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Introduction 
 

Since the 1980s, the United States has welcomed the largest influx of immigrants since the turn 

of the twentieth century. According to the 2000 Census, there are now over 28 million foreign-

born residents in the United States, over half (53 percent) of whom have come from Latin 

America and the Caribbean (Larsen, 2004). The growth of the US Latino population over the ten 

years between the 1990 and 2000 national censuses is especially striking. Compared to an overall 

population increase of 13 percent, the Latino population grew by 61 percent in this timeframe. 

Moreover, between 2000 and 2006 the Latino population increased another 25 percent whereas 

the non-Hispanic population grew by just 4 percent.1 Latinos/as now account for roughly 15 

percent of the US population and thus comprise the largest minority group in the country.  

Latinos/as, both those who have newly arrived and those who have lived within US borders for 

generations, are reshaping the cultural, political, economic and social environment throughout 

the United States. They are also forging new modes of religious expression as they attempt to 

integrate their lives into the institutional framework of the land. Religion has long served as an 

ethnic marker in US society, linking the old country with the new. From the beginnings of US 

history, subsequent waves of immigrants have brought their churches with them and established 

organizations that strengthened their identities and provided social and spiritual sanctuary in the 

midst of the strangeness of the new country. In the present day religious affiliation continues to 

provide a means by which ethnic groups, particularly recent immigrant groups, define their 

identities. 

In recent years, increased attention to the role of religion in American public life has helped to 

highlight important connections between religious commitment and the development of social 

capital within communities. Numerous studies have demonstrated the economic, educational and 

social impact that churches particularly have in disadvantaged minority communities (Verba, 

Schlozman, and Brady 1995; Sherman 1997; Ammerman 2001; Chaves and Tsitos 2001; Cnaan 

and Boddie 2002; Dionne and Chen 2001). Other research has shown that the mere presence of 

churches in blighted neighborhoods has a significant effect on improving life opportunities for 

church members and their neighbors, especially for young people (Freeman 1985; Sikkink and 

Hernández 2003; Regnerus and Elder 2003). 

For the Latino community in particular, churches play a fundamental social service and social 

networking role (Cnaan, Hernández, and McGrew 2006) and thus are vital to a neighborhood’s 

ability to achieve an intended effect or community goal. Churches are essential to integrating 

                                                
1 Unless otherwise noted, demographic data come from the US Census Bureau’s 1990 and 2000 Census and the 

2006 American Community Survey. 
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recently arrived immigrants into community life and are often the only institutions that 

undocumented immigrants can access for help (Ebaugh and Chafetz 2000). But though numerous 

Latino-serving faith-based organizations (FBOs) exist throughout this country, little research has 

focused specifically on the social impact of Latino FBOs. The scarce information that we do 

have is limited either because it focuses exclusively on one religious community (Sherman, 

2006) or a single city (Cnaan, Hernández, and McGrew 2006), or does not directly address the 

religious community to understand the extent of the social impact of congregations and faith-

based organizations (Espinosa, Elizondo, and Miranda, 2003).  

Moreover, these studies have produced contradictory results about the rate at which Latino 

congregations engage in social service activities. While Sherman’s study of Hispanic Protestant 

churches found that Latino churches engage in social service programs at the same rate as 

African American churches (2006), Cnaan and his colleague’s study of congregations in 

Philadelphia found that Latino congregations were less involved than non-Latino congregations 

in nearly all types of social services examined (Cnaan, Hernández, and McGrew 2006).  

The other limitation in the existing research in this area is that few studies have focused on the 

activities of stand-alone FBOs. To help provide a more comprehensive understanding of the 

social service infrastructure of the Latino faith community, this report presents the findings of a 

survey of faith-based organizations that serve Latinos/as in four metro areas that together 

account for nearly a quarter (24 percent) of the Latino population in the United States. The report 

is divided into eight sections. The first gives an overview of the data sources and methodology 

used in this report and provides basic demographic information about the Hispanic populations 

in the four sites in which the study was conducted. Part Two examines the religious 

characteristics and relationships found among our sample organizations. Part Three identifies the 

assets that these organizations possess, including personnel and finances. Part Four identifies the 

social services they provide, Part Five investigates the kinds of networks and collaborations they 

establish in the process of this service provision, and Part Six explores the challenges Latino-

serving FBOs face in trying to serve their communities with limited resources. Part Seven 

assesses the impact that the capacity-building training had upon our sample organizations, and 

Part Eight concludes by summarizing our key findings and making a series of recommendations 

that future organizational development efforts should focus upon. 

 



 5 

I.  Data Sources and Methodology 
 

This report is based on an in-depth survey of Latino-serving community organizations located in 

four major metropolitan areas in the United States. The research and analysis reported here was 

funded by The Pew Charitable Trusts to complement their Networks of Faith (NOF) project — a 

two-year initiative designed to increase the capacity of Latino-serving faith-based organizations 

(FBOs) through training sessions and networking events. For this project, The Trusts identified 

two organizations that respectively represent the two largest religious identifications found 

among US Hispanics — Roman Catholics, represented by the National Catholic Council of 

Hispanic Ministry (NCCHM); and Evangelical Protestants, represented by Nueva Esperanza, a 

coalition of Latino Protestant churches and FBOs. NCCHM and Esperanza independently 

identified key Protestant and Catholic Latino-serving organizations in each city and subsequently 

organized the trainings and other sessions of the project. Thanks to their expertise within their 

communities, our sample reflects the diversity of organizational development, leadership 

structure, financial conditions and denominational affiliations found in this sector (see Appendix 

A for a detailed table identifying key characteristics of each organization by site). 

A total of 51 organizations completed the NOF training program, 45 of which (or 88 percent) 

participated in the survey analyzed in this report. This survey was conducted to identify the 

strengths and weaknesses of Latino-serving community organizations. To accomplish this, the 

research team at the Center for the Study of Latino Religion designed an in-depth organizational 

assessment questionnaire that was administered in two stages. The survey was first given to each 

organization’s key leadership to answer questions about the basic characteristics of their 

organizational structure and service offerings. After this was done, a research team member 

visited each organization to conduct face-to-face interviews to go over the more complicated 

questions in the survey.  

Though our sample was not randomly selected, our findings provide a detailed view of the inner 

workings of Latino-serving community organizations that can be used to inform the design and 

implementation of future organizational development interventions. We understand that there are 

differences in the composition of each city’s Hispanic population and thus potentially in the 

needs that organizations in each site address, but cannot compare organizations across sites given 

the convenient nature and small size of our sample. Instead, this report synthesizes the findings 

from the four sites to address issues of organizational significance to Latino FBOs and their 

funders and advance our understanding of how Latino congregations and faith-based non-profits 

across denominations serve their communities. It also analyzes the impact of the NOF trainings 

by charting the growth that our participating organizations underwent over the course of 
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trainings and by analyzing participants’ direct assessments of the merits of the project, which we 

gathered through an exit survey. The report concludes by identifying activities, goals and 

policies that might contribute to the strengthening of the capacity of these organizations.  

 

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA ON THE HISPANIC POPULATIONS OF THE FOUR STUDY SITES 

The four metropolitan areas represented in this study— Miami, FL; Chicago, IL; New York/New 

Jersey; and Los Angeles, CA — all contain both newly established and long-standing 

communities of Latinos/as of various ethnicities. As Table 1.1 shows, all have seen considerable 

growth in their Latino populations since the 1990 census was taken, particularly Chicago, whose 

Hispanic population increased by 142 percent over the past decade and a half. In comparison, the 

non-Hispanic population in that city grew by just 29 percent during that timeframe. Latinos/as 

also comprise the majority of new inhabitants (arriving either via birth or migration) in New 

York (67 percent), Miami (112 percent), and Los Angeles (129 percent).  

Table 1.1 
2006 Latino Populations in Each Site and Nationwide, and Percentage Growth Since 1990 
 New York Miami Chicago Los Angeles Total US 
Overall population 9,689,057 2,402,208 8,642,851 9,948,081 299,398,485 

% Hispanic 28% 61% 20% 47% 15% 

% Growth in Hispanic 
population since 1990 35% 55% 142% 42% 102% 

% Growth in non-Hispanic 

population since 1990 5% -6% 29% -17% 12% 

% Growth in total population 
since 1990 12% 24% 42% 12% 20% 

% of new population since 1990 

that is Hispanic 67% 112% 39% 129% 44% 

 

 

Table 1.2 below shows the nativity and citizenship status of the Latino populations in our four 

sites and reveals interesting differences. For example, Hispanics comprise the majority of the 

foreign-born residents in only Los Angeles (60 percent), whereas just a third (34 percent) of 

foreign-born New Yorkers are Latino. And while considerably more Hispanics in Miami are 

foreign born (66 percent) than in any of the other three sites (44 percent in each city), the 

difference in citizenship rates within each city’s Hispanic populations is far smaller (35 percent 

of Miami’s Hispanics are not US citizens compared to 27 percent of New York’s, 32 percent of 

Chicago’s, and 31 percent of Los Angeles’s).  

Table 1.2 
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Nativity and Citizenship Rates Among Overall and Latino Populations in Each Site and 
Nationwide 

 New York Miami Chicago 
Los 

Angeles Total US 
Overall population 9,689,057 2,402,208 8,642,851 9,948,081 299,398,485 

% who are Hispanic 28% 61% 20% 47% 15% 

% who are Foreign Born (FB) 36% 50% 19% 35% 13% 

% of FB population who are Hispanic 34% 41% 47% 60% 47% 

% of total who are Non US Citizens 18% 26% 11% 20% 7% 

% of non-citizens who are Hispanic 43% 82% 60% 73% 59% 

      

Hispanic population 2,741,780 1,471,709 1,732,930 4,706,994 44,252,278 

% of Hispanics who are Foreign Born 44% 66% 44% 44% 40% 

% of Hispanics who are non citizens 27% 35% 32% 31% 29% 

 

Tables 1.3-1.6 detail changes in the national origins represented among each city’s Hispanic 

populations from 1990-2006 and reveal that the backgrounds found within Miami and Los 

Angeles’ Latino populations have remained largely unchanged during this time span, whereas 

New York and Chicago have both seen marked increases in the representation of persons of 

Mexican descent.   

 
Table 1.3 
Changes in National Origin of New York’s Latino Population from 1990-2006 

 1990 2006 

Hispanic Origin         

Mexican 68,153 3% 320,414 12% 

Puerto Rican 967,142 47% 883,667 32% 

Cuban 105,402 5% 73,270 3% 

Central American 120,113 6% 190,883 7% 

South American 276,513 14% 466,168 17% 

Dominican 365,586 18% 667,730 24% 

Other 134,018 7% 139,648 5% 

 
Table 1.4 
Changes in National Origin of Miami’s Latino Population from 1990-2006 
 Miami 

 1990 2006 

Hispanic Origin         

Mexican 23,193 2% 41,942 3% 

Puerto Rican 68,634 7% 88,579 6% 

Cuban 561,868 59% 767,349 52% 

Central American 119,534 13% 210,821 14% 

South American 108,498 11% 242,196 16% 

Dominican 23,475 2% 49,430 3% 

Other 44,498 5% 71,392 5% 
Table 1.5 
Changes in National Origin of Chicago’s Latino Population from 1990-2006 
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 Chicago 

 1990 2006 

Hispanic Origin         

Mexican 488,680 68% 1,361,155 79% 

Puerto Rican 132,269 18% 160,772 9% 

Cuban 15,665 2% 18,035 1% 

Central American 26,193 4% 55,861 3% 

South American 26,395 4% 61,018 4% 

Dominican 1,793 0% 4,157 0% 

Other 25,649 4% 71,932 4% 

 
Table 1.6 
Changes in National Origin of Los Angeles’s Latino Population from 1990-2006 
 Los Angeles 

 1990 2006 

Hispanic Origin         

Mexican 2,519,514 76% 3,628,997 77% 

Puerto Rican 41,048 1% 45,496 1% 

Cuban 47,534 1% 41,627 1% 

Central American 453,048 14% 674,146 14% 

South American 95,387 3% 104,065 2% 

Dominican 2,202 0% 1,857 0% 

Other 147,383 4% 210,806 4% 

 



 9 

Some key observations about each city’s Hispanic populations follow. 

