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Executive Summary 

Although funding is a pressing concern for nonprofit organizations across the 

United States, detailed information about how dollars flow within the sector is hard 

to come by. For example, are there distinct patterns to the ways in which nonprofit 

organizations are funded? If the answer to this question is “yes,” those patterns 

could provide important “guideposts” for similar organizations planning their fund-

development strategies.  

To begin answering this question, the Bridgespan Group researched the funding 

for three samples of nonprofit organizations using Form 990 returns, 

complemented by company-specific reports and personal interviews. Our initial 

sample was drawn from the largest organizations in a variety of fields. The goal 

here was to explore whether there were patterns among large, financially 

sustainable nonprofits. We then focused on organizations from two of those 

fields—youth services and environmental advocacy—so that we could compare 

the funding of similar organizations of different sizes. In each case, we relied on 

the National Taxonomy of Exempt Entities (NTEE) classification system to 

populate the sample.*

                                                      

* The National Taxonomy of Exempt Entities was developed by the National Center of Charitable 

Statistics to facilitate the collection and analysis of data from tax-exempt nonprofit 

organizations. The NTEE classification system divides the broad universe of nonprofit 

organizations into 26 major groupings (such as health, education, and youth services), which 

are further subdivided by specific activity areas (such as advocacy and service provider). For 

simplicity, we have used the term “field” to describe these classes throughout the paper. 

Key findings include: 

1. The largest organizations tend to rely on a single type of funding for the 

majority of their revenue, rather than having a balanced mix from a variety 

of funders. Among youth services and environmental advocacy 

organizations, there are distinct transition points across a spectrum of 
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revenue sizes where organizations move from heterogeneous to single-

type funding.  

2. Among the largest organizations, the kind of work an organization does 

influences, but does not dictate, the identity of its dominant funding type.  

3. In the fields we selected for in-depth analysis—youth services and 

environmental advocacy—growth to a significant size is extremely rare, 

and the largest organizations control most of the resources.  

4. In youth services and environmental advocacy, there seem to be transition 

points in the typical funding mix used by organizations of different sizes, 

suggesting that the size of an organization influences its dominant funding 

type. 

• In environmental advocacy, foundations and individuals provide most of 

the funding, and the funding composition of the top 50 organizations is 

stable over time.  

• In youth services, government funding is a more significant part of the 

funding mix for larger organizations—apart from the organizations above 

$100 million, which tend to rely on individual funding.  

• In both youth services and environmental advocacy, foundation funding 

is an important type of funding for small organizations (less than $1 

million), but it becomes a small part of the funding mix for large 

organizations (greater than $10-25 million). 

Our research raises several important questions. Chief among them: How much 

does an organization’s field influence the types of funding available to it? What is 

the role of foundations in transitioning grantees onto other funding types? What are 

the potential benefits of partnership with a larger organization? And, finally, how 

important is an organization’s brand when it comes to accessing certain types of 

funding?  
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How Did We Come To This Research? 

The Bridgespan Group is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization that provides strategy 

consulting services to nonprofit organizations and foundations. We also have an 

active knowledge sharing strategy, which includes conducting additional research 

to complement what we learn from our consulting engagements. We share the 

resulting knowledge with the broader nonprofit community.  

Over the last three years, we have helped nonprofit organizations develop and 

implement strategies for deepening and broadening their impact on society. In 

doing so, the question of funding has always been a concern; yet we have found 

that while many organizations exist to help execute funding campaigns, there is 

little guidance or information available to help nonprofit leaders think strategically 

about fund development.  

It has become clear to us that nonprofit organizations would value guideposts to 

direct their fund development strategies. One key guidepost would be in-depth 

knowledge of “typical funding patterns” for organizations engaged in similar 

activities. (Smaller organizations planning to grow, for example, could draw on the 

experience of larger peers to inform their own funding options.) There is an 

apparent absence of this kind of information in a readily accessible and sufficiently 

detailed format. 

