extremely diverse. Having immigrant groups from 
varying countries limited their ability to outreach ef-
fectively, in particular to refugee communities from 
Africa and Asia. They also noted that the local part-
nership specialist was often unresponsive and that 
census messaging was not culturally sensitive. In addi-
tion, city leadership was absent in making the census 
a priority. 
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Suffolk County

Suffolk County increased their rate by 3%. The cities 
of Boston and Chelsea also increased their rates 

by 3% and 4% respectively. Of the 176 Census tracts 
in Suffolk County, 66 tracts or 37% are HTC. Thirteen 
organizations worked in Suffolk County and almost 
all of them worked in HTC tracts. A majority of the 
organizations – 11 – worked in Boston, two worked 
in Chelsea.  The diversity of the County demanded 
diverse organizations and tactics. Organizations in this 
county collaborated by sharing materials and resourc-
es. Nearly 60% of the tracts with an MCEF grantee 
met the 5% goal, compared with only 45% of those 
without a grantee.

Grantees were present in every Census tract within 
the city of Chelsea. The majority of the tracts 67% 
met the 5% goal, Another 17% percent increased mail 
back rates by 1%-4.99%. Of the six tracts that make 
up Chelsea, five are HTC. The high proportion of 
increases in mail participation rates among HTC tracts 
illuminates the positive impact MCEF grantees had 
on the city.  Nearly 60% of the census tracts in Boston 
with grantees met the 5% goal . 

no yes
5% and over 42% 59% 49%
1% to 4.99% 15% 17% 16%
no change 6% 3% 5%
1% to 4.99% 12% 17% 14%
5% and over 24% 5% 16%

Total 100% 100% 100%

Table 18. Percent Change in Census Tracts In
Suffolk County by Presence of MCEF Grantee

Percent Change
MCEF Grantee All

Tracts

No Yes No Yes
5% and over 47% 58% 0 67%
1% to 4.99% 14% 17% 0 17%
no change 6% 3% 0 0%
1% to 4.99% 12% 18% 0 0%
5% and over 21% 4% 0 17%

Total 100% 100% 0 100%

Table 19. Percent Change in Census Tracts in
Boston and Chelsea by Presence of MCEF Grantee

Percent Change
Boston Chelsea

MCEF Grantee MCEF Grantee
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MCEF grantees within Suffolk County were in Boston 
city neighborhoods.  Neighborhoods lines are de-
fined here by Boston Redevelopment Authority data.  
Neighborhoods with an MCEF grantee increased their 
rates above the city average. Census tracts where 
grantees conducted activities, Roxbury, South End, 
and Mattapan all increased mail participation rates by 
at least 5%. Compared to neighborhoods without an 
MCEF grantee, it is clear that grantees had a positive 
impact. 

Not all organizations worked in every Census tract 
within a neighborhood  and there is evidence that 
MCEF’s made a difference when comparing tracts 
within a neighborhood.  Of the tracts with increases 
of at least 5%, the majority had an MCEF grantee 
working in the area. For example, 100 percent of 
the tracts that met the 5% goal in Chinatown, East 
Boston, and the South End, had an MCEF grantee 
present. 80 percent of the tracts in Roxbury and 
Allston that met the 5% goal had an MCEF grantee. 
Nearly two-thirds (63%) of the Census tracts in 
South Dorchester and half (50%) of the tracts in 
North Dorchester that met the 5% goal had an MCEF 
grantee. Mattapan was the only neighborhood that 
did not experience a decline in mail participation 
rates. Allston was the only neighborhood that had a 
high proportion (83%) of tracts that declined and yet 
had an MCEF grantee working in the area. The tracts 
within Roxbury and South End that had decreases in 
mail back rates had no MCEF grantees. 

