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There are approximately 740 community foundations nationwide.  Of this total, about 44% or 340 community foundations were established during a “boom” period fueled by the economic prosperity of the 90’s.―an increase of 85% in the number of community foundations nationwide.
 Today, these young and new and emerging institutions are a significant proportion of the total number of community foundations that comprise the field overall. But their asset size is modest: Based on the most current data available, they together represent about 10% of total assets under management by all community foundations nationwide.
  The community foundations established prior to 1990 control the 90% of assets remaining, a factor of institution-building first begun in 1914,  replicated, and then grown nationwide over the course of 75 years. 

The large wedge of assets grown by community foundations prior to 1990 is not proportionately shared among the nearly 400 community foundations that happen to share the circumstance of an earlier start and longevity of effort.  Community foundations located in major metropolitan areas overwhelmingly dominated the field’s geographic pattern of expansion and growth. Include the formation of the 90’s largest institutions in the total and the top 10% of all community foundations (or about 70 institutions ―with assets of $75 million and above) hold 75% of all community foundation assets under management. Clearly, the proliferation of new community foundations during the 90’s is significant but not because of the proportion of new assets they represent to the field.  
What matters is that community foundations established since 1990 helped tip the demographics of the field overwhelmingly toward “small” as the scale most typical of the community foundation enterprise.  The new and emerging institutions in the 90’s added to and swelled the total number of small community foundations nationally, no matter the year of founding. About 562 of the approximate total of 740 community foundations in the U.S. are benchmarked at a level of $25 million or less in assets.  Among community foundations in this category, the base of assets held by individual institutions is significantly smaller; on average, only about $5.6 million per institution. The median of assets held is even smaller:  $2.9 million.
The proportion of assets held among all small community foundations is, then, regardless of the year of their founding, almost directly inverse to their proportion and dominance in constituting over 75% of the industry. Though small community foundations control only about 10% of the total of all community foundation assets, it would be a mistake to assume asset size adequately characterizes the full measure of their value in promoting charitable giving. 
Small community foundations serve communities of place that are exceedingly diverse: Since 1990, over 40% of the new community foundations formed were located in rural areas, most of which today remain small institutions with assets under $25 million.

That is only a part of the story: During this same period, about 54% of the growth of small community foundations occurred in metro areas;
 and of this growth, community foundations were newly established within principle cities for the first time in 61 metro areas ―places such as Boulder, Kokomo, Macon, and Binghampton.
  
The breadth of this expansion and its geographic diversity share in common that the infrastructure for giving was either insufficient or absent to attract and build community philanthropy as an investment in place. Despite that community foundations were historically a phenomenon of major urban areas, the vision took root and it found the opportunity for its growth in geographic communities never before served by the field.  The process took time.  It occurred within a broader geographic context inextricably linked to the unfolding of where and how the market for community foundation services first began, deepened its roots, and then unexpectedly found its transformation and renewal apart from its germination in urban. 
Prior to 1990, metropolitan centers of population, from small to large, with the emphasis on large, have traditionally been the center of the geographic market for the community foundation field.   In the period roughly prior to World War II, the growth in assets among community foundations occurred overwhelming in Major Metropolitan Statistical Areas (using the current definitional standard for MSAs
, a total of about $8.7 billion during that time period. The growth in assets among medium and small MSAs was considerably less, a combined total of $1.9 billion, with Medium MSAs capturing the lion’s share ―or $1.7 billion of this total.  Accumulation of assets by new community foundations in geographic areas defined as “Rural”
  was only about $75 million during the same time period.  Population density became a key indicator of market potential for a community foundation’s success and the service area of individual community foundations self-defined by this measure.  
Post-War World II, new growth slowed in assets held by community foundations in metro areas but the growth continued on the same general trajectory as in the pre-World War II years, the majority of growth confined to community foundations within metro areas with Major MSAs again seizing the lead. But during this same time period, growth in assets in rural community foundations increased dramatically; statewide community foundations and community foundations not inclusive to MSAs ―  “outlying” community foundations― began to emerge. 
By the end of the ‘80’s, growth in assets held by community foundations based in and serving rural areas ―statewide, regional, and “outlying” ―became a permanent fixture of the field and challenged, if not transformed  the traditional view, that the market for community foundation services was solely metropolitan.  These emerging institutions took a variety of new forms, pioneered new markets and attracted and grew new giving among not just wealthy donors but donors whose lower net worth was then and is now increasingly become an object of pursuit within organized philanthropy more broadly.
Today, small community foundations ―those whose assets are $25 million are less― represent 75% of the institutions that make up the field.  They hold 10% of all community foundation assets under management. They exist in 44 out of 50 states, in geographic markets broadly writ among a base of donors for whom giving is not yet fully pronounced.   The issues that most threaten their future growth and sustainability are issues of capacity and the lack of it.  All community foundations depend on fees and unrestricted sources of revenue for operational expenses but in the early formation stages of community foundations, donor restrictions on either income or assets, coupled with the nature of the asset, creates risk, expense and often demands for service or capacity that exceed what can be managed with quality or is operationally possible. As one article observes regarding nonprofit infrastructure, “Assets, assets everywhere, and we can’t make our payroll this week.” 