This project is a preliminary exploration of how funding patterns are related to the 

size of organizations, with a focus on youth services and environmental advocacy 

(two fields with which Bridgespan has been particularly involved).  
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Funding Patterns: The Data Dilemma 

There is a significant amount of information available about funding sources, 

including: trends in funding patterns over time;1, 2, 3, 4 comparisons of patterns 

between different fields;5, 6 international patterns;7 and patterns in the largest 

organizations.8 However, this information is typically presented in the form of 

averages and does not include details of how funding differs among organizations 

of different sizes within the same field. As a result, the data is of limited utility for 

individual organizations seeking guideposts for their fund development strategies.  

There are two main reasons for this gap: first, the absence of widely accepted 

mechanisms for sorting nonprofits into fields; and second, the rules for reporting 

revenue sources to the IRS.9 For example, the IRS Form 990, required of all 

charitable organizations larger than $25,000, does not separate corporate, 

foundation, and individual donations. Instead, it includes them all under “public 

support.”10   

More granular information about funding patterns is likely to help nonprofit 

organizations plan realistic growth and fund development strategies. Our 

experience working with foundations on their grant-making strategies suggests that 

such information would also be valuable for funders trying to maximize the impact 

of the dollars they spend in particular domains. More detailed information could 

also shed light on the flow of funds in the nonprofit sector, and suggest how this 

flow of funds affects the activities and behavior of nonprofit organizations.2, 11  
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Initial Questions  

For the largest organizations: 

• Are the sources of funding for large, financially sustainable nonprofit 

organizations idiosyncratic, or are there predictable patterns based on the 

characteristics of the organizations. Specifically, do particular fields attract 

certain types of funding? 

For youth services and environmental advocacy organizations:  

• How common is it for organizations engaged in these activities to achieve 

significant scale? 

• What are their dominant types of funding and how do these differ among 

organizations of different sizes?  

Research Methods and Sources of Data 

Analysis of large organizations 

We focused on seven categories of nonprofits that are representative of 

Bridgespan’s clients (Figure A), and identified the top 10 organizations in each field 

using the Nonprofit Times Top 100 database7 and the National Center for 

Charitable Statistics (NCCS) database of Form 990 returns.12 (See Appendix A for 

a list of these organizations.) Of these, we selected a sample of 30 organizations 

and used interviews and company-specific reports to categorize their annual 

funding into six types of funding: individuals, corporate, foundation, investments, 

private fee for service, and government (Figure B). 
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Environmental advocacy and youth services organizations 

We defined “environmental advocacy” and “youth service” using National 

Taxonomy of Exempt Entities (NTEE) classifications13 (see Appendix B for details), 

and then used the NCCS database to map how many of the organizations in each 

field fell into specific revenue classes and what proportion of total funding each of 

those classes accounted for. We then selected a sample of organizations from 

each revenue class (see Appendix C for a list of the sample organizations) and 

sorted the funding for this sample into the six funding types using interviews, 

annual reports, and public data.14   
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Key Findings 

1) The largest organizations tend to rely on a single type of funding 
for the majority of their revenue, rather than having a balanced mix 
from a variety of funders. Among youth services and environmental 
advocacy organizations, there are distinct transition points across a 
spectrum of revenue sizes where organizations move from 
heterogeneous to single-type funding 

We selected 30 organizations as a sample of the largest organizations across the 

nonprofit sector. Of these, 27 relied on a single type of funding for more than 50% 

of their revenues (Figure 1a). On average, that source accounted for 78% of 

revenues. This pattern suggests that focus on a single funding type is important for 

an organization that wants to grow to significant scale. Organizations are unlikely 

to achieve significant scale with a balanced mix of government, corporate, 

individual, and foundation funding. This finding is supported by our analysis of 

environmental advocacy and youth services organizations; environmental 

advocacy organizations above $10 million are likely to have a dominant funding 

source (Figure 1b), as are youth services organizations larger than $3 million 

(Figure 1c).  
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Figure 1a: Of the 30 large organizations we studied, 27 rely on one type of 
funding for more than half of their revenue