No Yes
Allston 20% 80%
Chinatown 0% 100%
Easton Boston 0% 100%
Mattapan 25% 75%
North Dorchester 50% 50%
Roxbury 20% 80%
South Dorchester 38% 63%
South End 0% 100%

Table 21. Percent of Census Tracts in Boston
Neighborhoods Meeting the 5% Goal by
Presence of MCEF Grantee

Neighborhood
MCEF Grantee

Boston Neighborhoods
Percent
Change

South End 12%
Roxbury 10%
Mattapan 7%
North Dorchester 4%
South Dorchester 4%
East Boston 4%
Allston 4%
Chinatown 1%
Boston City 3%

Table 20. Percent Change in Census
Tracts in Boston City Neighborhoods
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Worcester

Worcester county experienced a 3% change de-
cline. Fitchburg  increased their participation 

rate by 3% while Worcester declined by 1%.   Four or-
ganizations worked in Worcester County but focused 
their activities in two cities.  Fourteen percent of the 
164 tracts in Worcester County are HTC. Jointy, the 
two organizations covered 14 tracts in Worcester and 
Fitchburg cities. 

Tracts where grantees worked, increased mail partici-
pation rates by 43%, of which 36% met the 5% goal. 
This is impressive in light of the fact that 57% of the 
tracts the MCEF grantees worked in were HTC tracts. 

When compared to tracts without an MCEF grantee, 
only 11% of tracts met the goal while 68% witnessed 
declines in mail participation rates. Slightly more 
than a third – 36% - of tracts with an MCEF grantee 
saw declines by 1% to 4.99% and only 14% declined 
by 5% or more.

When analyzed by the cities where activities took 

place, tracts with MCEF grantees were more likely to 
see increases in mail participation rates compared to 
those without grantees. 

More than  a third- 38%- of the tracts with an MCEF 
grantee in Worcester city met the 5% goal. However, 
50% also experienced declines in mail participations 
rates. Organizations covered all of Fitchburg, and 
although 33% met the 5%, half of the tracts declined.  

no yes
5% and over 11% 36% 13%
1% to 4.99% 15% 7% 15%
no change 5% 7% 5%
1% to 4.99 31% 36% 32%
5% and over 37% 14% 35%

Total 100% 100% 100%

Table 22. Percent Change in Census Tracts in
Worcester County by Presence of MCEF Grantee

Percent Change
MCEF Grantee All

Tracts

no yes no yes
5% and over 0% 33% 15% 38%
1% to 4.99% 0% 17% 6% 0%
no change 0% 0% 0% 13%
1% to 4.99 0% 50% 21% 25%
5% and over 0% 0% 58% 25%
Total 0% 100% 100% 100%

Table 23. Percent Change in Census Tracts in Fitchburg
and Worcester Cities by Presence of MCEF Grantee

Percent Change
Fitchburg Worcester

MCEF Grantee MCEF Grantee
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Impact: Increased Capacity for Civic Engagement and 
Community Organizing

The MCEF steering committee was clear that 
increasing census mail participation rates was not 

the only objective of the fund. Many of the foun-
dations who work with underserved communities 
intended for these funds to support collaboration 
and learning amongst grantees in a way that would 
increase their capacity for civic engagement and com-
munity organizing (CECO).  An analysis of the grantee 
focus groups, interviews, final reports and survey re-
sults revealed that increased capacity was a function 
of 1) opportunities for collaboration and networking, 
2) cooperation and collective action around a central 
issue 3) funding and support for staff, and 4) knowl-
edge sharing. Fulfilling these elements depended on 
many factors, including funding and other types of 
foundation support. A more comprehensive evalua-
tion is necessary to fully unpack how capacity for civic 
engagement is built. 

Findings

Almost all-96%-of grantees believed being involved 
in census activities enhanced their capacity for civic 
engagement and community organizing. Two themes 
emerged from the data: 1) census activities provided 
valuable experience for new and old organizers, and 
2) technical assistance and knowledge sharing was 
key to helping organizations build their capacity. 
MCEF funding was critical in ensuring that organiza-
tions had the resources to take advantage of par-
ticipating in census outreach and collaboration with 
other organizations. Census outreach was not an 

easy task. People and communities were reluctant to 
participate, many people were unaware of its impor-
tance or scared to get involved. Community orga-
nizers had to convince people of the importance of 
participating; they had to educate people on the spot 
and be creative in their outreach strategies. A combi-
nation of “on the ground” experience and the knowl-
edge gained through collaborations amongst grantees 
resulted in organizations believing they enhanced 
their organizational capacity for CECO. Technical 
assistance and grantee activities were an important 
factor in their success. Below is an overview of the 
activities and assistance that supported organizations 
reaching the goal.

