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The 2012 National LGBT Movement Report provides a
comprehensive snapshot of the financial health of most
of America’s largest LGBT social justice organizations.
These organizations were categorized by MAP as
focusing on general advocacy, issue-specific advocacy,
legal advocacy, or research and public education
work. The 40 organizations participating in this report
collectively represent 69% of the budgets of all LGBT
social justice organizations.

As the United States slowly recovers from the 2008-
2012 Global Recession, LGBT organizations have also
gained strength. Following several years during which
organizations’ revenue declined, leaner and more
flexible LGBT social justice organizations are reaping
the benefits of belt-tightening years and increased
efficiency. They can now refocus on growing their donor
bases to drive programs and initiatives that will speed
equality throughout the country.

Revenue and Expenses

* Participating organizations experienced a 17%
increase in revenue from 2010 to 2011 (excluding in-
kind contributions).

Individual contributions comprised the largest
share of total revenue (36%), while foundation
contributions and in-kind contributions each
accounted for nearly one-fifth of total revenue
(20% and 17%, respectively); fundraising events
comprised another 12% of revenue.

In 2011, organizations reported, on average, nearly
six months of available working capital.

* The 40 participating organizations are projecting
combined 2012 expense budgets of $158.4 million,
which will represent an 11% increase from 2011.
2011 expenses ($143.3 million, excluding in-kind
expenses) increased by 15% from 2010.

Fundraising and Fundraising Efficiency

* The number of individual donors increased from
2010 to 2011 after several years of declines, yet a
significant untapped donor base still exists. Only
3% of LGBT adults have donated to one of the 40
participating LGBT organizations.

* Participating organizations received, on average,
almost half (44%) of 2011 revenue from their 10
largest contributors—including individual donors,
foundations and/or corporate donors.

* Attendance at fundraising events increased 10%
from 2010 to 2011, and income from these events
increased by 23% during the same period.

* In total, 80% of total expenses are dedicated to
programs and services, exceeding the nonprofit
efficiency benchmarks set by American Institute of
Philanthropy (AIP) and Better Business Bureau Wise
Giving Alliance (BBB).

Other Indicators of Financial Health

 Cash hasincreased 45%, from $18.8 millionin 2007 to
$27.3 million in 2011. In the same vein, investments
increased to a five-year high of $39.0 million in 2011.

¢ Current liabilities have remained relatively stable
from 2007 to 2011, indicating that organizations
have continued to consistently meet financial
commitments, such as keeping vendors paid and
making payroll, mortgage and rent payments.

Staff and Boards

* Participating organizations employ a total of 925
people, of whom 800 are full-time and 125 are
part-time.

* The racial and ethnic diversity of paid staff at
participating LGBT organizations mirrors that of the
general population; 34% of all paid staff identify as
people of color.

A lower percentage of senior staff identify as people
of color than do staff as a whole—29% of senior staff
identify as people of color compared to 34% of staff
as awhole.

Nearly half (49%) of paid staff identify as women and
7% of all paid staff identify as transgender.

Participating organizations have a total of 695
board members. Three-quarters (76%) of board
members identify as white and 58% identify as
men-demographics similar to those of the boards of
nonprofits generally.



This report, released annually, provides a comprehen-
sive overview of the finances and financial health of a key
segment of the LGBT movement: LGBT social justice or-
ganizations focusing on general advocacy, issue-specific
advocacy, legal advocacy, or research and public education
work.! The 40 national or leading organizations participat-
ing in this report collectively represent 69% of the budgets
of all LGBT social justice organizations.? Throughout the
report, we use the terms “organizations” or “participants” to
refer to the 40 organizations from which data was collected.

The Movement Advancement Project (MAP) selected
participating organizations based on their size, importance
to the overall LGBT movement, and collective coverage
of LGBT issues and constituencies. Most participating
organizations (28) have budgets over $1 million; 12
organizations have smaller budgets but are national leaders
who work in areas of critical concern to the LGBT movement.

MAP collected standardized financialand operational
information from participating organizations and
summarized key information across participants.®

This report provides aggregated data across
participating organizations, with most figures and
charts showing data for all organizations combined.
Where figures or charts reflect data based on a subset of
participating organizations, this is noted.

Participating organizations fluctuate from year to year.
Two organizations are new participants in 2012,* while
two organizations were unable to participate this year.’
Because of the change in participants, numbers in the
2012 report should not be compared to the numbers in
the 2011 or 2010 reports. This year’s numbers reflect data
exclusively for this year’s participating organizations.