Sources: NPT 100, NCCS database, annual reports, Forms 990, and organization interviews

  



 

10

0

20

40

60

80

100%

Percent of nonprofits from sample of large organizations
receiving more than 50% of revenue from source (2001)

Human
Service,
Youth

P
ri
va

te
fe

e
fo

r
se

rv
ic

e
In

d
iv

id
u
al

s

N=4

Human
Service,
Disabled

and Elderly

G
o
ve

rn
m

en
t

fe
e

fo
r

se
rv

ic
e

In
d
iv

id
u
al

s

N=4

Environ-
mental,

Advocacy

P
ri
v
at

e
fe

e
fo

r
se

rv
ic

e
In

d
iv

id
u
a
ls

N=5

Environ-
mental,
Asset

Stewards

In
d
iv

id
u
a
ls

N
o

d
o
m

in
a
n
t

so
u
rc

e

N=5

Economic,
Service

Providers

P
ri
va

te
fe

e
fo

r
se

rv
ic

e
G

ov
er

n
m

e
n
t

fe
e

fo
r

se
rv

ic
e

N=5

Human
Service,

Multi
Service

G
o
ve

rn
m

en
t

fe
e

fo
r

se
rv

ic
e

N
o

d
o
m

in
an

t
so

u
rc

e

N=4

Human
Service,
Product

Providers

C
o
rp

o
ra

te
Pr

iv
at

e
fe

e
fo

r
se

rv
ic

e

N=3

Figure 2: An organization’s field appears to inform but not dictate its 
dominant funding source

Sources: NPT 100, NCCS database, annual reports, Forms 990, and organization interviews

2) Among the largest organizations, the kind of work an organization 
does influences, but does not dictate, the identity of its dominant 
funding type. 

In dividing the sample organizations into fields, we used their NTEE classification. 

Each combination included only a few organizations; however, the results suggest 

that there may be one or two “most likely” funding types (Figure 2); none of the 

organizations were completely dominated by a single funding type. This finding 

suggests that studying the funding types used by the largest organizations can 

provide other nonprofits with a guide to the “menu options” they have in growing to 

significant scale. For example it may be that private and government fee-for-

service are the best options for organizations trying to achieve significant scale in 

the economic service provider field.   
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advocacy organizations have revenues less than $1M, but the larger 
organizations control the majority of the funding 

By Number of Organizations By Revenue

3) In the areas we selected for in-depth analysis—youth services and 
environmental advocacy—growth to a significant size is extremely 
rare, and the largest organizations control most of the resources. 

The vast majority of organizations in both youth services and environmental 

advocacy have revenues of less than $1 million (Figure 3a), and a small number of 

large organizations receive the majority of funding (Figure 3b). For example in 

youth services, about 400 organizations (2% of the total number) control 50% of 

the resources. This is significant in the context of this research because it suggests 

that it is exceptional for organizations in these categories to reach significant scale. 

This finding serves to highlight the need for a purposeful approach to fund 

development for organizations that are trying to grow to scale. 
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4) Among youth services and environmental advocacy nonprofits, 
there seem to be transition points in the typical funding mix used by 
organizations of different sizes, suggesting that the size of an 
organization influences its dominant funding type. 

• In environmental advocacy, individuals and foundations provide most 

of the funding, and the composition of the top 50 organizations is 

stable over time.  

The dominance of individual and foundation funding in this field (Figures 4a and 

4b) is not surprising given the role of these organizations in delivering public 

benefits, and their often adversarial position with governments and corporations. 