Value-added Support 

Technical assistance was an important part of the 
MCEF model. T.A. was provided both by a senior 
consultant, hired by the fund, and by MassVote, an 
MCEF grantee with experience in statewide civic 
engagement. The technical assistance program was 
intended to provide grantees with knowledge, skills, 
and resources to implement effective Census pro-
motion campaigns. Because many of the grantees 
began census outreach late in the census timeline, 
the foundation understood that T.A. was necessary to 
ensure success on the ground. T. A was provided both 
formally and informally. 

The MCEF consultant acted as a convener and cata-

Increased Capacity for Civic Engagement and 
Community Organizing

The grant allowed us to maintain connections with part-
ners around an existing collaboration,  not all our projects 

involve organizing so it allowed us to maintain that energy, 
especially between Spanish speaking and Latino communities, 
it was very useful for me to see what other people were do-
ing statewide and where grassroots groups were focused.

MCEF Grantee”

“
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 One of the secondary benefits of the Census campaign was to reconnect with 
new and long-standing organizations and friends with whom we will be working 
with for other causes in the future.

MCEF Grantee“

lyst between groups. A majority of the groups found 
the T.A. provider very helpful and 30% of grantees felt 
that resources provided by the consultant were “very 
useful” and 53% believed them to be “useful.”  The 
consultant ensured that people had access to accu-
rate information, connected groups to resources and 
acted as a liaison between groups and the Census 
Bureau. The consultant also acted as a clearinghouse 
for important census information distributed at the 
national level.  In Early spring, right before the mail-in 
deadline, the consultant ensured that organizations 
had important information regarding Be Counted 
and QAC sites. The consultant also organized three 
face-to-face strategy sessions for grantees to share ef-
fective practices and to develop relationships. These 
convening were an important element in increased 
capacity of organizations. 

The one-on-one ongoing T.A helped organizations 
meet the  5% participation goal. For example, during 
the mail back period, the consultant sent grantees 
electronic updates regarding the census rates in their 
tracts. This allowed organizations to focus attention 
to low responding areas.  Grantees were assured 
that if they needed information, needed advocacy on 
behalf of an issue or just had a simple question, they 
could reach out to the consultant and get the infor-
mation they needed. 

This type of deliberate support from foundations 
is instrumental in a time-sensitive project like the 
census. MassVote provided additional support to 
grantees on the ground, assisting in coordinating 
events, and collaboration amongst grantees .  The 
T.A. provided to grantees led to the following results:

71% of organizations partnered with other orga-• 
nizations in the MCEF grant to ensure outreach 
hard-to-count communities
18 groups received additional funding from the • 
Secretary of  State, increasing the funds available 
for Census activities   
A majority of organizations spent 20-30% of their • 
weekly schedule on Census activities
54% of groups hired additional staff for Census • 
activities. Collaborations formed with other MCEF 
grantees helped leverage limited resources

”
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Activities

Community organizations engaged in a wide range 
of activities that collectively saturated communi-

ties with census participation messages. 

The national media campaign, while important, was 
not sufficient to get hard-to-count communities to 
participate. In these communities, mistrust of govern-
ment, fear of immigration, and misconceptions are 
hard to overcome. As one community advocate said 
“One-on-one outreach is the best methodology.  Peo-
ple from these communities need to be convinced by 
faces and people they trust.”  Face time was instru-
mental in getting hard-to-count communities to send 
in their forms.  Through a variety of activities, organi-
zations ensured that those most reluctant to partici-
pate heard the right message from the right person.  
MCEF grantees were creative, deliberate and thought-
ful in devising strategies that worked for their com-
munities.  Different strategies worked for different 
groups but community trust was a common thread. 
 
A majority of organizations spent 20-30% of their week-
ly schedule on census activities. Grantees identified 
neighborhood outreach as the most effective strategy 
for reaching constituents.  These activities included 
speaking at churches and schools, and conducting out-
reach to neighbors, clients seeking social services at 
their organization, and in local public areas. Grantees 
created materials with messages that resonated in their 
neighborhoods and outreach workers experimented 
with tactics and made adjustments to their workplans 
as different strategies proved better than others. 
 
For example, many organizations reached out to 
church pastors and invited to them to trainings in 
order for them to pass on information to their con-
gregations.  Mid-way, they realized they were not 
getting the response they expected so they decid-

ed going to churches directly was a better way to 
reach members and they found it to be successful.  