Small community foundations need economies of scale that are more fully supportable. Aspirations to be small and act big are fraught with risk, for the institution and for the field. Much emphasis has been given to what the field promulgates as standards for performance and operating practices of individual institutions. Yet the National Standards for Community Foundations may, in the end, only serve to emphasize how deep the fault line really is that divides small institutions from the large to mid-size in their capacity to measure up.    

Large community foundations―$75 million and above in assets ―and, to a lesser extent, mid-size community foundations―$26-$75 million in assets― by substance and degree, face a different set of challenges than do small community foundations. What is keeping many of them awake at night are issues of how to better position themselves to compete within geographic markets often saturated with competitors; how to expand into virtual markets that leap beyond the bounds imposed by geography; how to protect the positioning of donor-advised funds as the major product and source of their earnings and revenue; and how to fend off regulation seen as adverse to the field and the economic self-interests of the  stakeholders that hold most of the field’s chips.   
The issues of small community foundations are not the drivers for prioritizing investment in the future of the field. Metaphorically speaking, if the community foundation field were an apple, and the institutions were peeled off that in majority populate the industry, all that would be left of the fruit is a comparatively small but potent core of large community foundations that control the majority of the field’s assets, located in the country’s largest metropolitan areas, serving geographic communities that, by comparison, represent a rather embarrassment of riches. Yet, the nation’s largest community foundations are being perceived for the community foundation field, themselves as the whole nature of the apple and overwhelmingly dominate with their leadership and priorities the shaping of the future of the field as a field, a burden no doubt unselfishly and altruistically born. But the current trajectory of noblesse oblige upon which the direct benefit to small community foundations depends does not adequately ensure small community foundations be given or receive program priority or financial investment sufficient or  proportionate to their number in constituting, as small community foundations, the majority of the industry. 
To change the assumptions guiding investment in the field, a full display of the field’s demographics is needed. This would help make more readily transparent and serve as a tool to better assess any case that claims the fact or potential of broad equity of result, for the field as a field.  Despite their “warts” and there are many, small community foundations are critical to the future of the field, if only because what they do and how they do it reflects heavily on all that carry the community foundation brand. While there is unanimity among large community foundations on this point, the translation of what to do about it is guided by the perception of the field as being mostly one dimensional.  
For example, small community foundations are mustering locally-controlled assets and building donor investment within and across geographic markets never before thought possible. The small community foundations that serve these markets traditionally provide a high level of localized services requiring meet-and-greet-and-serve that demands an operational capacity inclusive of staffing and an array of systems and tools for which there are no substitutes. 
Alternatively, a high priority advocated for the field is going virtual in order to expand the field’s markets for donor services and up the ante on transactional efficiencies. On that measure, attention to geography is of little consequence but capacity or the lack of it is an access divide. This direction and its emphasis is not by default:  Among large community foundations, traditional metropolitan service areas are largely inundated with new and old competitors. Geographic expansion into new territory from regional to statewide level has probably run it course.  Expansion and growth of the field’s largest institution has been fueled by casting nets into territories that include new geographic places.  The downside to this approach is that it also means competition is becoming finite for donors within the geographic market. Going virtual is thus a powerful alternative and of compelling interest to especially the field’s larger institutions. 
While it is true small community foundations may deeply aspire to ride these coat tails, the assumptions upon which participation is predicated require infrastructure and capacity small community foundations are often unlikely to possess. Whether it’s the software, hardware, staffing, training, or dollars, the result is the same: if you don’t have the price of admission, the Merrill Lynch Charitable Fund, National Marketing Action Team materials, technology and web-based tools and other such strategies become functionally limited to an audience of mostly high end users.      
Of strategic importance to guiding investment in small community foundations is that these institutions do and must acknowledge geography and communities of place as a precondition of their own success. The scale of their enterprise and the context of their philanthropy flavor what also makes them unique within the field. The solutions with which to address the needs of small community foundations may be comparatively low tech but their need to be innovative has introduced a level of entrepreneurship that bear important seeds toward the field’s transformation. They are catalysts for development of assets that go beyond the field’s traditional definition. Evidence of this already exists. 
The Nebraska Community Foundation is advancing a “comeback/give back” campaign within the framework of serving as a 501(c)(3) affiliated fund and providing fund management for communities in Nebraska statewide. The dollars are being orchestrated toward reinvestment in communities for whom economic decline is a major challenge. The Arkansas Community Foundation has a structure of 20 affiliates in as many counties statewide and growing, in places historically without infrastructure with which to promote philanthropy.  There are examples of community foundations outside of major metropolitan areas that serve broad geographic regions that position themselves as the “mother ship” from which to launch sub-regional or local funds. The Parkersburg Area Community Foundation is a catalyst for change in an overwhelming rural state. We don’t know as a field nearly enough about these and others approaches that challenge the some of the aspects of the conventional business model that is being promulgated for the field.  But it is important that we do: small community foundations help stimulate abundance in places for which scarcity is endemic but opportunity is high. 
There is urgency and now, in this era, an issue of timing: The window of opportunity is probably of short duration to set some course correction for the field. Few would argue that community foundations aren’t being re-invented in response to the challenges of the times. But it is the small community foundations that are especially vulnerable as the industry restructures for this century. Large community foundations know this: The steady creep of issues associated with small foundation capacity and sustainability occupy more than a little concern among those entities that are far better financed to manage in times of uncertainty. The large institutions, by definition, have captured endowments sufficient to ensure that their concerns for the future do not include ceasing to exist. 
What does deeply concern them is the vulnerability of the field to charges of excess, abuse, and incompetence. The fear of taint is high just now, no matter the source of its origins and the public policy consequences of increased regulation especially laden the air. Waving the flag of National Standards is the field’s most visible means of defense. But a catch-22 is in the making: More community foundations may be eventually fenced out then are being fenced in by the National Standards if the issue of building capacity among small community foundation is not given more proportionate and serious dollar investment.  The difference between “what is” and “what should be” won’t be accomplished in fact by putting a good face forward. The emperor will have no clothes if only the larger foundations can accomplish the appearance and substance of the standard’s attainment. 
The field’s larger community foundations have a stake in investing in the success of their smaller counterparts in the ways that now only private foundations are being asked to do.   Until the benefit to the small as a concern of the large measures up, brick by brick, on the scale of capacity-building,  putting investment, donors and dollars on the table, helping to mentor, network, and provide direct support, the small institutions that populate their state, the community foundation field may become, practically speaking, a club whose chief characteristic is the exclusivity of its membership. Assuming that small community foundations are only emerging versions of their larger counterparts may also carry with it serious if unintended consequences. Expecting the large and mid size community foundations to wholly carry the water for the future of the field has it limitations: Here’s why:  