We also found that the 50 largest environmental advocacy organizations (greater 

than $11 million in 2001) receive about 60% of total funding in the field, and they 

make up a stable group. (Also, 60% of the top 50 largest organizations in 2001 

were also in the top 50 in 1991.) In environmental advocacy, then, it seems that 

growth to significant scale is likely to be driven by individual contributions. The 

apparent diversity of funding sources in the $3-10 million class is a pattern that 

may warrant further research with a larger sample, since it suggests that 

organizations are diversifying fund development strategies in order to grow at this 

scale.  
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Figure 4a: Average revenue mix for a sample of environmental advocacy 
organizations, by organization budget size range
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Figure 4b: Environmental advocacy organizations hit “funding walls” at 
apparent transitions between different types of funding
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• In youth services, government funding is a more significant part of the 

funding mix for larger organizations—apart from those above $100 

million, which tend to rely on individual funding.  

Youth services organizations have a greater diversity of funding sources than 

environmental advocacy organizations, and funding is generally dominated by 

foundation, government and individual sources (Figures 4c and 4d). The relative 

contribution from government increases with organizational size, and is greatest 

for the $25-100 million size range, when, on average, it accounts for more than 

80% of the revenues for our sample (Figure 4e). However, the largest 

organizations (greater than $100 million) receive little funding from government, 

and tend to rely on individuals (Figure 4f).  

There seem to be a number of differences between the organizations in the $25-

100 million class and those in the largest class, particularly geographic coverage, 

type of service provided, age and level of public name recognition. It is likely that 

these factors have an influence on funding type and also on the ‘optimum’ scale for 

the organization; these factors may be interacting to create this pattern. 
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Figure 4c: Average revenue mix for a sample of youth services 
organizations, by organization budget size range
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Figure 4d: Youth services organizations hit “funding walls” at apparent 
transitions between different types of funding
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Figure 4e: Youth service 
organization’s reliance on 
government funding increases with 
budget size until the $100M mark 
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• Foundations are an important source of funding for small organizations 

(less than $1 million), but this source becomes a small percentage of 

the funding mix for large organizations (greater than $10 million for 

environmental advocacy, and greater than $25 million for youth 

services).  

In both youth services and environmental advocacy, foundation funding as a 

percentage of revenue is lower in larger organizations (Figures 4g and 4h). This 

finding suggests that organizations looking to grow should be considering ways to 

diversify their funding away from foundations over time.  
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Figures 4g-h: Foundations account for a decreasing proportion of total revenue 
as environmental advocacy and youth services organizations get larger 
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Actionable insights for organizations trying to grow to 
scale 

Growth isn’t a “given”: Very few organizations achieve significant scale, so it is 

unlikely that nonprofits will substantially grow revenues without a purposeful 

approach to fund development.  

• Expect to focus with growth: Most large organizations have one type of 

funding providing more than half of their income. This means that as 

nonprofits grow to significant scale, similar focus will be the best strategy—

and investing in the organizational capacity to raise funds from the dominant 

type will likely be necessary. 

• Plan on diversifying away from foundation funding: Foundation funding 

is a smaller part of the funding mix for larger organizations—so in planning a 

growth strategy, identifying and pursuing funding sources to augment current 

foundation monies is likely to be important.  

• Benchmark similar organizations for funding guideposts: There are 

patterns in funding types, and understanding these patterns will help 

nonprofits plan their fund development strategies. Benchmarking similar, 

larger organizations can provide a guide to the menu of available funding 

options. 
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Concluding Ideas and Questions 

Given the small sample size and restricted sector coverage of this study, we can 

not draw broad conclusions from the data. However, the results have sparked a 

number of ideas and questions within the Bridgespan Group, which we would like 

to share here.  

Why are large organizations typically focused on one type of funder?  

Among a diverse sample of 30 large organizations, we found that 90% relied on 

one type of funding for more than half of their revenues. The idea that large 

organizations generally would rely on one funding type to provide the majority of 

their revenue makes sense for two reasons. First, we have also shown that the 

activities in which the organization engages will influence the set of choices 

available, so it would be logical to focus on one of the most suitable funding types. 