• Hispanics accounted for over a quarter (28 percent) of the population of New York in 

2006, up from 24 percent in 1990. At nearly a third (32 percent), Puerto Ricans are still 

the single most represented national origin found among New York Hispanics, though the 

population has become significantly more diverse since 1990, at which time nearly one 

out of every two Hispanics in New York were Puerto Rican (47 percent). The increase in 

persons of Mexican descent (12 percent of the Hispanic population in 2006, up from just 

3 percent in 1990) largely accounts for this change. 

• Miami alone among our four sites has a majority Hispanic population (61 percent), up 

from 49 percent in 1990. Cubans are by far the most represented national origin in the 

city (52 percent in 2006, down from 59 percent in 1990). The city’s Hispanic population 

grew by 55 percent over this time frame but saw a 6 percent decrease in its non-Hispanic 

population, and thus Hispanics account for more than 100 percent of Miami’s population 

growth since 1990. 

• Chicago has seen the most dramatic increase in its Hispanic population of all of our four 

sites — a 142 percent increase since 1990, most notably among persons of Mexican 

descent. In 1990 there were fewer than 500,000 Mexican-origin persons in the 

metropolitan area (488,680); by 2006 there were almost 1.4 million. Hispanics now 

comprise 20 percent of the overall city’s population, up from 12 percent in 1990, and 

accounted for 39 percent of the area’s population growth over the past decade and a half. 

• Like Miami, Los Angeles lost non-Hispanic residents from 1990-2006. Hispanics now 

comprise nearly half of the city’s population (47 percent, up from 37 percent in 1990), 

which represents a 42 percent increase. However, the national origins found among Los 

Angeles’s Hispanic population remained largely unchanged from 1990-2006. Persons of 

Mexican descent still account for over three-quarters (77 percent) of the city’s Hispanics 

and Central Americans 14 percent, with small percentages of persons from other regions 

in Latin American and the Caribbean comprising the remaining 9 percent. 
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II. The Religious Identity of Latino-Serving FBOs 
 

RELATIONSHIPS WITH DENOMINATIONS, CONGREGATIONS, OR OTHER RELIGIOUS BODIES 

The majority of our sample (36 or 80 percent) expressly include faith or some other religious 

identification in their self-definitions (see Table 2.1). Twenty-eight organizations (62 percent) 

describe themselves as faith-related nonprofits, five are religious congregations2 (four with a 

501(c) and one without), and three are agencies officially affiliated with a denomination. 

Table 2.1 
“Which of the following best defines your organization?” 
Faith-related nonprofit organization 28 62% 

Secular non-profit organization 8 18% 

Religious congregation* with 501(c)3 4 9% 

Agency officially affiliated with denomination 3 7% 

Religious congregation* 1 2% 

Community-based 1 2% 
* “Congregation” here means a local church or parish, not a religious order. 

Further analyzing the types of relationships that our sample organizations have with religious 

bodies (Table 2.2), we find that 31 percent are formally affiliated with larger administrative or 

governing bodies of a particular denomination (this includes Catholic religious orders — e.g., the 

Sisters of Saint Joseph  — as well as dioceses and archdioceses). A nearly equal share (29 

percent) are formally affiliated with one or more local congregations (e.g., the ministry of a 

particular parish or congregational association) while 20 percent have informal relationships with 

a church or denomination (e.g., they use space in a church for their programs, recruit volunteers 

from congregations, engage in occasional collaborations with a congregation, etc.).  

Table 2.2 
Nature of Religious Affiliations 
Affiliated with a denomination’s administrative or governing body (includes 

dioceses and Catholic religious orders) 

 

14 31% 

Formally affiliated with congregation(s) 13 29% 

Informal relationships with church or denomination 9 20% 

No formal affiliation, but leader/staff are religiously motivated 4 9% 

Began in a church, but no longer affiliated 3 7% 

None 2 4% 

 

 

                                                
2 It is important to note that here and throughout this report, “congregation” is used to refer to a local church or 

parish, and not a religous order. 
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All but two of the nine organizations that report being formally unaffiliated with any religious 

body (i.e., the eight secular non-profits and the one “community-based” organization in Table 

2.1) have some other connection to religious communities. Three were started in a congregation 

but have since branched out on their own, three have no formal affiliation but have leaders who 

self-identify as religious, and another indicated that a Mainline Protestant denomination bears 

fiduciary responsibility for them.  

In trying to identify our sample’s religious identifications, several of the leaders we interviewed 

were reluctant to categorize their organizations as either religious or secular and indicated that 

even if they do define themselves as faith-based their chief concern is to serve whoever comes 

through their doors.3 For example, the respondent who insisted his organization be charted as 

simply “community based” explained his resistance to our categories by stating, “when you’re a 

community-based organization you are related to your community. And so you can’t say you’re 

secular because that’s ridiculous — how can you be secular? So we relate to our community.”  

The nature of affiliations and relationships with religious institutions also varies within our 

sample. As Table 2.3 shows, over a third (36 percent) of our organizations are formally 

unaffiliated with any agency, administrative body, or congregation of any particular 

denomination or tradition. One-third (33 percent) are somehow affiliated with the Catholic 

Church, 22 percent with Evangelical or Pentecostal Protestant denominations or congregations, 

and 9 percent with Mainline Protestant congregations or institutions.  

Table 2.3 
What denominations, if any, are these groups formally identified with? 
Unaffiliated 16 36% 

Catholic 15 33% 

Evangelical or Pentecostal Protestant 10 22% 

Mainline Protestant 4 9% 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                
3 The notable exceptions are the seven organizations in our sample whose chief purpose is evangelistic, most often 

involving religious or theological education. 
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HOW PROMINENT OF A ROLE DOES RELIGION PLAY WITHIN OUR ORGANIZATIONS? 

We also asked a series of questions about how prominently religion features in each 

organization’s daily life and service provision, and received mixed answers.  

• Over half (53 percent) have a religious orientation or mission. 

• 56 percent have religious reading materials available in public areas in their facilities.  

• 58 percent have sacred images or art on display. 

• A majority include prayer or devotions at their regular staff/volunteer meetings, with 40 

percent reporting that they do so always and another 28 percent saying they do so often. 

Only 19 percent (8 organizations) said that prayer is never present at staff/volunteer 

meetings (7 of the 8 secular non-profits were among these organizations). 

• 60 percent indicated that some of their programs are based on the principle that clients 

are more likely to achieve desired outcomes if they undergo a spiritual/religious change. 

• Most do not prohibit staff members from having religious discussions with clients, and 

roughly one-third (34 percent) encourage such discussions to take place. Only 5 percent 

have a policy forbidding such conversations. The remaining organizations permit their 

employees to do so at their discretion and/or if a client brings religion up. 

On this latter point, several respondents indicated that prayer and religious conversations took 

place within only some of their organization’s activities — for example, a parish-based outreach 

ministry included religious content in its youth group for teen parishioners but did not include 

prayer or catechesis in its emergency response services (e.g., food, shelter, etc.). So, too, several 

leaders who were themselves pastors, priests, or religiously-oriented described how they pray 

with clients only if and when they deem appropriate (e.g., someone who comes to them for 

spiritual counseling vs. someone who comes looking for job training).  

It is important to point out that our finding that the majority (60 percent) of leaders of Latino-

serving community organizations believe people will achieve their desired outcomes if they 

undergo a spiritual/religious change does not necessarily indicate that they all believe that 

participants need to adopt explicitly Christian beliefs in order to succeed. For example, the leader 

of an organization that works with ex-offenders described how their program is based on the 12-

step model of transformation, which includes the conviction that some kind of internal change is 

necessary to stay out of prison. He described how “about 65 percent [of ex-offenders] go back. 

They never reach the state of…stability, of having a job and paying your rent and all of those 
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things.” But he went on to say “Muslim, non-believer, whoever you are, you can come in. We 

are concerned that you do not go back [to prison], that’s it. Our faith is…[what] moves us to do 

the work, but…you know, whatever you subscribe to [is fine with us].” 

A few respondents were insistent that their faith in Christ be overtly at the forefront of their 

work. One such respondent, who runs an outreach ministry for sex workers, said that talking 

“about the Lord” was crucial to every aspect of her program. “That’s how I want my program 

run,” she insisted, being “free to talk about the Lord — I want my program run with that first.”  

 

SECTION II SUMMARY 

The majority of organizations in our sample have a clear connection to religious communities. 

Nearly a third are formally affiliated with a particular denomination’s administrative or 

governing bodies, and a similar number are formally affiliated with local congregations. Most of 

the remaining third either have ad hoc relationships with congregations or denominations, began 

as a ministry of a particular congregation, or are headed by leaders who are motivated by 

religious belief to do the work that they do.  

We also found that over half of the organizations we studied reported having a religious 

orientation or mission, religious reading materials available in their facilities, and sacred images 

or art on public display. Most organizations include prayer or devotions on a somewhat regular 

basis at their staff/volunteer meetings, and 60 percent said that some of their programs presume 

that participants are more likely to succeed if they undergo a spiritual or religious change. Most 

also permit staff members to have religious discussions with their clients, though only a third 

actively encourage this to happen whereas the majority trust their employees to determine 

whether and when such conversations are appropriate. Moreover, at least one of the 

organizations who have programs that are based upon a belief in the efficacy of 

religious/spiritual change has a program based on the 12-step recovery model, whose leader does 

not necessarily believe that people have to adopt a particular set of religious beliefs to succeed in 

recovering but rather undergo some kind of internal transformation on their own terms.  
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III. Organizational Assets 
 

HUMAN RESOURCES 

Research into congregation-based social services has identified the critical role that leadership 

plays in determining how a congregation responds to its community’s needs (Cnaan and Boddie 

2002). For example, a study of religious congregations in Philadelphia found that the presence of 

paid staff and full-time clergy was the most significant predictor of a church’s community 

service involvement (Cnaan, Hernández, and McGrew 2006). This study also found that the 

social programs of churches with seminary-educated pastors served a wider range of populations 

and needs than those offered by churches whose pastors had not received formal theological 

training. Edwin I. Hernández and his colleagues’ examination of effective Latino/a social 

ministries similarly found that church leaders had the largest influence on moving a congregation 

into action (Hernández et al. 2006). And Amy Sherman’s analysis of a study of Protestant Latino 

congregations likewise concluded that, “committed, competent, visionary leaders are the key 

resource necessary for viable outreach programs” (2006). 

The leaders of our sample organizations are relatively highly educated. As Table 3.1 shows, over 

three-quarters (78 percent) have at least a bachelor’s degree and over half (53 percent) have a 

master’s degree or more.  

Table 3.1 
Highest Level of Education Attained by Organizations’ Top Leaders 
Less than a BA 10 22% 

BA 11 24% 

Graduate degree (MA or higher) 14 31% 

Graduate degree in Theology (MA or higher) 10 22% 

 

We also found that a considerable majority of the top leaders of our sample are Latino (39 or 87 

percent); the remaining 6 organizations (13 percent) are headed by white non-Hispanics. The 

gender breakdown of the executive directors/pastors of these FBOs’ leaders is nearly evenly split 

between men (51 percent or 23 organizations) and women (49 percent or 22 organizations). Just 

over half (53 percent) are lay leaders, 40 percent are ordained clergy (14 of these 18 ordained 

leaders are male and 4 are female), and 7 percent (3 people) are nuns.  

Our organizations also range in their staff sizes (Table 3.3). On the one end of the spectrum, 40 

percent (17 organizations) have between just one and ten persons working for them (either in a 

paid or volunteer capacity), while on the other end 16 percent (7 organizations) have staffs of 50 

or more.  
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Table 3.3 
“How many people work in your organization (paid or volunteer)?” 
1-10 17 40% 

11-25 10 23% 

26-50 8 19% 

Over 50 7 16% 

 

Churches are the single largest source of both paid and volunteer staff among these 

organizations. Over half (53 percent) indicated that they primarily recruit their paid staff from 

either individual congregations or congregations within their denomination, and nearly three 

quarters (73 percent) said they primarily recruit their volunteers from churches. Roughly a third 

indicated they recruit their paid staff  (35 percent) and volunteer forces (32 percent) from 

community groups, and nearly a quarter said they recruit paid staff and volunteers from human 

service organizations (23 percent each).  

Churches partner with our organizations in many other ways as well (Table 3.4). Over half of our 

sample (24 organizations or 53 percent) indicated that local congregations attend their 

organizations’ programs or events and nearly half (22 organizations or 49 percent) said local 

churches supply them with volunteers. Only 6 organizations (13 percent) indicated that 

congregations were not involved with their work. These findings indicate that most of our 

organizations are connected to religious communities at the grassroots level. 