One-on-one conversa-
tions were cited as the 
next best effective 
strategy followed 
by door-knocking. 
11 out of 28 or-
ganizations used 
phone banking 
as an activity, 
but none cited 
it as an effective 
outreach activ-
ity. Organizations em-
phasized that hard-
to-count communities 
required intensive outreach and 
activities that allowed outreach workers to en-
gage in a dialogue and answer questions. 

“We 
were pretty 

much a convener and 
collaborator, making sure 

we didn’t have duplication and 
that all the areas were getting 

what they needed.  I personally 
did site visits to organizations 
and brought them materials”

Cheryl Crawford, Mass-
Vote

Effective Outreach Strategies
% of 

Grantees

Neighborhood outreach 36%

One-on-One conversations 29%

Door-knocking 21%

Media (video, print, radio) 11%

Public events 4%

Table 24. Grantee Opinions on Effective Outreach 

Strategies
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Different strategies worked for different 
communities

MCEF grantees were able to reach various immigrant 
communities throughout Massachusetts.  Latinos 
were the primary immigrant community targeted but 
a diverse set of ethnic groups were reached; includ-
ing, Guatemalan, Salvadorian, Mexican, and Brazil-
ian immigrants.  A subset of Somalian, Vietnamese, 
and African immigrants were also included.  Over 30 
Latino organizations in the East Boston 
area collaborated together through 
the Ya Es Hora Campaign, an his-
toric non-partisan Latino civic 
participation campaign.  

Successful Strategies in immigrant 
communities
l Family Fairs, or ‘Feria del Censo’ had great 
results.  Immigrant groups noted that family fairs pro-
duced better results than just Census events alone.
l The Chinese community used local residents to 

help with Chinese language assistance centers
l Gift certificates were successful incentives in 

several communities 
l One-on-one contact was critical for communities; 

websites, and other on-line resources were 
helpful but not enough to get full partici-

pation.

Through talking with neighbors 
and making one-on-one con-
tact, grantees were able to gain 
priceless knowledge about their 
communities and about organiz-
ing for political power.  

“We wanted to make it clear 

“No Methodology 
is better than  the one-on-

one, being able to talk to folks 
is still the best way to do it.  We 

met new people in the neighborhood 
and that was what was really special 
about the Census”

John Barros 
Dudley Street 

Neighborhood Initiative

“There was a lot of confusion over participation in the municipal census.  A defin-
ing question around which census form the community member had actually filled 
out turned out to be whether there were questions about spaying/neutering one’s 

pet/s”
MCEF Grantee
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Working with the Census Bureau: Lessons Learned

Census partnerships relied heavily on the individual initiative of the Census Partnership Specialist (CPS) and 
their relationship with local community organizations.  It was through the CPS that organizations received 

materials, became Be Counted or QAC sites, and received support for public events.  While there is no doubt 
that CPS staff had a heavy workload as the liaison between community groups and the regional Census office, 
many grantees felt that the overall relationship could have been more effective with better communication 
and a clearer understanding of the roles and responsibilities of the CPS. 

Several grantees expressed concern that the Census Bureau was late in outreaching to community organiza-
tions and that lines of communication with Census representatives were often challenging.   Of those that 
rated the Census partner helpful, 67% cited working very closely with them.  Virtually all of the MCEF grantees 
received materials from the Census, of those, 15 reported that they received the materials on time. A majority 
of respondents -92%-claimed the materials were useful, in particular translated materials.  While there was 
substantial collaboration between the Census offices and community organizations, grantees voiced various 
ways in which collaborations could be more effective.

Specific Challenges and Recommendations

 

 

 

Grantee 
Challenges Recommendations 

for the Census 
Bureau 

“We were not designated as a QAC site after 

initial indications that we would be” 

“It took a while to get materials in some of the 

necessary languages and to get materials in 

general.  Once they started coming en-mass, 

they were timely and helpful, but it would 

have been helpful for them to get started 

sooner” 

“Language guides from the census website 

were extremely helpful.  Took a while for 

videos and PSAs in a downloadable format to 

show up, but when they did they were good.  

Local Partner specialists was hopeless.  