Second, there are key management and fund development skill-sets associated 

with each of the funding types, and therefore focusing on and developing expertise 

in a core set of skills would be predicted to provide the best overall return. For 

example, Froelich points out that government agencies are likely to require more 

formalized and standardized documentation, evaluation and accountability than 

other sources of revenue.9  

This finding should not be overstated, since smaller sources beyond the 

organization’s dominant type could be valuable as a source of unrestricted 

operating funding or as a way to hedge against revenue volatility over time. In 

addition, this analysis does not include variation within each funding type; for 

example, individual contributions could encompass a large number of donors of 

different types as well as membership fees and special-events revenue.  

How important is “brand value” in accessing certain types of 
funding? 

This study found that the largest organizations in youth services and environmental 

advocacy tend to be funded predominantly by individual donations and 
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membership. These organizations are generally well established and very well 

known at a national level, which suggests that their public ‘brand value’ is 

important in raising money from individuals. The importance of brand could be 

good or bad news for small to medium-sized organizations that want to grow to a 

large size, depending on what is driving the brand value. If brand value is driven by 

the fact that these organizations are old and well established, then it will be very 

challenging for young organizations to make the leap to substantial individual 

funding. However, the experience of a few of the organizations we’ve observed, 

such as the National Wild Turkey Federation and the Make a Wish Foundation, 

suggest that it is possible to establish a national brand even if you are a relatively 

young organization. Other examples of non-profit and for-profit companies that 

have been able to build their brands quickly in a cost effective manner could also 

be illuminating for nonprofits. 

Given how difficult it is to grow, how much emphasis should smaller 
nonprofits place on working with larger nonprofits? 

We identified a steep decline in the number of organizations as size increases, 

which suggests that growth is very challenging for nonprofits. This suggests that in 

the right circumstances, small to medium-sized organizations may benefit from a 

focus on driving impact through partnerships with larger organizations and 

networks, rather than through organizational growth. This question warrants further 

research. 

How could knowledge about funding patterns help funders maximize 
the impact of their grants? 

We expect that better knowledge about funding patterns in the nonprofit sector will 

benefit foundations and other funders looking to maximize the impact of their 

charitable donations. For example, the preliminary findings in this study highlight 

the fact that foundation contributions decline as a percentage of total funding in 

larger organizations, but are still significant—they increase as an absolute amount. 

How are foundations changing their grant-making strategy for organizations of 

increasing size? Is there a shift away from program support to capacity building? 
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Does capacity-building support help nonprofits develop capability to raise funds in 

a large scale fashion?  

What is the role of individual funding in giving an organization 
political legitimacy, and why are some fields able to attract lots of 
individual funders?  

Individual funding is the dominant model for the largest environmental advocacy 

organizations sampled, and these typically have large membership bases (e.g. 

NRDC, which has more than 500,000 individual members), which means they 

have legitimacy as advocates representing a significant public constituency.2, 9 This 

is not the case for the large youth services organizations, which are individually 

funded but do not have large membership bases. Smaller numbers of individual 

contributors may affect the perception of the organizations’ legitimacy and their 

influence as advocacy organizations. This observation raises two questions: First, 

is it the amount given by individual contributions or the number of individual 

contributors that drives political legitimacy? Our hypothesis would be the latter. 

Second, how important is an organization’s field in constraining the available 

funding options? Could a youth services organization ever achieve a membership 

base similar to that of an environmental advocacy organization and benefit from 

the clout such a base would give them? 

How do funding types influence the activities and operations of 
nonprofit organizations? 

Better knowledge of funding patterns is likely to provide interesting insights into the 

operation of the nonprofit sector, because funding type influences the activities and 

operation of nonprofit organizations.9 For example, organizations relying on 

foundations to provide most of their funding may be more vulnerable to “goal 

displacement” or “mission drift,” as they adapt programs to match foundation 

priorities. Government-funded organizations, for their part, tend to be much more 

restricted in the use of their funds.9 All funding sources influence activities and 

operations in one way or another, so gaining a better understanding of the flow of 

these sources is an important objective. 
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What are the limits to using benchmarks or “typical patterns” of 
funding as guideposts for organizations planning fund development 
strategies? 