Table 3.4 
“In what ways do congregations other than your own support or affiliate with your organization?” 
Attend community programs/events that your organization sponsors 24 53% 

Provide volunteers 22 49% 

Provide in-kind donations 21 47% 

Provide financial contributions 20 44% 

Identify with your organization as an affiliate, member, or partner 17 38% 

Collaborate on projects 16 36% 

Partner in the provision of social services 15 33% 

Provide building space 14 31% 

Receive consultative services from your organization 13 29% 

Coordinate or partner on funding opportunities 11 24% 

Participate in leadership or governance 8 18% 

Sign a covenant to support your organization 3 7% 

 

 

 

 

 

FACILITIES 
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The organizations we surveyed use a variety of building types for their primary services (Table 

3.2).4 Here, again, we see the important role of churches to these organizations, with over a third 

(16 or 36 percent) basing their service delivery out of churches. Nearly a third (13 or 30 percent) 

work out of community centers, and 9 of the 45 (21 percent) out of schools. 

Table 3.2 
“What type of building is used to deliver your primary services?” 
Church 16 36% 

Community center 13 30% 

School building 9 21% 

Storefront 7 16% 

Private Home 6 14% 

Office building 4 9% 

 

Roughly a quarter (27 percent) of our sample own the buildings they use and 14 percent (6 

organizations) pay mortgage, indicating that they are in the process of doing so. One-third (34 

percent) rent the space that houses their social services and 20 percent share space with another 

organization or agency. One organization has no permanent space, and another uses diocesan 

office space. 

 

INCORPORATION, GOVERNANCE, AND DECISION-MAKING STRUCTURES 

Along with trained and competent leaders, the presence of organizational structures such as a 

board of directors and an annual operating budget have been shown to be essential for effective 

service provision (Festen and Philbin, 2006). The majority of organizations in our sample have 

all three of the important organizational structures of: a 501(c)3 status, a board of directors, and a 

formal written annual budget. Nearly three quarters (33 organizations or 73 percent) have all 

three of these in place. Looked at individually, we see that: 

• 39 organizations (87 percent) have a 501(c)3 status, most of which (26 groups) have this 

independently, 4 of which have it through a church, and 3 through a diocese or 

denomination;  

• 82 percent (37 organizations) have a board of directors;  

• 87 percent (39 organizations) have a formal budget.  

                                                
4 Because respondents could indicate more than one building type, the percentages in Table 3.2 exceed 100 percent 

when totaled. 
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The governing boards in many of our sample organizations play an active role in their financial 

decisions. Roughly 44 percent of the leaders we surveyed indicated that the decision about how 

funds are distributed within their organization are primarily made by the CEO/pastor and his/her 

governing board or overseeing organization, while one third (33 percent) make such decisions 

with his/her staff. In only 22 percent of these organizations is a board of directors or oversight 

organization (e.g., an Archdiocese) primarily responsible for such decisions without the 

participation of the top leader.  

 

ANNUAL BUDGETS AND GRANTS 

Our organizations also reflect a range of financial capacities (Table 3.5). Roughly equal 

percentages fall into the lowest and highest budgetary categories, with 20 percent (9 

organizations) operating on less than $50,000 a year and 18 percent (8 organizations) operating 

on over $1,000,000 a year.  

Table 3.5 
Budgetary Capacity of our Sample (annual operating budgets, in ranges) 
Below $50,000 9 20% 

$50,000-$99,999 2 5% 

$100,000-$199,999 5 11% 

$200,000-$499,999 11 25% 

$500,000-$999,999 9 20% 

$1,000,000 and over 8 18% 

 

The organizations at the high and low ends of the budgetary spectrum differ from each other in 

many of the categories one would expect. All of the higher budget organizations have a 501(c)3 

status, a formal operating budget, and a board of directors compared to just two of those with 

budgets of under $50,000 a year (Table 3.6). We also found that higher budget organizations 

tend to serve a larger number of people (half of these serve more than 2,500 persons annually vs. 

two of the nine low budget organizations) or to offer more intensive services (e.g., a residential 

substance abuse treatment facility) than lower budget organizations. 

Table 3.6 
Percentages of Organizations that have a 501(c)3 Status, a Formal Operating Budget, and a 
Board of Directors 
Operating budget over $1,000,000 (N=8) 8 100% 

Operating budget below $50,000 (N=9) 2 22% 
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In terms of grants, most of the organizations we surveyed (35 or 64 percent) received at least one 

grant from an outside source within the past five years (Table 3.7), and very few of the 

organizations that applied for funding from the various sources under survey did not attain at 

least one grant from such a source.  

Table 3.7 
“In the last five years, did your organization or any of its programs apply for a grant/contract 
from a:” 

 

Number and Percentage of 

Organizations who Applied 

Number who Received at Least 

One Grant and Success Rate5 

Government Agency 29 64% 24 83% 

Private Foundation 30 67% 24 80% 

Private Corporation 15 33% 12 80% 

Denominational Grant 14 31% 11 79% 

Other 20 45% 17 85% 

All Five Sources 35 64% 34 97% 

None 10 22% NA NA 

 

 

The grants received within each category ranged in their amounts as follows: 

• Government grants:  $10,000 from a county for transitional housing with substance abuse 

services — $900,000 from a Mayor’s office for a workforce development center 

• Private foundations: $3,000 for educational materials — 4.2 million for a capital 

campaign for a new headquarters 

• Private corporations: $240 in-kind donation from Verizon for internet connectivity — 

$130,000 from PepsiCo for a bridge-to-college program for at-risk youth. 

• Denominational grants: $1,000 for general operations — a $60,000 transformational 

ministry and congregational development grant 

• Other: $5,000 for general operations — $660,000 for programs for prisoners. 

 

 

 

 

                                                
5 The survey mechanism did not ask how many grants an organization applied for from a given source and only 

asked for details about only one grant from each funding category, and thus we do not know whether an 

organization applied (successfully or not) for more grants from a given category than the one for which they 

provided details. Thus the “success rate” is simply the percentage of organizations that were awarded at least one 

grant from a given category of funders. 
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Looked at altogether, the 88 grants reported on by our sample mostly fell below $100,000 (Table 

3.8). 

Table 3.8 
Number and Percentage of Grants Received by Dollar Amount Ranges 
< $10,000 11 13% 

$10,000-$25,000 26 30% 

$25,001-$50,000 14 16% 

$50,001-$100,000 14 16% 

$100,001-$250,000 9 10% 

$250,001-$500,000 4 5% 

$500,001-$999,999 3 3% 

$1,000,000+ 3 3% 

user missing 4 5% 

 

Of the grants received by our sample within the past five years, the largest number (51 or 58 

percent) were used for programs (including materials), one quarter (or 22 grants) went toward 

general operations (including salaries), 9 percent (or 8 grants) toward capacity building, and 5 (or 

6 percent) toward facilities (including repairs). 

 

VIEWS TOWARD GOVERNMENT-FUNDED PROGRAMS FOR FAITH-BASED ORGANIZATIONS 

Respondents were also asked about three government-funded means of support for faith-based 

organizations: Charitable Choice, the Faith-Based Initiative/Compassionate Capital Funds, and 

Americorps/Vista. A majority of our sample indicated that they were familiar with the Faith-

Based Initiative (60 percent) and with Americorps (64 percent), but only a third (33 percent) had 

heard of Charitable Choice. 

To the question “would your organization consider applying for funds under their provisions?”6 

nearly seven out of ten (69 percent) said “yes” to Charitable Choice and the same rate said “yes” 

to the Faith-Based Initiative. Even more (82 percent) said they would be interested in becoming 

involved with Americorps. 

The two most commonly cited reasons for applying to these programs were that “they fit our 

mission” and the even more pragmatic “we will pursue whatever help we can get.”  

For those who answered negatively, the most commonly given reason against applying to such 

programs was the impression that “we do not fit the criteria.” Of these, roughly half were 

organizations whose chief mission is evangelistic in nature. Several of the others do not consider 

                                                
6 Brief explanations of each program were provided for participants who were unfamiliar with them. 
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themselves to be faith-based, and thus believe that they fall outside of the purview of such 

programs.  

Only a few respondents expressed concern over government funding hindering their freedom of 

religious expression. One such interviewee explained that she would not consider applying to 

Charitable Choice because of this possibility: “If it doesn’t allow me to talk about God…I 

wouldn’t [apply]. I don’t want that. I don’t want anything to stop me from talking about faith.” 

Another elaborated how this tension remained even with more flexible programs such as 

Charitable Choice.  

Our constant battle is to stay true to our faith and to the Gospel. Because there are so 

many mandates, and I think the government is becoming more flexible now with the 

Charitable Choice and the Office of Faith-based Initiatives.... [but] I don’t want get so 

financially stable that I lose who Jesus Christ is. I don’t want to get so government-funded 

that I cannot proclaim who has saved, sanctified and delivered me and my people. 

Of the organizations who would qualify but nonetheless said they would not apply for such 

funds, one respondent said the work involved in managing government grants was simply not 

worth the time involved. She elaborated that she understood that the maximum dollar amounts 

for these funds was $50,000, and that they “would not consider administering a government 

grant of less than $300,000 simply because government grants are quite complex to manage. 

They require a great deal of paperwork and you would almost have to get a $50,000 salary to do 

the paperwork for a $50,000 grant.” 
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SECTION III SUMMARY 

Our findings indicate that local churches play a critical role in supporting the work of Latino-

serving FBOs. Over a third (36 percent) of our sample offer services out of a church and 

churches are the single largest source of paid and volunteer staff. All but six of our organizations 

indicated that churches support or affiliate with their work somehow, most prominently by 

attending their events (53 percent) or by providing volunteers (49 percent), in-kind donations (47 

percent), or financial contributions (44 percent). 

Our sample organizations are also relatively well developed. Nearly three quarters (73 percent) 

possess the three critical structures of a 501(c)3 status, a board of directors, and a formal written 

annual budget. The presence of these structures directly corresponds to the likelihood that an 

organization will have a large operating budget, serve large amounts of people, or offer more 

intensive services such as residential treatment centers.  

Most of our organizations (64 percent) received at least one grant from an outside source within 

the past five years, and of the 35 organizations who reported applying to at least one such source 

all but one were rewarded at least one such grant. These grants ranged in size from a low of $240 

to a high of $4.2 million, with the largest number (26 or 30 percent) falling into the modest range 

of $10,000-$25,000, and 14 (or 16 percent) each falling between $25,001-$50,000 and $50,001-

$100,000, respectively. Such monies largely went toward programs (58 percent) with a quarter 

being used to fund general operations. 

Most of our respondents indicated favorable views toward government-funded initiatives for 

faith-based organizations. Nearly seven out of every ten said they would consider applying for 

funds under the provisions of Charitable Choice and a similar rate said the same about the Faith-

Based Initiative, and eight out of every ten said they would be interested in becoming involved 

with Americorps. Most approved of such programs for practical vs. ideological reasons, saying 

they would go after whatever funding sources they could in order to support their organizations’ 

work. Only a few respondents expressed concern that such grants could hinder their religious 

expression.  
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IV. Social Services 
 

RATE AND SCOPE OF SOCIAL SERVICE PROVISION 

The diversity within our sample of Latino-serving organizations is also evident in the range of 

services they offer. Table 4.1 categorizes our organizations according to whether their services 

are primarily focused toward a specific issue or population, or whether they offer multiple 

services in response to more general needs in their communities. As it shows, most of the 

organizations we surveyed focus their services on a particular need or population. The largest 

number (11 or 24 percent) are primarily concerned with education, including job training and 

afterschool programs, while nine (20 percent) offer services in response to a particular 

population’s needs (e.g., addiction rehabilitation programs, programs for ex-offenders or sex 

workers, a shelter for victims of domestic abuse, etc.), and seven (16 percent) are primarily 

concerned with evangelization. Most of the organizations in this latter category also offer social 

services, but their chief mission, as they understand it, is religious education and training. 