A list of participants appears in Tzble 1. MAP grouped
participating organizations into four broad categories:

- Advocacy organizations advocate for the entire
LGBT community or a particular subset of the LGBT
community on a broad range of issues.

* Issue organizations advocate for the entire LGBT
community or a particular subset of the LGBT
community on a particular issue or related set of issues.

* Legal organizations provide legal services to LGBT
people and advocate and/or litigate within the legal
system for LGBT people.

> Research and public education organizations
provide the LGBT community and the broader public
with information about the issues facing the LGBT
community. They may provide research, policy analysis,
or educate the public through media work.

As an example of our categorization, Services and
Advocacy for GLBT Elders (SAGE) advocates specifically
for LGBT older adults on a broad range of issues, so
it is categorized as an advocacy organization, while
Freedom to Marry supports and advocates for marriage
for same-sex couples around the country and is
categorized as an issue organization.

Table 1: Participating Organizations by Category

Advocacy | Audre Lorde Project, Inc.

Basic Rights Oregon

Council on Global Equality

Empire State Pride Agenda

Equality California

Equality Federation

Family Equality Council

Gay & Lesbian Victory Fund and Leadership Institute
Human Rights Campaign and Foundation (HRC)
Keshet

Log Cabin Republicans

MassEquality

National Black Justice Coalition (NBJC)

National Center for Transgender Equality (NCTE)
PFLAG (Parents, Families and Friends of Lesbians and Gays)
Services and Advocacy for GLBT Elders (SAGE)

The Task Force

CenterLink

Freedom to Marry

Gay & Lesbian Alliance Against Defamation (GLAAD)
Gay, Lesbian and Straight Education Network (GLSEN)
Gay-Straight Alliance Network

Immigration Equality

National Coalition for LGBT Health

New York City Gay and Lesbian Anti-Violence Project
Out & Equal Workplace Advocates

Point Foundation

Servicemembers Legal Defense Network (SLDN)
Soulforce

The Trevor Project

ACLU LGBT & AIDS Project

Gay & Lesbian Advocates & Defenders (GLAD)
Lambda Legal Defense

National Center for Lesbian Rights (NCLR)
Sylvia Rivera Law Project (SRLP)

Transgender Law Center

Funders for LGBTQ Issues
GroundSpark
In the Life Media, Inc.

Issue

Legal

Research
& Public
Education

One organization preferred not to be listed.



Figure 1 shows the distribution of participants and
collective actual 2011 expenses and 2012 budgets by
category. For example, advocacy organizations comprise
44% of all participating organizations, and their 2011
expenses comprised 45% of the total 2011 expenses
reported by all participants.

2012 expense budgets are similar. Slightly more
than half (52%) of LGBT participating organizations’
cumulative 2012 budget is attributable to advocacy
organizations, whose combined 2012 budgets total
$82.3 million (see Figure I¢c). Issue organizations comprise
29% of the cumulative budgeted total ($45.6 million),
and legal, research and public education organizations
together comprise a combined 20% ($30.4 million) of
the budgeted total. Resources are concentrated within
larger organizations. For example, the 10 organizations
with the largest 2012 budgets constitute 68% of the
combined budget total, while the 10 organizations with
the smallest 2012 budgets comprise only 3% of the
combined budget total.

PARTICIPANT REPRESENTATION OF
THE BROADER LGBT MOVEMENT

To ensure that the 40 participating organizations are
representative of the larger universe of LGBT nonprofits,
MAP referenced the GuideStar database of charity IRS
filings to identify all LGBT-related 501(c)(3) and 501(c)(4)
nonprofit organizations. The GuideStar database
includes more than 1.8 million nonprofits. It provides
revenue and expense data from the IRS Form 990, which
all nonprofit organizations with gross receipts over
$25,000 are required to file.

Using the search terms “LGBT,” “GLBT,” “lesbian, gay,

" ou

bisexual and transgender,” “gay, lesbian, bisexual and
transgender,” “transgender,’ “gay men," “lesbian,” and “gay
andlesbian,"amongothers,weidentified502active501(c)(3)
and 501(c)(4) LGBT nonprofits. This number excludes very
small or new LGBT nonprofits (which are not required
to file IRS tax returns). MAP also excluded any nonprofit
whose most recent IRS filing was dated 2007 or older as
well as those organizations showing zero revenue and

expense data in their most recent 990 filing.