In the community foundation world, asset size drives the revenue model for sustainability. The goal of the ascent is an endowment large enough to produce earnings and interest to pay annual operating expenses, and the artesian well for unrestricted grantmaking. The conventional wisdom is that the most effective path to this goal, is to be donor-centric and offer an array of donor-advised products and services customized to individual donors. These services are marketed principally through a strategy of wholesaling to professional advisors (accountants, attorneys, financial services providers, etc.) as a new item in an advisor’s retail menu of direct services to clients. The pitch is that community foundations offer a unique array of charitable options for giving of benefit to clients—which have tax incentives attractive to clients, too.  

The cost/benefits of being donor-driven, although expensive, are promoted as best practices.  But the approach is suspect. A recent study among community foundations (none with assets less that $190 million) suggests that the cost of delivering customized services often exceeds the fees and income being generated. Add to these revelations the recent number of highly public cases of donor-control gone amuck, and the uncertainty about the business model is palpable. Yet even so, the higher short- term cost is thought to be arguably out-weighed by the gift potential in the longer term. The ultimate test of value-loading at the front-end is that the donor will move up the relationship continuum with the community foundation. As confidence and trust grow over time, the donor will make an investment commensurate with financial capacity, keeping pace with the deepening of the relationship.   

Community foundations incarnate as donor-centric models are labor and capital intensive.  Deeply ingrained in the enterprise of building community foundations, these twin features of the revenue model are now especially problematic, given growing competition, a tight economy, and the “commodization” of donor-advised funds. The for-profit financial services industry has entered like a tsunami into the charitable services marketplace changing it irrevocably, an effect dramatically emphasized in these changed economic circumstances. 