Table 4.1 
Service or Mission Foci of our Sample 
Organizations with a Primary Service or Mission Focus (N=32) N % of sample 

Education (inc. job training and afterschool programs) 11 24% 

Needs of a specific population (e.g., persons suffering with addiction, victims 

of domestic violence, persons living with HIV/AIDS, persons with disabilities) 9 20% 

Evangelization (religious education, conversion, etc.) 7 16% 

Immigrants (transition to US society, advocacy, etc.) 4 9% 

International missions & development 1 2% 

   

Generalists (N=13)   

Surrounding community's needs/multiple programs 8 18% 

Basic/emergency needs (e.g., food, shelter)  5 11% 

  

Among the generalist organizations, the eight (or 18 percent) classified as focusing on 

“surrounding community’s needs/multiple programs” include community development 

corporations and parish/congregational outreach services, and frequently involve a combination 

of after-school or other youth programs, health services, and emergency need assistance. The 

other five in this category are more limited in their services and primarily offer emergency 

assistance vs. long-term life skill or other training programs.  
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The survey asked respondents to indicate which of 173 social services, divided into 15 service 

areas (see Table 4.5 for these categories), their organizations provide either by themselves or in 

collaboration. As Table 4.2 shows, every organization but one indicated that they offer at least 

one of these services,7 and over half offer at least twenty-one different programs either 

independently or in collaboration with others.  

Table 4.2 
Rate of Social Service Provision 

Number of Social 
Services Provided  

Number of 
Organizations  

Percentage of 
Sample 

0 1 2% 

1 to 10 7 16% 

11 to 20 11 24% 

21-40 10 22% 

41-60 9 20% 

61-135 7 16% 

 

Analyzing the number of services an organization offers collaboratively in light of the overall 

number of services they offer, we find that large percents of our sample do the bulk of their 

social services in collaboration. Specifically, 43 percent (or 19 organizations) offer between 61-

100 percent of their social services collaboratively and 21 percent (or 9 organizations) do 

between 41-60 percent of their services in collaboration with other organizations. On average, 

our organizations do nearly half (48 percent) of their social service providing in collaboration 

with other organizations. 

Table 4.3 
Rate of Social Services Offered Collaboratively 
Percentage of Services 

Done Collaboratively 

Number of 

Organizations 

Percentage of 

Sample 

0% 9 21% 

1-10% 2 5% 

11-20% 1 2% 

21-40% 4 9% 

41-60% 9 21% 

60-100% 19 43% 

 

 

 

CLIENTELE 

                                                
7 The exception is a Catholic diocesan program that offers religious education classes for Hispanic lay Catholics, 

which is excluded from our analysis of social service provision. 
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The majority of organizations in our sample (31 or 72 percent) are based in communities with 

substantial Latino populations. Nearly a quarter (23 percent) operate in mixed ethnic 

neighborhoods, and just 5 percent said they work in a predominantly non-Latino area. 

Most of our organizations (29) also serve majority Hispanic clientele, with 16 (40 percent) 

indicating that between 80 and 100 percent of their clientele are Hispanic. Looked at in the 

aggregate, on average 83 percent of the persons served by our organizations are Hispanic, 10 

percent are African American, 5 percent white non-Hispanic, and 2 percent “other.” 

Three-quarters (75 percent) indicated that over half of their clientele is foreign-born, with 16 (or 

40 percent) indicating that between 80-100 percent of the persons they serve were born outside 

of the United States. Only two groups indicated that none of their clients are foreign-born.  

Respondents were also asked how many people their organization served within the last fiscal 

year. Tallying up the responses of the 41 organizations that answered the question we get over 

300,000 persons served in all, with a median of 1,200 persons.8 Table 4.4 breaks these answers 

down into ranges. 

Table 4.4 
Number of Persons Served in the Last Fiscal Year 

<200 7 17% 

200-999 10 24% 

1,000-4,999 11 27% 

5,000+ 13 32% 

 

 

 

                                                
8 We did not include the 1,000,000 that the editor of a Catholic publication for leaders of Hispanic parishes 

estimtated reaching, given that he based his calculations on the universe of Hispanic Catholics his publication aimed 

to serve vs. actual subscription rates. 
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SPECIFIC SOCIAL SERVICES OFFERED 

Table 4.5 shows the rate of social service provision per each category, and indicates that the four 

areas in which the largest numbers of organizations offer services are: education and jobs (73 

percent), advocacy activities/services (also 73 percent), children and youth programs (71 

percent), and then immigration programs (69 percent).  

Table 4.5 
Rate of Social Service Provision within Each Category (N=44) 
 Number Percentage 

Educational and job services 33 73% 

Advocacy activities/services 33 73% 

Children and youth programs 32 71% 

Immigration programs 31 69% 

Family services 29 64% 

Health services/programs 29 64% 

Services/programs for the homeless 27 60% 

Cultural programs/services 25 56% 

Substance abuse programs 20 44% 

Civic/community activities/programs 19 42% 

Services/programs for prison population 18 40% 

Economic and housing development services/programs 18 40% 

Programs for the elderly 17 38% 

International services 14 31% 

Support groups or programs 5 11% 

 

Tables 4.6 – 4.12 show the specific programs that are offered by at least a quarter (11 

organizations) of our sample in each of the top seven areas shown in Table 4.5. Looked at all 

together, we find that the most frequently offered program is GED (58 percent), followed by 

computer training, advocacy on behalf of immigration issues, and clothing donations (51 percent 

each), then family counseling and youth counseling (47 percent each). 

Table 4.6 
Rate of Social Service Provision in Educational and Job Services 

 

By 

ourselves 

In 

Collaboration Total 

GED 36% 22% 58% 

Computer training 18% 33% 51% 

Functional English (ESL) 9% 29% 38% 

Job training 11% 27% 38% 

Job placement 13% 24% 38% 

Tutoring for adults 11% 24% 36% 

Adult literacy programs 11% 22% 33% 

Career counseling 11% 20% 31% 

 
Table 4.7 
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Rate of Social Service Provision in Advocacy Activities/Services 

 

By 
Ourselves 

In 
Collaboration Total 

Immigration 22% 29% 51% 

Education 22% 20% 42% 

Housing 11% 27% 38% 

Health care 13% 22% 36% 

Domestic violence 11% 18% 29% 

 

 
Table 4.8 
Rate of Social Service Provision in Children and Youth Programs 

 

By 

Ourselves 

In 

Collaboration Total 

Tutoring 24% 18% 42% 

Recreational 22% 18% 36% 

Programs for teens 20% 18% 36% 

Computer literacy 24% 18% 33% 

Programs for children 18% 18% 33% 

 
 
Table 4.9 
Rate of Social Service Provision in Immigration Programs 

 

By 
ourselves 

In 
Collaboration Total 

Legal assistance 9% 33% 42% 

Citizenship 18% 22% 40% 

Translation 29% 9% 38% 

Immigrant's rights 13% 22% 36% 

Residency 13% 20% 33% 

Job training/placement 9% 22% 31% 

Economic assistance 11% 18% 29% 

Special categories 11% 18% 29% 

Resettlement issues 16% 9% 25% 

 
 
Table 4.10 
Rate of Social Service Provision in Family Services 

 

By 

ourselves 

In 

Collaboration Total 

Family Counseling 29% 18% 47% 

Youth counseling 27% 20% 47% 

Couples counseling 24% 13% 38% 

Domestic violence program 16% 20% 36% 

Parenting services 22% 13% 36% 

 
 
Table 4.11 
Rate of Social Service Provision in Health Services/Programs 



 27 

 

By 

ourselves 

In 

Collaboration Total 

Health education 16% 29% 45% 

Nutrition information 11% 31% 42% 

Drug/alcohol prevention 11% 22% 33% 

Diabetes screening 0% 33% 33% 

Blood pressure screening 2% 29% 31% 

Cholesterol screening 2% 29% 31% 

Nutrition classes/cooking 11% 20% 31% 

Sex education 11% 18% 29% 

 
Table 4.12 
Rate of Social Service Provision in Services/Programs for the Homeless 

  By ourselves In Collaboration Total 

Clothing donations 44% 7% 51% 

Food pantries 31% 13% 44% 

Emergency financial assistance 13% 13% 27% 

Street outreach 16% 9% 25% 

 

Looking at what kinds of programs are offered more collaboratively than independently (Table 

4.13), we find that four of these six services fall into the category of health services (diabetes 

screening, nutrition information, blood pressure and cholesterol screening).  

Table 4.13 
Services Offered More Collaboratively than Independently 

 In Collaboration By Ourselves 

Diabetes screening 33% 0% 

Legal assistance 33% 9% 

Nutrition information 31% 11% 

Blood pressure screening 29% 2% 

Cholesterol screening 29% 2% 

Functional English (ESL) 29% 9% 

 

Providing basic needs such as clothing and food top the list of services that are more often 

offered independently than in collaboration, as Table 4.14 shows.  

Table 4.14 
Services Offered More Independently than Collaboratively 
 By Ourselves In Collaboration 

Clothing donations 44% 6% 

Food pantries 31% 13% 

Translation services for immigrants 29% 9% 

In terms of future plans, 70 percent of our sample indicated that they intend to start offering at 

least one new social service in the near future (25 percent planned to start one program, 16 
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percent two programs, and 40 percent three or more). These future programs reflect the existing 

priorities of our sample. Specifically, of the forty-four programs that our organizations said they 

plan to start, the majority (52 percent) will be in the area of educational and job services, 30 

percent children and youth programs, 14 percent family services, and 14 percent health services 

(Table 4.15). 

Table 4.15 
Service Areas in Which Organizations Intend to Start Programs  
(unit of analysis is each new program listed; N=44) 

Educational and job services 52% 

Children and youth programs 30% 

Family services 14% 

Health services/programs 14% 

Other 14% 

Economic and housing development services/programs 11% 

Services/programs for the homeless 9% 

Substance abuse programs 5% 

International services 5% 

Programs for the elderly 2% 

Advocacy activities/services 2% 

 

 

 

SECTION IV SUMMARY 

Our sample organizations offer a large range of services among themselves but vary 

considerably in the number of services each provides. On average, nearly half of this social 

service provision is done in collaboration with other organizations. The needs most met by our 

sample, in rank order, are: educational and job services, advocacy activities/services, children 

and youth programs, immigration programs, family services, and health services/programs.  

Most (70 percent) of our sample indicated that they intend to start offering at least one new 

social service in the near future. These prospective programs largely fall into the same categories 

as the programs being most widely offered at present — educational and job services, children 

and youth programs, family services, and health services/programs. 

 

V. Collaborations/Networks 
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As reported above, our sample of Latino-serving FBOs offer nearly half of their social services 

collaboratively, which indicates the importance that partner organizations and networks have to 

such groups. In addition to asking about social services offered collaboratively, our survey 

gathered information about the kinds of exchanges that take place between these organizations 

and their key collaborators. As Table 5.1 indicates, over half (53 percent) of these critical 

relationships involve joint social service provision and nearly half (48 percent) include 

cooperating in running joint projects. Though only 8 percent of the key collaborative 

relationships outlined in Table 5.1 involve referrals, nearly all (91 percent) of our organizations 

reported elsewhere in the survey that they refer clients on with needs they do not directly serve. 

Table 5.1 
Nature of Key Collaborative Relationships (N=124)9 
We cooperate in offering specific social service programs 53% 

We cooperate in running joint projects 48% 

We share space/facilities 35% 

Collaborator provides training for organization's staff/leadership 34% 

Collaborator provides training for organization's clients/congregants 29% 

Collaborator provides financial assistance to organization 27% 

We share volunteers 27% 

We share training materials 25% 

We cooperate in writing grants 21% 

We share equipment 19% 

Organization provides training to collaborator 16% 

We cooperate in lobbying and other political activities 12% 

Organization provides financial assistance to collaborator 11% 

We refer clients to each other 8% 

 

Our findings here suggest that in some areas, our organizations receive more than they give in 

these relationships. Specifically, in these collaborations our organizations are more likely to 

receive staff/leadership training (34 percent) and financial assistance (27 percent) than they are 

to provide these (16 percent and 11 percent, respectively).  

                                                
9 This section of the questionnaire asked respondents about the “3 organizations with which your organization 

collaborates the most.” 38 organizations provided information about three top collaborators, 4 identified only two 

top collaborators, and 2 identifed just one. The units of analysis in this discussion are these 124 key relationships. 
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Most of our sample organizations (70 percent) also indicated that they intend to establish 

collaborations within the next year with organizations that were not part of their existing 

networks. In discussing these intentions, many respondents identified obstacles that had 

prevented them from making these connections yet, the most commonly cited of which were:  

• Lack of time and/or staff to dedicate to developing relationship 

• Lack of contacts and/or opportunity to establish the relationship 

• Difficulty accessing the organization to establish contact, including not knowing how to 

negotiate the bureaucracy/chain of command 

• Other priorities have taken precedence 

Many participants talked about struggling with the cycle of having insufficient time and 

resources to develop the kinds of collaborative relationships that could eventually help make 

their work more efficient and effective. As one respondent put it, “I just don’t have time to work 

on these relationships. I barely get paid to run this program.” Another talked about how his 

potential collaborators are as over-stretched as he and his staff are:  

Our staff is overextended just doing the day-to-day stuff to be able to maintain [our 

existing programs and facilities]. In terms of communicating to donors, fund 

development, administrative, bookkeeping and everything else — it’s the same three 

people pretty much that have to do everything. As a result, there are a lot of things that 

we believe strongly would be better done as a collaboration. But our collaborators are in 

the same boat, generally being under-resourced and overstressed.  