MAP then categorized the 502 LGBT nonprofits
identified through GuideStar into eight broad categories:
community centers, advocacy organizations, issue
organizations, arts and culture organizations (e.g. choirs),
social/recreational organizations (e.g. pride committees),

Figure 1: Focus of Participating Organizations

Figure 1a: Number of Participating
Organizations by Category (n=39)

Research & Pub Ed,
8%

Note: One organization wishes to remain anonymous and is excluded
from this figure.

Figure 1b: Combined 2011 Expenses by Category
All Participants Combined 100%=5$174.1 million,
$ Millions
Research & Pub Ed,
3% ($5.7)

Legal,
20% ($35.6)

Note: May not total 100% due to rounding.

Figure 1c: 2012 Combined Budgets by Category
All Participants Combined 100%=5$158.4 million, $ Millions

Research & Pub Ed,
4% ($5.8)

Legal,
16% ($24.6)

Note: May not total 100% due to rounding.




health and human service providers, research and public
education organizations and legal organizations. As shown
in Figure 2,36% of all identified LGBT nonprofits fallinto one
of the four categories specifically covered in this report.
While community centers, which comprise an additional
32% of identified LGBT nonprofits, are not included in this
report, their financial and operational capacity is examined
in MAP’s 2012 LGBT Community Center Survey Report.®

Thus, between this report and MAP’s biennial
Community Center Survey Report, 68% of all LGBT
nonprofits fall into a sub-category of LGBT organizations
examined by MAP. While the 40 participants in this
report comprise only 8% of the 502 LGBT nonprofits
identified through GuideStar, they represent 28% of all
LGBT nonprofits’ combined expenses (excluding in-kind
expenses) (see Figure 3a). Participants also comprise
69% of combined expenses of the four categories of
organizations examined in this report (see Figure 35) and
the data from participants is therefore a representative
reflection of the strength and capacity of the LGBT
movement’s social justice organizations.

REVENUE

Things are looking up for LGBT organizations!
As shown in Figure 4 on the next page, after seeing
revenue drop by 25% from 2008 to 2009, and a
further 4% drop from 2009 to 2010, participating
organizations experienced a significant 17% increase

in revenue from 2010 to 2011 (excluding in-kind
contributions). Looking at revenue including in-kind
contributions, organizations experienced a smaller
but still substantial increase from 2010 to 2011 (13%).
This improvement comes during a time in which
nonprofits broadly have experienced substantial
challenges. As noted in the Giving USA 2012 report,
charitable giving over the past two years has grown at
the second slowest rate (3.7%) in the 30 years.’

As another indicator of rebounding financial health,
revenue exceeded 2011 expenses by $7.9 million (see

Figure 2: Categorization of All LGBT Nonprofits
(n=502)

Health & Human Services,
6%

Social &
Recreational,
13%

Arts & Culture,
14%

Legal,
2%

Research & Public
Education,
3%

Note: May not total 100% due to rounding.

Figure 3: Coverage of the LGBT Movement

Figure 3a: Participant Expenses as a
Percent of All LGBT Nonprofit Expenses

Combined Expenses, 100% = $508.8 million
(n=502)

Figure 3b: Participant Expenses as a Percent of
the Four Analyzed Categories
Combined Expenses, 100% = $208.4 million
(n=180)




Figure 5). This is a significant positive improvement over

2009, where, for the only time in the past five years, Figure 4:2007-2011 Revenue
All Participants Combined, $ Millions

expenses outstripped revenue (by $3.9 million).

While revenues still have not reached the peaks
seen in 2008, several factors may have made 2008
an outlier year. There were several significant state
and federal issue campaigns and elections in 2008.
In addition, several participating organizations also
received substantial bequests, accounting for $22.0
million of the increased revenue in 2008.