The success of the private sector in the bid to win market share of charitable “checking” is, in majority, the result of companies leveraging existing tools for new uses. Human and technological infrastructure on an international and national scale has long existed among financial services providers. These companies do, with great precision, routinely perform and track millions of daily transactions, marrying the eccentricities of individuals with the products that fit their clients’ eccentricities. 

It is a higher math and virtual community and marketplace to which the nation’s larger community foundations aspire. But these institutions don’t currently have the technology or the infrastructure.  The associated research and development costs are more than the traffic can bear through the conventional means of self-financing by individual institutions. New forms of syndication and partnership among the larger community foundations, private foundations, and the major trade and grantmaking associations are inclusive of matchmaking nationwide with private sector partners.  
The forging of these new alliances—super-regional and national— is in majority unique and unprecedented in the history and business of philanthropy. The major community foundation players are organized and in hot pursuit of the capability to offer donors the products, convenience, and transactional equivalence that mirrors the high-octane, seamless approach offered by for-profit financial services providers. The market for the larger institutions has also changed irrevocably:  The growth of new community foundations in geographic centers of population have probably “maxed” out. The community foundations thus “land-locked” to metropolitan and/or urban areas, have limited options to expand their markets ―and virtual markets unbound geography. Envision giving at the speed of thought, coutured by Madison Avenue; add the competitive value to that already uniquely claimed, grantmaking anywhere and anytime, donor services anywhere and anytime, and we have a formula for all community foundations of the 21st Century—or do we?  

The aggressive push toward these transformations is being led almost single-mindedly, disciplined to the language and principle of preserving and protecting the interests of the field as a whole. Forces external to community foundations are a major catalyst toward building a more unified movement among seemingly like-institutions. This move to unity is heartily embraced by many of the country’s most visible and influential community foundations and by the trade associations that collect their dues. Private foundations are making major investments to promote a version of capacity building among community foundations presumably for the good of the field as a whole.  But the trend is predicated on a vision of sameness that subdues the importance of  different needs and does not adequately acknowledge that there is a tension of competing self-interests at work that is wholly internal to the field. Toward that end, acknowledgement of differences is not a particularly attractive enterprise or inviting enterprise. There are seeds of unpleasantness among these issues. 

Our embrace of solidarity as a field is externally strategic and comes easily. We are people of good will. The language of common cause is symbolically important to the constituency of professionals deeply engaged in the free-form style of apprenticeship and the trade associations that professional staff uses to learn and further their craft. But it is otherwise disingenuous to assume the self-interests of the community foundations that represent the lion’s share of assets within the field advance wholly the same self-interests as those shared among the vast number of institutions that, by the measure of assets, are significantly smaller and whose capacity issues are quite different. Asset size does matter when it comes to issues of operational choice and capacity among community foundations, no matter the institution. But the revenue model needed to fully support sustainability may be quite different among community foundations, depending on whose reflection is shown in the mirror.         

The march toward sameness is reinforced by its own architecture: The National Standards for Community Foundations are promulgated as a means for the field to self-regulate and create standards of excellence and accountability for performance. Branding among community foundations has subordinated, for the sake of homogeneity, differences among community foundations in order to cultivate and assure in the public’s perception an aura of consistency and reliability. But the reality is that the perception of the field as a field is from the perspective of community foundations for whom being small has ceased to be an issue.  Building the National Standards provides a tent for the field but not much else in terms of how the capacity of especially small community foundations are to be transformed and enabled as worthy of the brand. Were ensuring the full breadth of the field’s future its object, there would be greater balance and equity in spreading the desserts of capital investment to strategically include a far larger share of small entities.  
The issue of equity extends to those communities served by small institutions. Community foundations have been highly valued for the flexibility of their infrastructure that is their chief characteristic—an umbrella accommodating to many different donors and many forms of funds.  Community foundations have extended philanthropy into new places and among many new faces.  The proliferation has been spurred on in the last decade, driven in part by the opportunity and enthusiasm for extending the reach of organized philanthropy into uncharted territory, especially in rural and underserved areas. Community foundations became a boulevard to donors and communities of place that had never participated —or if they had participated, had done so modestly, a gift given serendipitously through diverse means.  In rural areas, charitable assets have historically migrated to where the infrastructure for giving existed, invariably somewhere else and whose genesis was invariably urban.  