He went on to suggest that “if we could pool all of our limited resources around a common issue 

that would be of far greater benefit for all” but noted that past meetings between potential 

collaborators had not always yielded concrete results because “we’re so overstretched to follow-

up on great ideas. Sometimes you get together [with other organizations] and the creative energy 

gets so high and the ideas start flowing, and then you walk away and then three hours later you 

feel overwhelmed because everybody wants to do so much. It’s just not always possible to do it 

all right now.” 
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SECTION V SUMMARY 

Nearly all of our respondents identified key organizational partners with whom they collaborate. 

Over half (53 percent) of these critical relationships involve shared social service provision and 

nearly half (48 percent) include cooperating in running joint projects. Our findings suggest that 

in some areas, our organizations receive more than they give in these collaborative relationships. 

Specifically, our organizations are more likely to receive staff/leadership training (34 percent) 

and financial assistance (27 percent) than they are to provide these (16 percent and 11 percent, 

respectively).  

The largest barriers cited to developing collaborative relationships were lack of time and staff to 

dedicate to the task, lack of contacts/opportunities, and difficulty accessing the organization. 

Despite this, most of our respondents indicated a desire to deepen and broaden such networks in 

the interest of serving their communities more efficiently and effectively. 
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VI. Organizational Challenges 
 

In discussing the challenges faced by their organizations, many of our respondents talked about a 

similar cycle to the one identified in the above discussion of collaborations of scarce resources 

limiting their organizational capacity to secure funds and other resources. Not surprisingly, 

funding topped the list of key challenges named (see Table 6.1), with 39 of our 45 groups 

identifying lack of funds as one of the major obstacles facing their organization.10 A third of our 

organizations also named the need for more, qualified staff persons as one of their top three 

organizational challenges.  

Table 6.1 
Key Challenges to Latino-Serving Community Organizations 
Insufficient funding 39 87% 

Undeveloped capacity (inc. lack of training, accreditation, grant writing 

skills, etc.) 21 47% 

Facilities (need more/better space) 21 47% 

Personnel (need more/qualified staff and/or volunteers) 15 33% 

Board development 4 9% 

Networking 3 7% 

 

On the topic of qualified personnel, one respondent talked about the cultural gap he has 

witnessed between potential employees and the on-the-ground reality they must be able to serve. 

The Latino that has the ability or has all the credentials, let’s say, to take on leadership, 

may not have the experience with the Latino community, per se, from a grassroots context. 

And when there is that gap in living in and understanding the grassroots context, you bring 

a whole bunch of garbage and stereotypes that many times can be even worse than a non-

Latino having a stereotype of a Latino… And then you have people who are not committed 

and don’t understand the values of the institutions that we have or the organizations, the 

associations that we have. 

Several respondents talked about the need for staff or volunteers with accounting and finance 

skills. One noted, “We just got a donation for a non-profit accounting program and we have an 

IRS accountant donate his time to set it up. So, those kinds of things are needed.” Another said, 

“We need someone working with us who knows foundations, for grants. Because I have a grant 

writer and everything, but we don’t know where to get the funding.” Arguing that securing such 

                                                
10 Over half  of our respondents also identified challenges that were unique to their organization’s situation and 

which could not be aggregated with other responses (e.g., one organization was in the midst of a leadership 

transition after three decades under the founder’s direction, another was trying to decide whether to re-locate 

because their neighborhood was gentrifying) and which are not included in this analysis. 
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persons would free an organization’s leader to focus on areas in which he or she was already 

competent another remarked: 

Our administrative infrastructure is the biggest [challenge]. I don’t have an administrative 

assistant because I can’t afford to hire one [and] I am personally not well suited for paper 

forms…I think I can inspire groups of people. I’m very good at collaborating, crossing 

lines, being a visionary, setting an agenda or submitting to someone else’s agenda and 

being supportive... And I think the same is true for about 90 percent of the effected youth 

ministries or youth agencies that I know. They’re all run by people that are highly 

visionary, inspirational, relational, [but] not very administrative. 

He went on to suggest that allocating resources for a full-time financial expert on staff would not 

be a good use of resources.  

It would make no sense to us to have a full-time CFO. We just don’t have the cash flow to 

justify a full-time, $60,000 dollar a year financial executive salary. It’s ridiculous. The 

same is true for 90 percent of the grass-roots youth agencies that exist out here. All of us 

though could really use the benefit of a part time CFO...that super-qualified finance person 

who can create systems that will hold us accountable so that none of us raise a red flag for 

the audit that will inevitably come seven years from now, because we don’t have the 

trappings or the financial capacity to do it at the moment.   

But…some other intermediary [should] fund that person who will serve… the different 

entities that all are in the same boat.  Every single one of us has the passion and the heart 

to do things that God would. A lot of us lack the skill or the know-how to actually do it in a 

way that is going to withstand the scrutiny of the Feds if the Feds were to write the grant 

and require an auditor at the end of the year.   

He concluded that even sending leaders like himself to financial and administrative training 

workshops was not a good use of resources or time; rather, intermediaries should supply 

financial experts directly to the organizations. 

…Everybody wants to provide technical assistance. But for them, technical assistance 

means they get the contract... And they come and tell us what we already know we need to 

do but we don’t have the capacity to do it. Not because we don’t want to, but because the 

people on the ground are over-strapped. Take a couple of those people with the degrees, 

instead of giving the lectures all the time, actually come and do the work for us. 

SECTION VI SUMMARY 
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Insufficient funding topped the list of challenges identified by our organizations. In addition, 

many identified the lack of internal capacity (e.g., training in certain areas, accreditation, grant 

writing skills) as a chief struggle. In our interviews, several respondents identified their own lack 

of administrative skills as a problem, but one in particular did not believe that it was a good use 

of resources to send him to trainings to gain such skills. Instead, he suggested that those 

concerned with the capacity of organizations like his fund a rotating financial officer/accountant 

who could be shared among a few groups and who could lend his or her expertise this way and 

free the organization’s leaders to concentrate on being visionaries. 
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VII.  Assessing the Impact of the Network of Faith Capacity-
Building Project 

 

As noted above, our sample organizations all participated to some extent in the Network of Faith 

(NOF) capacity building program, which consisted of a series of trainings and networking events 

designed to help Latino faith- and community-based organizations develop their organizational 

infrastructure, improve their program service, and secure funding. Though the specific events 

varied somewhat from site to site, the general categories of the project included: 

Training sessions. Topics included: strategic planning, fundraising, board development, fiscal 

management, communication strategies for not-for-profit organizations, basics of budget 

building, creating a board of directors, human resource management, and managing donor 

relations. 

Technical assistance. Technical assistance came in a variety of forms but was consistently 

tailored to the unique needs of the group requesting it, and included additional training in the 

areas covered in the training sessions as well as technology and information management, 

technology design, resource development, marketing, network development, program evaluation, 

organizational development towards a 501c3 status, and capacity/infrastructure support.  

Advocacy event. This involved a trip to Washington, DC, to attend the National Hispanic Prayer 

Breakfast and to lobby congressional representatives on behalf of the concerns of their 

communities.  

Donors Forum. This was an event to which area donors in each city were invited to meet with the 

NOF participants to discuss funding/grant-making issues, and was designed to allow participants 

to meet and ask questions of these donors and to connect community organizations with major 

funding organizations. 

These trainings took considerable care and effort to organize. Based on their previous experience 

with Latino-serving FBOs, the organizers were intentional in seeking bi-lingual/bi-cultural 

trainers who were faith-friendly and conversant in the language of religious conviction. 

Participants were also recruited with care, with attention to achieving a balance of 

denominational and organizational diversity. The reality of this constituency’s workloads and 

other obligations meant that it often took several efforts to reach an organization’s leader to 

explain the training opportunity to them and invite their participation, and made it difficult for 

them to make every session, or to stay for the duration even when they did. Many leaders very 

sincerely indicated an interest in participating but due to their schedules, having few staff 
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members, and the demands of their work, were often unable to attend the training sessions or to 

only attend sporadically.  

 

THE ORGANIZATIONAL ASSESSMENT TOOL (OAT) 

To establish participants’ baseline organizational capacity at the beginning of the program, each 

organization completed the Organizational Assessment Tool (OAT; see Appendix B for the 

complete version of the template). This instrument measures five categories and sixteen areas of 

organizational infrastructure that, when taken as a whole, define best organizational practices. 

Each category and area of development was scored and analyzed to identify strengths and 

limitations of each individual organization, and these results were subsequently used to 

determine the specific training needs for each group and region. 

The scoring range below was used to place each organization at a particular level on the four-

point Continuum of Capacity.  

• Level One: scores ranging from 1.00-2.24. Start-up organizations with little to no 

structure or fundraising in place. 

• Level Two: scores ranging from 2.25-2.99. Intermediate-level organizations with some 

structure in place and at least one functional program, supported primarily by private 

donations. 

• Level Three: scores ranging from 3.00-3.39. Intermediate-level organizations with a good 

structure in place, multiple programs, and diverse funding sources. 

• Level Four: scores ranging from 3.40-4.00. Advanced, well-established organizations 

with multiple programs, large operating budgets, and strong records of well-monitored 

and diverse funding. 
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The categories and areas of assessment used by the OAT are as follows: 

 

Category I:  Strategic Leadership 

Area 1.1:                Vision and mission 

Area 1.2:                Planning 

Area 1.3:                Leadership 

Area 1.4:                Relationships and networking 

 
Category II:  Organizational Structure 

Area 2.1:   Organization 

Area 2.2:   Governance 

Area 2.3:   Legal aspects 

Area 2.4:   Human resource management 

 
Category III: Operations and Administration 

Area 3.1:   Financial management 

Area 3.2:   Technology/information management 

 

Category IV: Program Assessment  

Area 4.1:   Community assessment 

Area 4.2:   Delivery of community service 

Area 4.3:   Program evaluation 

 
Category V:  Resources and Resource Development 

Area 5.1:   Existing assets 

Area 5.2:   Fundraising 

Area 5.3:   Communication and marketing 

 
 

A total of 52 organizations started the Network of Faith program, 33 of which (63 percent) 

remained active throughout the project. An additional 18 organizations began the program at a 

later time, bringing the total number of organizations active at the project’s end to 51. 

Table 7.1 shows the organizational levels of the NOF participants at the onset of the program and 

reveals that the bulk of them scored in the middle levels of the continuum (19 at Level Two and 

15 at Level Three) while just two in all scored at the highest, most developed end of the 

spectrum.  

 
 
 
Table 7.1 
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Distribution of NOF Organizations on the Continuum of Capacity at the Beginning of the Project 
  Level One Level Two Level Three Level Four Not Assessed 

Chicago 3 6 3 0 4 

Los Angeles 1 2 6 1 0 

Miami 3 3 4 1 1 

New York 2 8 2 0 1 

TOTAL 9 19 15 2 6 

 
By the project’s end, the weight of the organizations’ institutional capacities had shifted upwards 

on the continuum, as Table 7.2 shows, with twelve organizations scoring at the high end of the 

organizational spectrum in comparison to just two at the program’s onset.   

Table 7.2 
Distribution of NOF Organizations on the Continuum of Capacity at the End of the Project 

 Level One Level Two Level Three Level Four Not Assessed 

Chicago 3 3 4 2 4 

Los Angeles 0 3 3 4 0 

Miami 1 4 3 3 1 

New York 1 3 5 3 1 

TOTAL 5 13 15 12 6 

 

Looking specifically at the 33 organizations that participated in the program in its entirety and 

for which we have both baseline and concluding OAT scores, we find that all but six experienced 

marked growth by either maturing significantly within their initial level of development or 

growing to at least the next superior level of development on the continuum. Specifically, 

twenty-one (64 percent) moved to higher levels on the Continuum of Capacity; six (18 percent) 

matured within their initial levels of development; and six (18 percent) stagnated or dropped 

within their level of development or to a lower level on the continuum. This latter finding does 

not necessarily indicate an erosion of organizational capacity within these six organizations, 

however. Rather, due to the learning process that these organizations underwent in the course of 

the project, the failure of these organizations to advance within the continuum might actually be 

the result of groups gaining a better understanding through the trainings of what constitutes 

effective governance, structures, etc., which subsequently led to more accurate self-assessments 

in the second test.  