Never got back to us.  Very frustrating” 

“The most important materials, in language 

Census forms, were very difficult for people 

to get a hold of”   

! Establish clear lines of communication 
through electronic media and e-
requests 
 

! Communicate clearly the processes for 
becoming a CENSUS Partner, CCC, Be 
Counted Site, and QAC 
 

! Systematized order request form should 
be used to request outreach materials 
to ensure accurate and timely receipt of 
materials 

 

! Better coordination between Census 
Bureau, local officials, and community 
groups 

 

! Training of local partnership specialist, 
in particular on  how to work best with 
local partners and community 
organizations 

 
! Establish a local advisory group made 

up of community organizational 
representatives to help facilitate flow of 
information and relationship with 
community partners 
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Other groups raised serious concerns about the con-
fusion in the field regarding muliple census forms and 
streets or buildings that did not receive forms.   Often 
groups themselves were confused about the process 
and the different stages of enumeration.  While the 
MCEF consultant and others attempted to provide 
up-do-date information, often the Census Bureau 
was late in conveying updates or changes in census 
methodologies. 

More communication with regional Census offices 
could prevent or alleviate confusion on the ground 
and help the Census get a more fuller count. 
 

Media Messaging
Community members often rely on ethnic and local 
media for their trusted news and vital information.  
Local media outlets, such as community radio and 
ethnic press allowed organizations to reach a wide 
range of people without expending a lot of resources. 
The Census spent hundreds of millions of dollars on 
a national media campaign but many of these mes-

sages either did not get into community media or the 
messages didn’t resonate with community residents.  
Immigrant groups found outreaching individually 
to ethnic media outlets was a particularly effective 
strategy.  

This was only the second time the U.S. Census Bureau 
used  social marking advertisement as an outreach 
and educational strategy.  The campaign was a multi-
million dollar project that employed advertisement 
agencies and was informed by field research on mes-
sages from different communities. 

Census Message Persuasive
Somewhat
Persuasive

Not
Persuasive

Easy to Fill Out 32.1 53.6 10.7
Confidential 42.9 50.0 3.6
Important Civic Duty 25.0 53.6 17.9
Important for Social Services 71.4 25.0

Fiscal Implications for Your
Community

67.9 28.6

Table 25. Percent of Grantees Opinons about Census Messages
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This evaluation is not only to understand the ex-
tent to which the MCEF project met its stat-

ed goals but to better understand the factors 
which allowed grantees to meet the goals.  Ad-
ditionally, the evaluation was able to  produce 
best practices and to extract out lessons learned.  

Through two focus groups, several interviews, and 
examining year-end reports, evaluators were able 
to identify common challenges, successes and rec-
ommendations.  These findings are categorized 
into four areas: 1) Outreach & Activities 2) Col-
laboration 3) Capacity and 4) Representation.   

MCEF grantees, and their partners, worked numer-
ous hours on tight budgets to ensure communities 
were counted.  Many organizations worked in high 
poverty areas, rural areas, high-crime areas, and al-
most all the grantees worked in communities that 
had high levels of government distrust. These condi-
tions mandated that organizations be innovative in 
their outreach strategies.  While general outreach 
included community events, door-knocking, phone-
banking and flyering, the approaches below rep-
resent creative responses to community outreach.

Creative solutions to reaching hard-to-count 
communities:

Place Census Ads on Buses, at transportation • 
hubs, and bus stations
Conduct educational sessions at house meetings;• 
Use Raffles and other games at uncommon • 
places such as pubs, taverns and bars;
Double as Census recruitment sites and prepare • 
community members to become Census workers;
Outreach at bus stops and other public places; • 
Hire underemployed youth as outreach workers • 

 
The foundation put substantial resources into program-
ming that allowed groups to work together, learn from 
one another and developed new relationships.  The 
technical assistance consultant organized three grant-
ee sessions for groups to share their strategies and net-
work.  Grantees, particularly those that worked in rural 
areas outside of Boston, appreciated the gatherings. 

Collaboration 
• Convenings are useful events for sharing 
knowledge and building cohort relationships; 
• Collaborative funding is important to build-
ing a cohort of different organizations working on the 
same issue;
• Technical assistance and  trainings are key in 
time sensitive organizing initiatives;

MCEF funders understood that money alone was not 
going to be able to build the capacity of community 
organizations for Census outreach so they attempted 
to build capacity through technical assistance and 
providing additional in-house support to grantees.  