This issue could become a crucible for the field. In hindsight and from the perspective of the field’s larger entities, community foundations have come to a place of reckoning: too much of a good thing is quite possibly bad, i.e., philanthropy poorly done is worse than no philanthropy at all.  It is surprisingly easy to declare and make claim to community foundation status.  That which can be easily claimed may also be easily misrepresented, mismanaged, or misappropriated.  Others, whose efforts are, by comparison, sophisticated and professionally managed, are painted unfairly with the deficiencies that arise from unbridled entrepreneurship. National Standards are the field’s moat with which to fend off the taint of those who aspire, but poorly. The naked disdain of the large toward the small and occasionally inept is, at worse, as “rogues”; and, at best, as the symphathetcically forgiven. Acknowledged and embraced—but gingerly—small community foundations are passengers sometimes carried uncomfortably along by the field given their place of significance (some would say insignificance) on the ascent to assets. 

In the economy of scale in the community foundation world, small is therefore not beautiful.   It is not just a problem for the larger entities.  Small community foundations are trying to hitch their wagons to the stars in the industry, in order to benefit from the trickle down of programmatic investments intended to serve the field as a whole. It is an uncomfortable stretch and at present levels of benefit, the cynicism of the small may outrun their hope of affirmation that all that is promised will come to fruition. Can the field afford their erosion of confidence and ultimate defection? 
The skills and knowledge required to serve donors well and be effective grantmakers, among community foundations, is high-end work and the push is on to make it yet higher. But reality needs to catch up with the fact that the alumni of the small community foundation sector and its recent Class of  ’90’s graduates are never going to become poster children  for the “new-new” measure of conventional wisdom guiding the field’s re-positioning for the 21st Century. This could mean repositioning of the field that in effect, leaves the majority of the field’s constituents on the outskirts and abandons a market for community philanthropy that is demonstrating enormous potential. At the same time, the community foundation industry may be at a tipping point, driven by economies of scale that only the mega institutions can afford or sustain.  

What then, is a small community foundation to do?  The assumption is that a minimum asset size and base of population is required to succeed as a community foundation.  Failing that, the question being formed but not yet fully ventured is “Do small community foundations really deserve to be?”  The issue of consolidation and merger is becoming more attractive daily.  But no one is asking when is “big” big enough?  When does “big” become transformative in its value to the sector beyond the factor of its singular dominance?  Can larger community foundations have a role and responsibility to accomplish at the state level more on behalf of the future of the field as it exists in its own backyard?  Can such an approach be implicit in its recognition that small, independent institutions have a role and value unique to their geographic positioning; and that their existence is of strategic importance to building a statewide vision and constituency for community philanthropy that is the hallmark of the community foundation brand? 
The smaller institutions that make up the majority of the field need allies. Large community foundations have a stake in investing in the success of their smaller counterparts in the ways that only private foundations are being asked to do. The country’s largest community foundations have the capacity to support small community foundations succeed in the ways that deeply matter: with their capital, both for regranting and operational expenses; in mentoring and encouraging networking and peer learning, in identifying, referring, and cultivating donors; investing in organizational capacity; helping them to bridge into and tap professional advisor networks, leverage communications tools and experience, and beef up the support that regional associations of grantmakers are providing to small community foundations as members. Unworkable? Unorthodox?  Too ―well, contradictory to the impulse to compete? In states where there are few or no private foundations that make this commitment, the leadership of the state’s largest community foundations toward these purpose is critical.          

Some of the issues which prompted the creation of new community foundations in especially rural and under-served communities relate to capital flight, under-investment, and lack of funding, and the perception that assets—dollar or otherwise—don’t exist  sufficiently to warrant, time, attention, or priority worthy of concerted effort.  To the extent a state’s larger community foundations are in the hinterlands, it isn’t in order to invest in and build capacity of sister institutions as a commitment to the field or investment in underserved or rural communities. Cherry-picking is the historical norm and mentality. The hinterlands don’t command much respect or energy on the scale of potential in competing for new donors or serving geographic places beyond the beltways.  Gratefully, there are exceptions but not nearly enough of them. The brave new world of donor-advised funds has been unleashed. Community foundations find themselves as a sector in the bid to attract and sustain donors among unprecedented competitors, nonprofit and for-profit alike.  This is an issue of leadership in the field for the sector.  