The training and technical assistance provided by the NOF project appear to have made an 

impact on these organizations’ development, as measured by the OAT. Figure 1 illustrates the 

aggregate growth of the NOF participants, and illustrates the general movement up the 

continuum. Specifically, by the project’s end only 11 percent of our organizations scored at the 

low end of the developmental spectrum compared to 20 percent at the project’s onset and over a 

quarter (27 percent) scored at the highest level, compared to just 4 percent at the beginning. 
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Figure 1 
Comparison of NOF Organizations’ Distribution on the Continuum of Capacity at the Beginning 
and End of the Project 

 

 

Looking into specific areas of development, we see that as a group the NOF participants grew in 

every area measured (Table 7.3). The largest degree of growth was recorded in the category of: 

• Programmatic (Category 4) — from an initial aggregate score of 2.71 (high-Level Two), 

to a final score of 3.11 (mid-Level Three). 

The specific areas in which the most growth was recorded were: 

• Program evaluation — from an initial aggregate score of 2.57 (mid-Level Two), to a final 

score of 3.06 (low-Level Three). 

• Financial management  — from an initial aggregate score of 2.61 (mid-Level Two), to a 

final score of 3.04 (low-Level Three). 

The category in which the smallest amount of growth occurred was: 

• Strategic Planning (Category 1) — from an initial aggregate score of 3.01 (low-Level 

Three), to a final score of 3.17 (mid-Level Three), though our participants were at a 

relatively high level of development to begin with. 

 

The specific areas in which the least growth was recorded were: 

• Relationship and Networking — from an initial aggregate score of 2.98 (high-Level 

Two), to a final score of 3.11 (mid-Level Three); and 
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• Planning — from an initial aggregate score of 2.43 (mid-Level Two), to a final score of 

2.57 (also mid-Level Two). 

By the project’s end, the two categories scoring at the highest level were: 

• Strategic Planning (3.17) — with Vision and Mission (3.53) and Leadership (3.47) 

scoring at a Level Four; and 

• Organizational Development (3.16) — with the area of Legal Aspects, which pertains to 

the legal status of not-for-profits, scoring at a level-4 (3.50). 

Taken altogether, their aggregate scores in four out the five categories place them at a Level 

Three on the Continuum of Capacity. The only category in which they scored below a Level 

Three is: 

• Resource/Resource Development (2.48), with the area of Fundraising scoring at the 

lowest level — slightly above the Level One limit (2.28).  
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Table 7.3 
Growth Dynamics of NOF Participants as a Whole within Each Category and Area of 
Organizational Capacity  
 OAT 1 OAT 2 

Category 1: Strategic Planning 3.01 3.17 

      Area 1.1: Vision And Mission         3.34        3.53 

      Area 1.2: Planning         2.43        2.57 

      Area 1.3: Leadership         3.29        3.47 

      Area 1.4: Relationship And Networking         2.98        3.11 

Category 2: Organizational Development 2.88 3.16 

     Area 2.1: Structure         2.99        3.22 

     Area 2.2: Governance         2.75        3.02 

     Area 2.3: Legal Aspects         3.21        3.50 

     Area 2.4: Human Resource Management         2.58        2.89 

Category 3: Operations And Administration 2.75 3.12 

     Area 3.1: Financial Management         2.61        3.04 

     Area 3.2: Technology/Information Management         2.89        3.20 

Category 4: Programmatic 2.71 3.11 

     Area 4.1: Community Needs Assessment         2.64        2.97 

     Area 4.2: Delivery Of Community Services         2.93        3.31 

     Area 4.3: Program Evaluation         2.57        3.06 

Category 5: Resources And Resource Development 2.18 2.48 

     Area 5.1: Existing Assets        2.36        2.60 

     Area 5.2: Fundraising        2.00        2.28 

     Area 5.3: Communication And Marketing        2.18        2.56 
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NOF EXIT SURVEY 

We also sent out an exit survey to all of the organizations who participated in the NOF trainings 

to get their direct feedback about the efficacy of the capacity training program. This 

questionnaire was sent in English and Spanish both electronically and via post to all participants 

for whom we had current contact information. In all, 22 organizations (or 49 percent of our 

sample) returned completed surveys. 

The exit survey respondents indicated that the Network of Faith project had met their 

expectations to varying degrees (Table 7.4). In all, five indicated that the project had met or 

exceeded their expectations, seven said their expectations had been largely met, and ten said they 

had been met to a limited extent. 

Table 7.4 
“Considering your overall expectations of the NOF, would you say that the project…” 

Exceeded your expectations 2 9% 

Met all of your expectations 3 14% 

Met your expectations to a large extent 7 32% 

Met your expectations to a limited extent 10 45% 

Did not meet your expectations 0 0% 

 
 

According to the exit survey, the most useful aspects of the program, in order of ranking, were: 

1. Training sessions (20 respondent / 90%) 

2. Advocacy event in Washington, DC (10 respondents / 45%) 

3. Funding training (9 respondents / 41%) 

4. Technical assistance (8 respondents / 36%) 

 

The least useful NOF activities were reported in the following order: 

1. Technical assistance (7 respondents / 32%) 

2. Donors’ forum (6 respondents / 27%) 

3. Advocacy event (5 respondents /23%) 
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To the question “what are the areas in which you grew as a direct result of the NOF?” the most 

cited answers were: 

1. Relationships/Networking (15 respondents / 68%) 

2.   Strategic Planning  (11 respondents / 50%) 

3.   Vision and Mission and Fundraising (tied for third at 10 respondents / 45%) 

4. Organizational Development  (9 respondents / 41%) 

5.   Governance and Financial Management and Program Evaluation (3-way tie at 8 

respondents / 36%) 

The participants were vocal about the most important benefit that they received from the project.  

Overwhelmingly, the most frequent response concerned the benefits of networking with those of 

other faiths and churches. This is striking given that this was not an area in which the OAT 

recorded dramatic progress; yet, at least experientially, participants walked away from the 

experience feeling they have benefited in this area. Other responses included the advocacy 

training event held in Washington DC and the importance of grant writing, organizational 

management and the leadership training model that was presented to the participants. One 

respondent reported, “We realized $200,000 of grant funding because of the training.” Forming a 

sense of direction and purpose for the organization was another benefit reported, as was being 

open to working with other denominations for the common good of the Latino community. 

Because the project was designed to foster ecumenical relationships among Latino-serving faith-

based organizations, we specifically asked our exit survey respondents to describe their 

experiences of meeting and training with others from various denominational affiliations. All of 

the comments we received about this were overwhelmingly positive. Several respondents used 

words like “joyful,” “positive,” and “a blessing” to describe their experience. Participants 

appreciated the opportunity to fellowship and network with those of other faiths, and found 

common ground with each other due to their mutual interests that overrode denominational 

affiliation. One such person wrote, “I was very pleased to meet with other organizations/ 

denominations than [my own]…they were kind, loving. I experienced their theological 

flexibility, their compassion, and knowledge about ministry. Overall a great experience.” 

Another indicated that the NOF had afforded him “great insight into what others are doing and 

the struggles of small ministries.” Similarly, someone else noted, “It helped me understand other 

denominations and their struggles.”  

The respondents clearly recognized that ecumenical networking is necessary for the groups to 

band together and effect real change in their communities. Several reported that they have taken 
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their skills from the workshop and formed new and/or stronger partnerships with Latino-serving 

organizations of other denomination, including this respondent who wrote: “I enjoyed meeting 

leaders from those communities. Locally I have started to build a rapport with both Catholic and 

Mainline groups like never before (I am Pentecostal).” 

This connects with a side comment that one of the Evangelical respondents made during the 

interview stage of the organizational assessment survey. Reflecting on the challenges he 

observed in his wider community, he remarked,  

I think that there truly is territorialism within the religious community… You look at 

Baptists, you look at Pentecostals, you look at Catholics and we have our theological views 

and they become schisms, and we are all the same people… You may pray to Mary, I may 

pray to Jesus, and those are important views and people are entitled to their belief system, 

but if your belief system is going to separate you from helping your people, then you have 

to review that belief system … I’m not saying that Catholics are wrong… I’m saying we’re 

all wrong if we cannot come together and help each other, because if you look at the other 

communities — the black community, the Jewish community, the white community — 

they’re helping each other. 

 
BARRIERS TO PARTICIPATION AND AREAS FOR IMPROVEMENT 
 
As noted above, many of the organizations that began the NOF program (18) dropped out before 

it completed. Though the majority of our exit survey respondents indicated that they had 

attended all of the activities over the two years of the program (15 or 68 percent), nearly half (10 

or 45 percent) indicated that time constraints had been a barrier to participating in the events. A 

lack of consistency in the timing and location of events and inadequate notice to arrange one’s 

schedule to attend were also identified as hindrances to full participation. 

In terms of what kinds of improvements participants would make to future capacity-building 

efforts, several respondents commented that there was not enough time to talk with other 

participants and the speakers after the formal presentations ended.  

Another criticism pertained to a lack of denominational sensitivity on the part of one of the 

trainers. This exit survey respondent felt that this trainer was insufficiently attuned to the 

theological and cultural differences between Hispanic Catholics and Protestants in their area and 

thus had been unable to really bring the participants together. He elaborated, 
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The consultant they brought in was knowledgeable in his field, but I don’t think he was 

equipped enough to deal with the Catholic community and the Protestant community in 

this region of the country… Because we may be Protestant, but we come from Catholic 

backgrounds. I think especially the debate, the theological debates between the 

Pentecostal school of thought and Catholic theology — I think there should have been 

some dialogue about that. Not so that it turns into a debate, but to say ‘look, we 

understand that your belief system is this and your belief system is this. Taking those two 

things aside, how can we come together to provide or to generate a partnership that 

would not have us bumping heads?’ Because where we had this meeting, I thought it was 

a good meeting, but the facilitator did not gel us together. 

 

When asked what areas they would target if the program were to continue for another year, the 

single largest response was “fund development,” as this list of the top cited answers illustrates: 

1. Fund development (16 respondents / 73%) 

2. Networking/partnership development (10 respondents / 45%) 

3. Grant administration (9 respondents / 41%) 

The prominence of financial considerations corresponds with what our exit survey respondents 

told us about where within their organizations they most want to improve and/or develop to help 

their organizations grow and function more effectively. The most cited answers to this question 

included both fundraising and financial management, as this list indicates: 

1. Fundraising (9 respondents / 41%) 

2. Communication/Marketing (8 respondents / 36%) 

3. Financial Management and Human Resource Management (tied for third with 6 

respondents / 27 percent each) 
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SECTION VII SUMMARY 

All but six of the organizations that participated in the NOF trainings from start to finish matured 

significantly in their internal capacity by the project’s end. As a group, they grew the most in 

strategic planning and organizational development, most particularly in the areas of vision and 

mission, leadership, and legal aspects. They also grew significantly in their capacities to evaluate 

their programs, which is a key process to ensure efficacy and accountability within one’s 

organization. The category in which they measured the lowest scores at both the beginning and 

end of the project was fundraising, though even here they advanced to slightly above the Level 

One-limit on the Continuum of Capacity.  

According to their direct feedback, NOF participants generally felt that the program had met 

their expectations, most particularly in the area of training, which 90 percent of organizations 

ranked as the most useful aspect of the program. Yet interestingly, the relationships and 

networking skills forged during the program beat out any particular skill or organizational tool as 

the area in which participants said their organizations had most grown as a direct result of the 

project. Respondents were especially grateful for the opportunity to meet and work with 

counterparts from different faith traditions who shared their commitment and passion for their 

communities, and several noted that they had started meeting with leaders from different 

denominations as a result of meeting them at the NOF events.  