“It was the first time that a group of funders 
focused on pre-census work and made 
an investment in having a true count in 
communities of color. . .this meant that 

the message about the importance of 
the census to our communities came 

from multiple sources and most 
importantly from faces/voices that 
our communities know and trust.” 

MCEF Grantee

Lessons Learned: Best Practices and Unique Strategies
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met the 5% goal. However, 50% also ex-
perienced declines in mail participation 

rates. Organizations covered all of Fitch-
burg, and although 33% met the 5% goal,  
half of the tracts decreased their partici-
pation rates.  

A primary mission of Access Strategies 
Fund, the primary convener of the MCEF, 
was  to enhance the capacity of commu-
nity organizations to engage in commu-
nity organizing.   In funding groups, the 
MCEF hoped that the project would pro-
vide added-value beyond just the Census 
project.   Several measures were used to 
understand if and how organizations in-
creased capacity for civic engagement and 
community organizing (CECO).  
The evaluation included two key mea-
sures to understand the extent to which 
people increased their CECO and in what 
ways they increased this capacity.  A 
qualitative question on this issue was also 
included in end-of-year reports that al-
lowed the evaluators to identify in which 
ways capacity was increased.
96% of respondents believed Census 
activities enhanced their capacity for civic 
engagement
An analysis of responses showed that 
increased capacity was a function of 1) 
more opportunities for collaboration and 
networking 2) the content of the issue, 
which allowed for increased cooperation 

Having a 5% goal and sticking with, even when 
the numbers were down was important to keep 

our grantees focused on the goal 
Kelly Bates, Access Strategies Fund ”
“

met the 5% goal. However, 50% also expe-
rienced declines in mail mail back partici-

pation rates. Organizations covered all of 
Fitchburg, and although 33% met the 5% 
goal,  half of the tracts decreased their 
participation rates.  

A primary mission of Access Strategies 
Fund, the primary convener of the MCEF, 
was  to enhance the capacity of commu-
nity organizations to engage in commu-
nity organizing.   In funding groups, the 
MCEF hoped that the project would pro-
vide added-value beyond just the Census 
project.   Several measures were used to 
understand if and how organizations in-
creased capacity for civic engagement and 
community organizing (CECO).  
The evaluation included two key mea-
sures to understand the extent to which 
people increased their CECO and in what 
ways they increased this capacity.  A 
qualitative question on this issue was also 
included in end-of-year reports that al-
lowed the evaluators to identify in which 
ways capacity was increased.
96% of respondents believed Census 
activities enhanced their capacity for civic 
engagement
An analysis of responses showed that 
increased capacity was a function of 1) 
more opportunities for collaboration and 
networking 2) the content of the issue, 
which allowed for increased cooperation 

Having that 5% goal and sticking with it, even 
when the numbers were down, was important to 

keep our grantees on target 
Kelly Bates, Access Strategies Fund”

“
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Capacity

Grantmakers must be realistic about the amount 
of time and resources it takes to develop effective 
Census outreach.  A substantial amount of time and 
energy is devoted to building relationships, develop-
ing strategies, producing materials, and conducting 
community outreach 

• Do not be afraid to change outreach strate-
gies to take corrective action if a strategy is not work-
ing;
• Begin Census training early and integrate it 
into  your organizations strategic plan;
• Form partnerships with civic engagement 
organizations by region and long in advance of  2020;

 Create a repository of census information and • 
knowledge 

Community trust is essential for a complete count, 
and more needs to be done in-between Census 
enumerations to create greater community trust of 
government.  Almost every community identified 
mistrust as a key barrier to participation.  There is no 
one message or strategy that can increase trust in the 
government but greater education around the Census 
and the impact of Census dollars should be a priority 
over the next ten years.   

Representation
• Community organizations are trusted in ways 
that government agencies are not and are key to get-
ting people to participate;
• Funding must go to a diverse group of orga-
nizations in order to reach different HTC populations 
and allow cross fertilization of strategies;

Census Messages must be culturally competent • 
and ethnic media must represent a large part of 

any census media campaign

“We used a money game with local 
school children to show them how the 
Census works, we gave the children fake 

money to distribute to services...the
 children loved it.”