The race is on and despite the rally to herd, disaggregation among community foundations is likely to happen by default, as institutional self-interests more clearly diverge along a fault line dividing big from small—one consequence of promulgating a community foundation model that requires a large minimum base of assets to succeed and a market place transformed by the diminution of geography and place as important.  The transfer of wealth that has touched off a virus of excitement in philanthropic circles will likely mean, yet again, capital flight from places that could benefit enormously from what is being forever lost. Significant investment from among public and private sources is seriously lacking to build and strengthen the infrastructure of small community foundations that serve communities of place, places often rural and often neglected, in at least 44 of our 50 states.  We should as a field pause and think about that.

The field’s trade associations are an obvious forum. The Council of Foundations (COF) captures within its current membership the majority of large- to mid-size community foundations and about half of the small entities that exist. As constituents of the Council, the strength of small community foundations lies in the extent to which they constitute COF’s membership from the field, rather than the amount of dues they contribute ―on that score, influence goes in the other direction and some members are clearly more equal than others. But the larger policy environment may actually work in favor of small community foundations getting more of the support that is demanded. There is plenty of progress to be made: Small community foundations need to differentiate their revenue model, identify new sources of revenue appropriate to their context and positioning; and identify the full range of options for sustainability, including the blend of roles, products, and services that are within and achieve appropriate economies of scale. 
What the field is advancing and investing in as the road to growth isn’t likely to solve the capital and capacity problems of smaller community foundations. Some of that investment must be directly in the institutions themselves that serve as a real time community foundation classroom for exploring specific issues and if we are to build a policy framework that advances their success with some measure of appropriate public support. We need to know far more about revenue streams, operational capacity, and how leadership, convening, and public and private partnerships—affiliations, collaborations, and program initiatives— have helped and can help small community foundations find their market and hone their niche in communities of place that have much to gain if they are successful..  

Current research and development associated with issues of ratcheting up operational capacity and building revenue from among donor advised funds may justifiably focus on macro systems relative to the proportionately small number of community foundations that control the majority of assets for the field. But small community foundations have unique value in their role of helping communities to mix, match, and leverage new resources and capacity, often many times over the their own asset value. This role and service of leadership may be fertile ground from which to attract new and unprecedented investments among public and private stakeholders alike—to grow and better position small institutions for the long haul, consistent with the vision that the National Standards articulate for the field. We do not know fully what niche small community foundations are best positioned to serve in the field on behalf of the field; nor do we understand the options and/or the opportunities that could help create and actualize such a vision.    

The pace and speed of restructuring within the charitable giving industry overall may ultimately negate the good things that are happening for the field if there is not more attention given to the fundamental proposition that the vast majority of community foundations are small and emerging and are unlikely to ever grow up to be the mega institutions that lie at the other end of the field’s spectrum. The failure to explicitly acknowledge that reality within the field as a whole is a missed opportunity— because charitable endowment grown to invest in these far-flung and diverse communities is an imperative if we are to create the just and caring society that leaders of community foundations can all agree is philanthropy’s ultimate objective. 

� Data compiled from a database on community foundations researched by L&M Associates


� Community foundation data sources include: The Council on Foundations; The Columbus Foundation 2002 Survey of Community Foundations; The Florida Philanthropic Network; The Foundation Center; Norfolk Foundation’s Virginia Community Foundation listing; The Southeastern Council of Foundations; and Guidestar. 


� One medium-sized community foundation formed during this period is rural-based, in Hilton Head, SC.


� Based on the most recent June 2003 declaration by Office of Management and Budget (OMB) and the Census Bureau of what constitutes the nation’s metro areas. The general concept of a metropolitan statistical area is that of a core area containing a substantial nucleus of population, together with adjacent communities having a high degree of social and economic integration, including patterns of commuting, within that core. The OMB defines metropolitan statistical areas for purposes of collecting, tabulating, and publishing Federal data


� Large and medium size community foundations were also formed for the first time in principle cities of metro area in places such as Tulsa, Nashville, Orlando, Tampa, and Colorado Springs.  


� Large MSA = Areas greater than 900,000 in population ― a total of 50 Large MSAs in the U.S


   Medium MSA = Areas of population 300,000 to 900,000 ― a total of 100 Medium MSAs in the U.S.


   Small MSA = Areas of population 50,000 to 300,000―a total of 212 Small MSAs in the U.S.





� Rural = a county not designated within a MSA area ―a total of 2,048 counties or 17% of U.S. population


� Clara Williams, “Hidden in Plain Sight: Understanding Nonprofit Capital Structure,” The Nonprofit Quarterly 10 (Spring 2003): 16-23.
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