But though many respondents indicated that future capacity-building programs should focus on 

networking/partnership development, fund development was the single most requested topic for 

future trainings to concentrate on. Moreover, fundraising and financial management were two of 

the four most cited areas in which our respondents indicated their organizations most need to 

improve and/or develop in order to grow and function more effectively. These findings 

correspond with some of the comments made within the interview stage of our assessment 

survey — that lack of funding prevents organizations from hiring enough competent employees 

to relieve leaders from overseeing basic organizational maintenance and free up their time to 

cultivate collaborative relationships that will in turn make their organization’s social service 

offerings more efficient and effective.  

Our findings indicate that the chief barrier that leaders of Latino-serving organizations encounter 

in participating in capacity-building trainings is time. Time constraints both prevented people 

from making it to every session, and limited the amount of conversation and questions within the 

sessions.  
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VIII.  Conclusion: Key Findings and Recommendations 
 

 

Based upon our intensive assessment of Latino-serving faith-based organizations and of the 

Network of Faith capacity-training program, the following findings surface as significant and 

noteworthy for congregational, denominational, philanthropic, and other bodies concerned with 

the health and development of this important civil sector: 

 

1. Latino-serving FBOs have a more complex relationship with religion than a clear 

sacred/secular division can capture. Most have strong connections to churches or 

denominations and incorporate prayer, religious literature and images, religious discussions 

and the belief in the efficacy of religious/spiritual change into their workplaces. Yet most 

express a commitment to serve whoever comes through their doors regardless of a client’s 

religious beliefs or lack thereof. Moreover, though these FBOs are receptive to government-

sponsored grants and volunteer programs, they approach such programs pragmatically rather 

than ideologically, explaining that this openness comes from the need to pursue any funding 

source possible rather than a belief that the government should fund Christian groups. 

2. Latino-serving FBOs seek and receive grants from the full range of potential funders, 

including government sources, private foundations, private corporations, and denominations, 

most of which they use to underwrite their programming. 

3. Local congregations are key to the success of Latino-serving FBOs. They serve as a critical 

source of volunteer and paid labor, and provide support and encouragement in a variety of 

ways, including attending events and providing space from which such groups offer their 

social services. 

4. The presence of three critical structures — a 501(c)3 status, a board of directors, and a formal 

written annual budget — directly corresponds to the likelihood that an organization will have 

a large operating budget, serve more persons, and/or offer more intensive services.  

5. Latino-serving FBOs offer a large range of services among themselves and serve mostly 

Latinos/as but vary considerably in the number of services each provides. These programs 

are largely concentrated on educational and job training needs, advocacy, children and youth, 

immigration, family services, and health concerns.  
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6. Nearly half of Latino-serving FBOs’ social service provision is done in collaboration with 

other organizations, and most identify key organizational partners with whom they 

collaborate on a regular basis. Yet leaders of such organizations report that lack of time and 

staff to dedicate to establishing such relationships is a major hindrance to forging new 

collaborations.   

7. The other major barrier faced by Latino-serving FBOs is a lack of reliable funding that can 

be used toward supporting general operations, including salaries. The lack of funds keeps 

organizational leaders preoccupied with administrative and other responsibilities and thus 

hinders their capacity to establish networks and develop collaborative relationships that have 

the potential to improve the services offered within their communities. 

8. Capacity-building projects like the Network of Faith are worth the time and investment. The 

skills gained, and the networks and ecumenical relationships forged as a result of the 

trainings strengthen the existing service capacity of each organization and more closely 

connects their efforts via referrals, joint programs, and awareness. 

9. Our multi-approach method to investigating the capacity of Latino-serving FBOs (i.e., the in-

depth organizational survey, the Organizational Assessment Tool, and the NOF exit survey) 

all triangulated well and gave us a consistent portrait of the needs and strengths of these 

organizations. This was particularly evident in our repeated finding that these groups need 

ongoing guidance to develop their financial management, infrastructure, and funding sources, 

and points to the reliability of our findings overall. 
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Based on these findings and our experience of managing the capacity-training project, we 

recommend the following to the various constituencies who share a commitment to supporting 

and strengthening the work of Latino-serving FBOs throughout the United States: 

1. Capacity building trainings are effective and highly appreciated by faith-based service 

providers, and thus should be offered on a regular basis in localities throughout the country. 

2. Resources like the Organizational Assessment Tool (OAT) should be used by both FBOs and 

those organizing capacity building projects given that such assessments are highly effective 

when used to identify training areas and inform training curriculum development. 

3. In setting up future capacity-building projects, organizers should be intentional about having 

participants reflect the ecumenical diversity found among the Hispanic population. Trainers 

need to be sensitive and knowledgeable about the differences and even tensions that exist 

across denominational lines in order to help such groups recognize their shared points of 

connection and appreciate the value of collaborating on behalf of their communities.  

4. Organizers should also select trainers who are bilingual/bicultural so that discussions can 

take place at a deeper level and be inclusive of less acculturated community leaders. 

5. Since the networking and relationship building that happens at these events is as crucial as 

the concrete skill trainings, capacity-building projects need to allow time and opportunity for 

informal conversation to take place among the participants in order for FBOs to enhance 

collaboration, increase peer learning, and reduce barriers to partnering with other groups, 

especially those from different denominational traditions. 

6. Given the critical role that congregations play in supporting Latino-serving FBOs, 

congregations and their leaders need to be aware of the value of partnering with such 

organizations and seek ways to connect with their work and clientele. 

7. Faith-based organizations need on-going training on fund development, including on 

diversifying their sources of funding and identifying and networking with local donors for 

increased sustainability of funding. Organizers should establish routine venues in which 

leaders of Latino-serving FBOs can connect with local networks of funders and foundations 

in order to learn about what funding sources are out there and begin establishing relationships 

with them. 
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Appendix A:  
Key Characteristics of Each Organization in our Sample, by Site 

 
 
 
MIAMI 
 

Org. Type 
501(c)3 

Y/N 

Budget 

Range 
Chief Mission/Purpose 

Persons 

served/yr 

# Programs 

offered 

Faith-related 

nonprofit 
Yes 

$200,000-

$499,999 

International missions (local self-help 

projects in Haiti & Dominican Republic). 
9500 29 

Faith-related 

nonprofit 
Yes 

$200,000-

$499,999 

CDC11; direct assistance for poor and 

immigrant families, esp. food. 
4000 4 

Secular non-

profit 
Yes 

$100,000-

$199,999 
Art and family education center.  600 16 

Faith-related 

nonprofit 
Yes 

$100,000-

$199,999 

Food and basic supply distribution to 

needy families. 
1650 9 

Faith-related 
nonprofit 

Yes 
$50,000-
$99,999 

Varied direct services for youth and 
families.  

1000 16 

Faith-related 

nonprofit 
Yes 

Over 

$1,000,000 

Residential home for abused/neglected 

children. 
448 20 

Faith-related 

nonprofit 
Yes 

$200,000-

$499,999 

Educational, recreational, and support 

programs for high-risk youth; food and 

outreach services to the poor. 

900 46 

Faith-related 

nonprofit 
Yes 

$200,000-

$499,999 

Residential and outpatient care for persons 

with drug and/or alcohol addictions, 

mental illness and HIV/AIDS. 

79 38 

Faith-related 

nonprofit 
Yes 

Below 

$50,000 
Prison ministry.  80 9 

Faith-related 

nonprofit 
Yes 

$100,000-

$199,999 
HIV/AIDS outreach, care, and education.  1000 133 

Agency 

officially 

affiliated w/ 

denom. 

Yes 
$500,000-

$999,999 

Religious education and ministry to and 

with Hispanic Catholics.  
6000 33 

Faith-related 
nonprofit 

Yes 
Over 
$1,000,000 

Shelter for victims of domestic abuse and 
their families; also intervention and 

advocacy. 
578 76 

 

                                                
11 Community Development Corporation. 
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CHICAGO 
 

Org. Type 
501(c)3 

Y/N 

Budget 

Range 
Chief Mission/Purpose 

Persons 

served/yr 

# Programs 

offered 

Congregation 

w/ 501(c)3 
Yes 

Below 

$50,000 
After-school program 15 4 

Faith-related 

nonprofit 
Yes 

$200,000-

$499,999 

Healthcare initiatives, community 

organizing, social services, and family 

education. 

19000 42 

Secular non-

profit 
Yes 

$500,000-

$999,999 

Health, education, solidarity and human 

rights programs for Hispanic immigrants. 
14005 31 

Secular non-
profit 

No 
Below 
$50,000 

Educational and cultural programs, and 
advocacy, for area youth.                                                 

150 18 

Faith-related 

nonprofit 
Yes 

$200,000-

$499,999 

Theological and ministerial training for 

Hispanic Evangelicals.  
1000 17 

Faith-related 

nonprofit 
Yes 

$500,000-

$999,999 

Provide ministry resources for Hispanic 

Catholics.  
100000012 12 

Other Yes 
Over 

$1,000,000 

Youth and adult education, workplace 

preparation, and pathway to citizenship 

programs for immigrants.  

8000 30 

Secular non-

profit 
Yes 

$200,000-

$499,999 

Shelter and community crisis center for 

homeless persons.                                                                        
100 19 

Secular non-

profit 
Yes 

User 

missing 

Educational and advocacy programs for 

Latinos/as with disabilities.                                                                                                                                                             
370 18 

Faith-related 

nonprofit 
Yes 

Below 

$50,000 
Street preaching outreach ministry. 5000 15 

Congregation 

w/ 501(c)3 
Yes 

Below 

$50,000 

Shelter and outreach to women who are 

homeless, prostitutes, addicted, and/or ex-

offenders. 

25 11 

Faith-related 

nonprofit 
No 

Below 

$50,000 
Literacy program. 70 6 

 
 

                                                
12 As noted in the body of this report, we did not include this 1,000,000 in our assessment of the number of persons served by 

our sample because the respondent estimated this on the basis of the universe of Hispanic Catholics who might indirectly 

benefit from his publication’s readership (i.e., lay and ordained leaders of Hispanic Catholic parishes) rather than actual 

subscriptions. 
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LOS ANGELES 

 

Org. Type 
501(c)3 

Y/N 

Budget 

Range 
Chief Mission/Purpose 

Persons 

served/yr 

# Programs 

offered 

Faith-related 

nonprofit 
No 

$500,000-

$999,999 

Conducts prayer groups, spiritual 

encounters, retreats, etc. 
50000 3 

Secular non-

profit 
Yes 

$200,000-

$499,999 

Community center; offers emergency food 

& basic services, youth and child 

education & recreation programs.                                      

7500 47 

Faith-related 

nonprofit 
Yes 

Over 

$1,000,000 

Job training and education programs for 

former gang members and at-risk youth. 
3000 62 

Agency 

officially 

affiliated w/ 

denom. 

No 
Below 

$50,000 

Conducts religious education classes for 

Hispanic Catholic lay persons.  
250 

User 

missing 

Faith-related 

nonprofit 
Yes 

$500,000-

$999,999 

Learning centers for at-risk children, aged 

pre-school – high school.  
2000 58 

Secular non-

profit 
Yes 

$500,000-

$999,999 

Community organizing working on 

immigration, human rights, youth 

programs, health. 

52000 32 

Secular non-
profit 

Yes 
Over 
$1,000,000 

Education classes for pre-K through adults.                                                                                                                  3500 38 

Faith-related 

nonprofit 
Yes 

$100,000-

$199,999 

Direct services to poor & immigrants; food 

& clothing distribution, ESL classes, 

computer classes, translation.                                     

2000 60 

Agency 

officially 

affiliated w/ 

denom. 

Yes 
$500,000-

$999,999 

Serves poor families, children, seniors, and 

homeless.                                   
5000 67 

Faith-related 

nonprofit 
No 

Over 

$1,000,000 
Outreach program for at-risk youth.                                                                                                          500 51 

Faith-related 

nonprofit 
Yes 

$100,000-

$199,999 

CDC; food distribution, afterschool 

tutoring, health clinic.                                                                                       
2600 20 

Faith-related 

nonprofit 
Yes 

Over 

$1,000,000 

CDC; emergency services, translation, 

youth programs, for area population. 
102000 56 
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NEW YORK 
 

Org. Type 
501(c)3 

Y/N 

Budget 

Range 
Chief Mission/Purpose 

Persons 

served/yr 

# Programs 

offered 

Faith-related 

nonprofit 
Yes 

Over 

$1,000,000 

Residential substance abuse treatment 

facility for men. 
300 71 

Religious 

congregation 
No 

Below 

$50,000 
Catholic parish's outreach ministry.                                                                                                           10000 40 

Faith-related 

nonprofit 
Yes 

$500,000-

$999,999 

Transition program for ex-offenders, 

including job training and placement. 
400 56 

Faith-related 

nonprofit 
Yes 

$200,000-

$499,999 

Assists immigrants with negotiating the 

city's infrastructure, language skills, and 

job training programs.      