Variables that will influence both funding patterns and “optimum” size (e.g., age of 

organization, geographic coverage, detailed activities, and affiliate or non-affiliate 

structure) exist within every nonprofit category. As a result, it may be possible to 

define important sub-categories within any particular one. An example of this is in 

youth services, where it seems that the $25-100 million group differs from the 

greater than $100 million group (younger, regional rather than national, different 

types of services delivered). These differences are likely to affect the optimum size 

and appropriate funding types—and probably explain the pattern in government 

and individual funding in these two size groups. The definition of field, then, is 

critical for organizations looking to benchmark similar organizations—the greater 

degree of similarity in these other variables, the better. 

What questions do these findings raise for further research? 

Expanding the sample sizes and fields covered in this research could be a useful 

approach for further research aimed at providing guideposts for nonprofit 

organizations and funders. One key challenge is balancing the level of detail in the 

definition of fields, to ensure that organizations are able to compare like with like 

(by controlling geography, activity, age), without creating a never-ending list. It is 

also likely that an analysis of “growth stories” from organizations that have been 

able to achieve significant growth will provide some more generalize-able insights 

into effective fund development strategies and the characteristics of nonprofits that 

are able to achieve significant growth.  
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Appendix A: Largest nonprofit organizations by field 
The names of organizations that were included in our sample are bolded. 

 