MCEF Grantee

“We 
used the Take 10 

Maps to keep people on 
track, we checked the maps 

regularly to see what the numbers 
looked like and if they were low we 
gave people a call to let them know 

they should target that area.” 
Suzanne Mass, Technical 
Assistance Consultant
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“Relationships are an important door opener” MCEF Grantee
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Concluding Recommendations

Much can and should be done in the next ten 
years to ensure even greater participation 

of hard-to-count communities in 2020.  The Cen-
sus should not be an event but a key element of our 
democratic process.   Census data is too important to 
be ignored in between Census enumerations.  Pub-
lic education is necessary to ensure a full count.  The 
public needs to know where dollars are allocated and 
how those dollars impact their communities.  Or-
ganizations need to make the connection between 
political power, redistricting and Census allocations 
and they need greater avenues for participation.

In preparation for the next enumeration in 2020,  the 
Census bureau should prioritize community outreach 
and media messaging and ensure the participation 
of community organizations in preparing and imple-
mentation of the next campaign.  Community organi-
zations, particularly those dedicated to civic engage-
ment, should build into their strategic plans and core 
activities, Census education and outreach.  Everyone 
has a role to prepare for the next Census.  This report, 
and many other, resources are now available to help 
people understand the Census and better prepare 
for other statewide civic engagement initiatives.  Be-
low are some policy recommendations for the Cen-
sus bureau, funders, and community organizations to 
ensure that 2020 is even more successful than 2010.

Census Bureau Recommendations: 
• Conduct a national survey with 2010 Cen-
sus partners to gain information on the effective-
ness of community outreach and Census Partner-
ship Specialists;
• Create a community advisory group in 
each Census region in order to collaborate with 
organizations in the implementation of regional 
Census activities; including the training of Census 
partnership specialists;
• Engage in a national dialogue through 

regional town halls in order to share 2010 Cen-
sus data and examples of its financial impact on 
communities.
• Create a marketing campaign to enable 
people to identify how Census dollars are spent; 
i.e. if a new hospital is being constructed, a logo 
would identify it as a Census project. 
• Include Census education in high school 
civics and government curriculum

Funders: 
• Establish a special fund for Census grants 
well in advance of 2010
• Create grantee initiatives aimed at de-
veloping capacity for Census outreach and civic 
engagement  

Ensure groups represent undercounted popu-• 
lations in HTC tracts

• Build a repository of knowledge around 
the Census so that groups do not have to rein-
vent the wheel in 2020
• Ensure that disadvantaged communities 
are fully represented on local Complete Count 
Committees
• Maintain relationships with national 
funders groups

Community Organizations 
• Talk about the Census and the American 
Community Survey in between enumeration 
years and integrate Census education into exist-
ing community organizing campaigns
• Include articles about the Census in orga-
nization newsletters and websites.
• Use media outlets to promote Census 
stories
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Appendix A: List of Grantees

   * Berkshire Rides
    * Brazilian Women’s Group
    * Center for New Americans, Inc.
    * Chelsea Collaborative
    * Chinese Progressive Association
    * Citizens for Citizens
    * Community Economic Development Center of Southeastern MA & the Immigration Assistance  
       Center (IAC)
    * Disability Policy Consortium
    * Dudley Street Neighborhood Initiative
    * Greater Boston Nazarene Compassionate Center
    * Highlands Coalition
    * La Alianza Hispana
    * Lawrence Community Works
    * Madison Park Development Corporation
    * MA Alliance of Portuguese Speakers
    * MA Immigrant & Refugee Advocacy Coalition with Agencia ALPHA & Cleghorn Neighborhood  
       Center
    * MassVote
    * The Metropolitan Area Planning Council with Asian CDC & South Cove Community Health Center
    * NAACP Boston Branch
    * National Black College Alliance
    * Neighbor to Neighbor Massachusetts Education Fund
    * Neighbors United for a Better East Boston
    * The North End Campus Coalition/New North Citizens’ Council
    * Oiste – The Massachusetts Civic Education Initiative
    * ONE Lowell with Coalition for a Better Acre
    * Pioneer Valley Regional Ventures Center
    * Project R.I.G.H.T.
    * Southeast Asian Coalition of Central MA
    * Survivors, Inc.
    * Worcester Youth Center

Appendix
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Appendix B: Logic Model with Accompliments