User 

missing 
25 

Congregation 

w/ 501(c)3 
Yes 

Below 

$50,000 

 

Congregation’s outreach ministries and 

programs.  

User 

missing 
70 

Faith-related 

nonprofit 
Yes 

$200,000-

$499,999 

Lay ministerial and youth leadership 

formation programs for Hispanic 

Catholics.  

1200 4 

Faith-related 

nonprofit 
Yes 

$50,000-

$99,999 

Pastoral care and religious education & 

spiritual formation for Hispanic Catholics.  
500 43 

Congregation 
w/ 501(c)3 

Yes 
$500,000-
$999,999 

CDC; variety of youth and advocacy 
programs. 

5000 118 

Faith-related 

nonprofit 
Yes 

$200,000-

$499,999 

Youth education programs & programs for 

elderly.                                                                                                                       

User 

missing 
28 
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Appendix B:  
Organizational Assessment Tool 

 

Category I: STRATEGIC LEADERSHIP 

Area 1.1:  VISION AND MISSION 

Area 1.2:  PLANNING 

Area 1.3: LEADERSHIP 

Area 1.4: RELATIONSHIPS AND NETWORKING 

 

Category II:  ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE 

Area 2.1: ORGANIZATION 

Area 2.2: GOVERNANCE 

Area 2.3: LEGAL ASPECTS 

Area 2.5:  HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 

 

Category III: OPERATIONS AND ADMINISTRATION 

Area 3.1: FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT 

Area 3.2: TECHNOLOGY/INFORMATION MANAGEMENT 

 

Category IV: PROGRAM ASSESSMENT 

Area 4.1:  COMMUNITY ASSESSMENT 

Area 4.2:  DELIVERY OF COMMUNITY SERVICE 

Area 4.3:  PROGRAM EVALUATION 

 

Category V:  RESOURCES AND RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT 

Area 5.1:  EXISTING ASSETS 

Area 5.2:  FUNDRAISING 

Area 5.3: COMMUNICATION AND MARKETING 
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 CATEGORY I: STRATEGIC VISION    

      

     AREA 1.1: VISION AND MISSION    

  Yes No Don’t know  

1 The organization has a written mission statement.        

       If NO/Don’t know, skip to question 3     

      

  Never Seldom Occasionally  Often 

2 The organization’s mission statement is reviewed 

periodically…         

      

   Strongly 

Disagree Disagree Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

3 There are shared values and beliefs that guide the 

organization.         

4 There is a shared vision of what the organization is 

trying to accomplish.         

      

      

 AREA 1.2: PLANNING     

  Yes No Don’t know  

5 The organization has a written strategic plan.        

       If NO/Don’t know, skip to question 8     

      

  Not 

developed 

Very 

limited 

Somewhat 

developed 

Well-

developed 

6 The organization’s strategic plan is…         

      

  Never Seldom Occasionally  Often 

7 The strategic plan of the organization is reviewed…         

      

      

 AREA 1.3: LEADERSHIP     

  Yes No Don’t know  

8 There is stable organizational leadership.        

      

  Not 

developed 

Very 

limited 

Somewhat 

developed 

Well-

developed 

9 The leader’s decision-making skills are…         

10 The leader’s management skills are…         

11 The leader’s mentoring skills are…         

12 The leader’s budgeting skills are…         

13 The leader’s fundraising skills are…         

14 The leader’s organizing skills are…         

15 The leader’s communication skills are…         

16 The leader’s training skills are…         
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     AREA 1.4: RELATIONSHIPS AND NETWORKING    

  Poor Fair Good Very good 

17 The organization’s relationships with other faith-

based organizations are…         

18 The organization’s relationships with other Hispanic 

organizations are…         

19 The organization’s relationships with political 

representatives are…         

20 The organization’s relationships with resourceful 

individuals and/or organizations are…         

      

  Never Seldom Occasionally  Often 

21 The organization cooperates with agencies that offer 

similar services to the community…         

22 The organization cooperates with agencies that serve 

similar groups/population…         

      

      

 CATEGORY II: ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE    

      

 AREA 2.1: ORGANIZATION     

  Yes No Don’t know  

23 The organization has a written organizational chart.        

       If NO/Don’t know, skip to question 25     

      

  Poor Fair Good Very good 

24 The organizational chart is…         

25 The organization of community services’ delivery 

is…         

26 Overall, organizational meetings are…         

      

  Never Seldom Occasionally  Often 

27 Staff meetings are conducted…         

28 Organizational meetings are well documented 

(minutes, agendas, etc.)…         

      

  Yes No Don’t know  

29 The organization has a written policy handbook 

(including bylaws, procedures, regulations, etc.)…        

       If NO/Don’t know, skip to question 31     

      

  Poor Fair Good Very good 

30 The organization’s policy handbook compliance with 

government regulations (i.e. Fair Labor Standards 

Act, Equal Employment, Opportunity Act, Americans 

with Disabilities Act, Affirmative Action Plan (if 

required)) is…         

31 The organization’s understanding of the legal issues 

involved in managing a 501c(3) is…         
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 AREA 2.2: GOVERNANCE     

  Yes No Don’t know  

32 The organization has a Board of Directors.        

       If NO/Don’t know, skip to question 42     

      

  Poor Fair Good Very good 

33 Overall, the organization’s Board of Directors is…         

34 The Board’s commitment to sustaining the future of 

the organization is…         

      

  Never Seldom Occasionally  Often 

35 Board meetings are well documented (minutes, 

agendas, etc.)…         

36 Board orientation for new members are held…         

37 The Board approves the annual budget based on input 

from financial committee…         

38 Board members are involved in fundraising 

activities…         

39 The Board reviews organizational operations and 

activities…         

      

      

 AREA 2.3: LEGAL ASPECTS     

      

40 Describe current legal status for your organization 

(select one):     

    No 501(c)3 status or any other legal status 

  

  

No separate 501(c)3 status – operates 

through the church 

    In process of getting 501(c)3 status 

    501(c)3 status in place 

      

  Yes No Don’t know  

41 IRS documents and reports are submitted in a timely 

manner.        

42 The organization has ready access to legal counsel.        

      

  None Very few Most All 

43 The organization has appropriate legal documents in 

place as required by government regulations.         

      

      

  Not 

developed 

Very 

limited 

Somewhat 

developed 

Well-

developed 

44 The organization’s plan for compliance to ensure that 

all operations meet legal requirements is…         
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     AREA 2.4: HUMAN RESOURCE MANAGEMENT    

      

  Yes No Don’t know  

45 The organization has a written personnel handbook.        

      

  Not 

developed 

Very 

limited 

Somewhat 

developed 

Well-

developed 

46 The organization’s operations plan (e.g. job 

descriptions, timelines, etc.) is…         

47 There is a process is in place for staff communication 

that is…         

48 The organization’s written plan for staff recruitment 

and hiring is…         

49 The organization’s policies covering compensation 

and benefits for employees are…         

      

  Never Seldom Occasionally  Often 

50 Employee performance reviews are conducted…         

51 Employees are provided opportunities for 

professional development activities…         

52 Volunteer performance reviews are conducted...          

      

  Not 

developed 

Very 

limited 

Somewhat 

developed 

Well-

developed 

53 The volunteer recruitment program is …         

      

      

 CATEGORY III: OPERATIONS AND ADMINISTRATION   

      

 AREA 3.1: FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT     

  Yes No Don’t know  

54 The organization has a written budgeting policy.        

      

  Never Seldom Occasionally  Often 

55 Financial reports are prepared and updated by 

qualified personnel…         

56 Cash flow projections are reviewed by organization’s 

management…         

57 Reconciliation of cash accounts is regularly 

prepared…         

58 The organization leadership follows IRS 

requirements for reporting additional income (i.e. 

donations, grants, etc.)…         

59 Independent audits are scheduled annually…         

      

  Not 

developed 

Very 

limited 

Somewhat 

developed 

Well-

developed 

60 The organization’s financial system is…         

61 The organization’s written policy that sets payroll 

standards for all paid staff is…         

62 The organization’s written policy for contract 

employees is…         
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  Not 

developed 

Very 

limited 

Somewhat 

developed 

Well-

developed 

63 The organization’s fiscal policy is…         

64 The organization has suitable risk management 

insurance coverage…         

65 The organization has a stable level of cash reserves 

on hand in case of fiscal emergency…         

      

      

      

    AREA 3.2: TECHNOLOGY/INFORMATION MANAGEMENT   

  Yes No Don’t know  

66 The organization has an adequate number of 

computers to serve its needs.        

       If NO/Don’t know, skip to question 68     

      

  Yes No Don’t know  

67 The organization has technology support (external or 

in house).        

      

  Poor Fair Good Very good 

68 The leader’s computing skills are…         

69 The organization staff’s computing skills are…         

      

  Never Seldom Occasionally  Often 

70 Technology training is provided to organization’s 

personnel…         

      

  Yes No Don’t know  

71 The organization has an e-mail address/accounts 

available for employees.        

       If NO/Don’t know, skip to question 73.     

      

  Never Seldom Occasionally  Often 

72 The organization uses e-mail for improved 

communication…         

      

  Yes No Don’t know  

73 The organization has a web site.        

       If NO/Don’t know, skip to question 75     

      

  Not 

developed 

Very 

limited 

Somewhat 

developed 

Well-

developed 

74 The organization’s web site is…         
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    CATEGORY IV: PROGRAM ASSESSMENT    

      

 AREA 4.1: COMMUNITY ASSESSMENT     

  Never Seldom Occasionally  Often 

75 Community needs assessment is used to develop 

community services…         

76 The organization develops an inventory of 

community assets…     

      

      

      AREA 4.2: DELIVERY OF COMMUNITY SERVICE    

  Poor Fair Good Very good 

77 The organization’s level of expertise in the areas in 

which it provides services is…         

78 The organization’s referral network is…         

      

      

 AREA 4.3: PROGRAM EVALUATION     

  Never Seldom Occasionally  Often 

79 Program evaluation is conducted for all programs…         

      

  Not 

developed 

Very 

limited 

Somewhat 

developed 

Well-

developed 

80 Specific outcome measurements for each community 

service program are…         

81 The organization’s process for assessing client 

satisfaction is…         

      

      

 CATEGORY V: RESOURCES AND RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT 

      

 AREA 5.1: EXISTING ASSETS     

  Not 

developed 

Very 

limited 

Somewhat 

developed 

Well-

developed 

82 The organization’s financial base is…         

      

  Yes No Don’t know  

83 The organizational has adequate physical facilities for 

operating its programs.        

84 The organization has adequate equipment for 

operating its programs.        

      

  Never Seldom Occasionally  Often 

85 The organization maximizes use of facilities and/or 

equipment to help leverage additional income (i.e. 

renting out its space/equipments)...          
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 AREA 5.2: FUNDRAISING     

  Yes No Don’t know  

86 The organization has a written fund development plan.        

       If NO/Don’t know, skip to question 89     

  Poor Fair Good Very good 

87 The organization’s fund development plan is…         

88 The implementation of the fund development plan is…         

89 The organization’s ability to secure funds from diverse 

sources is…         

      

  Not 

developed 

Very 

limited 

Somewhat 

developed 

Well-

developed 

90 The organization’s system to monitor grants and 

contracts is…         

      

  Never Seldom Occasionally  Often 

91 The organization actively develops networks to seek out 

potential donors…         

      

  Yes No Don’t know  

92 Organization leadership has received training in fund 

raising.        

93 Endowment strategy is part of the long-range 

development plan.        

      

      

 AREA 5.3: COMMUNICATION AND MARKETING    

  Yes No Don’t know  

94 The organization has a marketing plan in place.        

       If NO/Don’t know, skip to question 96     

      

  Not 

developed 

Very 

limited 

Somewhat 

developed 

Well-

developed 

95 The marketing plan is…         

96 The organization’s promotional materials (e.g. 

information flyer, bulletin, brochure, newsletters, logo, 

etc.) are…         

97 The organization’s media contacts to help facilitate its 

presence in the community are…         

      

  Never Seldom Occasionally  Often 

98 The organization conducts open-house events to 

promote its activities or programs…         

99 The organization produces reports for board and/or key 

stakeholders…         

 

 

 