Human Services  
Multi-Service 

Human Service 
Disabled/Elderly 

Human Services  
Youth Focused 

Human Services  
Product Providers 

• Lutheran Services in 
America-$3.6B 

• Catholic Charities USA-
$2.6B 

• Salvation Army-$2.3B 
• Volunteers of 

America-$592M 
• Jewish Board of 

Family and Children’s 
Services-$97M 

• Community Renewal 
Team of Greater 
Hartford-$52M 

• Council for Economic 
Opportunities-$44M 

• Community Teamwork, 
Inc.-$39M 

• Barron Area 
Community Center-
$36M 

• Telamon Corporation-
$33M 

• Elwyn-$184M 
• The Macom-Oakland  

Regional Center, Inc.-
$141M 

• Vinfen-$141M 
• Special Olympics-

$64M 
• Western Area 

Reserve Agency on 
Ageing-$57M 

• Cincinnati Area Senior 
Services-$39M 

• Bethany Christian 
Services-$32M 

• Barber Center-$31M 
• Guide Dogs for the 

Blind, Inc.-$28M 
• Braille Institute-$25M 

• YMCA of the USA-
$4.1B 

• Boys & Girls Clubs of 
America-$997M 

• Boy Scouts of America-
$727M 

• Girl Scouts of the USA-
$680M 

• YWCA of the USA-
$645M 

• Big Brothers Big 
Sisters of America-
$205M 

• Girls Incorporated-
$176M 

• Girls and Boys Town-
$158M 

• Make-A-Wish 
Foundation of America-
$130M 

• Covenant House-
$118M 

• American Red Cross-
$2.7B 

• America’s Second 
Harvest-$420M 

• Gifts In Kind 
International-$416M 

• Habitat for Humanity 
International-$206M 

Environmental 
Asset Steward 

Environmental 
Advocacy 

Economic 
Service Provider 

Education 
 Service Provider 

• Nature Conservancy-
$547M 

• Ducks Unlimited-
$175M 

• Trust for Public Land-
$161M 

• Wildlife Conservation 
Society/New York 
Zoological Society -
$110M 

• Conservation 
International - $69M 

• The Conservation 
Fund-$64M 

• Defenders of Wildlife-
$28M 

• Wilderness Society-
$24M 

• World Wildlife Fund-
$126M 

• National Wildlife 
Federation-$105M 

• National Audubon 
Society-$96M 

• Sierra Club-$74M 
• Natural Resources 

Defense Council-
$57M 

• National Wild Turkey 
Federation-$44M 

• Environmental 
Defense-$44M 

• Ida Cason Callaway 
Foundation-$24M 

• Goodwill Industries-
$1.9B 

• Federation 
Employment & 
Guidance Service-
$141M 

• Experience Works 
(Green Thumb, Inc.)-
$129M 

• Fedcap Rehabilitation 
Services-$53M 

• San Diego Workforce 
Partnership-$48M 

• Pride Industries, Inc. -
$39M 

• Nish-$33M 
• Jewish Employment 

and Vocational 
Service-$31M 

• American Society for 
Training Development-
$26M 

• Peckham Vocational 
Industries-$27M 

• Junior Achievement-
$122M 

• Appletree Institute-
$40M 

• Center for Employment 
Training-$22M 

• WSOS Community 
Action Commission-
$18M 

• Up with People-$15M 
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Appendix B: NTEE classifications for youth services and 
environmental advocacy  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Environmental Advocacy Youth Services 

• Alliance, advocacy, management and 
non-monetary support organizations 
aimed at environmental quality 
protection (C01, C02, C19) 

• Pollution abatement and control 
advocates (C20-26) 

• Advocates, asset stewards and 
practitioners aimed at natural 
resource conservation and protection 
(C30-36) 

• Environmental quality protection and 
Beautification not elsewhere 
classified (C99) 

• Advocates and practitioners aimed at 
wildlife preservation and protection 
(D30-34) 

• All youth development organizations 
(O01-O99) 

• Youth focused multi-service 
organizations, including YMCAs, 
foster care and parent education 
(P27, P30-46) 
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Appendix C: List of sample youth services and 
environmental advocacy organizations 

Youth Services Environmental Advocacy 

$0-1M 
• UniCamp 
• Cycle 
• Global Kids 
• Choices Education Group 
• Cambridge Community Services 
• Arts in Progress 

• Natural Resources Council of America 
• Coalition to Restore Coastal Louisiana 
• Appalachian Voices 
• Alaska Marine Conservation Council 
• California Wilderness Coalition 
• American Lands 
• Save the Sound 
• Sea Shepherd Conservation Society 

$1-3M 
• Bridge Over Troubled Waters 
• Youth Development Leadership Institute 
• National Network for Youth 
• Enterprise for High School Students 
• Lincoln Square Neighborhood Center 
• National Association of Service and 

Conservation Corps 
• Wave Inc. 
• Children’s Orchestra Association 
• Yonkers Community Action Program 

• The Natural Step 
• Greenbelt Alliance 
• Coral Reef Alliance 
• New England Wild Flower Society 
• Friends of the Earth  
• Rainforest Action Network 

$3-10M 
• For Love of Children 
• Patriots Trail Girls Council 
• Students in Free Enterprise 
• Alianza Dominicana 
• Jumpstart 
• Sasha Bruce Network, Inc. 
• Alliance for Justice  

• Izaak Walton League of America 
• Sonoran Institute 
• Earth Island Institute 
• Rocky Mountain Institute 
• American Rivers 
• Environmental Law Institute 
• Rainforest Alliance 
• International Institute for Environment and 

Development 
• Resources for the Future 

$10-25M 
• You, Inc. 
• Pace Center for Girls, Inc. 
• Children’s Defense Fund 
• Chicago Youth Centers 
• Fresh Air Fund 
• Goddard Riverside Community Center 
• Theatreworks 

• Defenders of Wildlife 
• The Wilderness Society 

$25-100M 
• Family Central, Inc. 
• Childcare Resource Center 
• The Home for Little Wanderers 
• Youth Villages, Inc. 
• Moss Beach Homes 
• Kansas Children’s Services League 
• City Year 

• National Parks Conservation Association 
• Environmental Defense 
• National Wild Turkey Federation 
• Natural Resources Defense Council 
• Conservation International 
• National Wildlife Federation 
• World Wildlife Fund 
• The Nature Conservancy 

>$100M 
• YMCA of the USA 
• Big Brothers Big Sisters of America 
• Girls and Boys Town 
• Covenant House 
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