Figure 6 shows the diversity of sources for 2011
revenue reported by participating organizations. Of 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
the $182.8 million in revenue, 36% is from individual
contributions. Foundation contributions and in-kind
contributions each account for nearly one-fifth of total
revenue (20% and 17%, respectively), while fundraising
events comprise another 12% of revenue.

| [ Revenue (Excluding In-Kind Contributions) [[ Total Revenue |

Figure 5: 2007-2011 Difference in Revenue and Expenses
Excluding In-Kind Expenses, All Participants Combined, $ Millions

Table 2 on the following page contains multi-year
revenue data for all participating organizations. After $29.8
a concerning 17% drop in revenue from individual
donors from 2009 to 2010, contributions from individual
donors rebounded by 17% (or $9.5 million) from
2010 to 2011. Participants also reported increases in

revenue from fundraising events (23% increase, or $4.1 $7.9
million), foundation giving (19%, or $5.7 million) and $5.4 $4.7

bequests (15% increase, or $1.1 million). While in-kind - l
cont‘rllbutl‘ons comp.rlse‘ 17% of totél reyenue, 3.4 of'the 2007 2008 - — 010 2011
participating organizations report in-kind contributions

of less than $1 million. The remaining organizations $-3.9

benefit from significant contributions of in-kind services,
including legal analysis and technical support.

The 40 LGBT social justice nonprofits examined in this Figure 6: 2011 Revenue by Source
report show both similarities, and important differences, All Participants Combined
in their ability to capture revenue over the past few years 100% = 3182.8 million
relative to broader nonprofit sectors, as shown in Figure 7 Government, 2%
on the next page.® For example, while individual contribu- Programs, 2%
tions for the participating LGBT nonprofits decreased by Corporate, 4%
16.5% from 2009 to 2010, many other nonprofit sectors Bequests, 4%
experienced a 4.5% increase in revenue during this same
period. However, participating LGBT nonprofits then expe-
rienced a 16.7% increase in individual contributions from
2010 to 2011, while broader nonprofit sectors experienced
a much smaller 3.9% increase. Both participating LGBT non-
profits and many other nonprofit sectors experienced very
little change in foundation support from 2009 to 2010. Yet,
participating LGBT nonprofits saw a much larger (18.9% in-
crease) in foundation support from 2010 to 2011 than did
broader nonprofit sectors as a whole (1.8% increase).

Other, 3%




Table 2: 2009-2010 Detailed Revenue for All
Participating Organizations ($ Millions)

Revenue 2009 2010 2011
Individual Contributions $67.6 $56.4 $65.9
Foundation Contributions 30.9 30.5 36.2
Corporate Contributions 43 6.0 7.5
Government Funding 3.6 3.2 3.2
Bequests® 5.4 7.0 8.1
Program Income 35 3.5 3.5
Fundraising Events (net) 17.0 17.4 21.5
Other'® 2.8 5.6 5.3
Total Revenue Excluding $135.1 $129.7 $151.2
In-Kind Contributions

In-Kind Contributions 29.1 31.5 31.6
Total Revenue Including $164.2 $161.2 $182.8
In-Kind Contributions

Note: Columns may not sum due to rounding.

Figure 7: Percent Change in Revenue from 2010 to 2011,

by Source
24.8%
18.9%
0
16.7% 15.4%
12.2%
3.9%

—| _|1 8% 0.1%
T T T ki
Individual Foundation Bequests Corporate

I O All Participating LGBT Organizations [ Nonprofits Broadly

Source: MAP analysis; Giving USA and The Center on Philanthropy at Indiana University, “Giving

USA 2012: The Annual Report on Philanthropy for the Year 2011, Executive Summary,”2012.

Figure 8:2011 Donor Pyramid
Number and Percent of Total Donors Giving at Various Levels
All Participants

279 donorsw d
(<1% of all donors) 12,969 donors

(5% of all donors)

247,283 donors
(95% of all donors)

[1$35-$999 [ $1,000-$24,999 [0 $25,000+

Most participating LGBT organizations rely on
fundraising to generate a significant portion of their
revenues. This section examines the ways in which
LGBT nonprofits fundraise, including an analysis of top
contributor trends, fundraising costs and fundraising
from individual donors. Once again, the overall data for
2011 shows strengthened fundraising, with increases in
the number of individual donors at all giving levels.

Individual Donors

In aggregate, individual donors are a very important
revenue source for participants, representing 36% of their
overall revenue (the largest source of revenue for these
LGBT nonprofits). Participating organizations report
a total of 260,531 donors: 247,283 who contributed
between $35 and $999 in 2011; 12,969 donors who
contributed $1,000-$24,999; and 279 donors who
contributed $25,000 or more, as shown in Figure 8.1

Looking across five years for the organizations for
which data was available, the number of individuals
donating in all categories increased in 2011 after a multi-
year trend of decreases (see Figure 9). Donors giving $35
or more increased 4% from 2010 to 2011, yet still remain
down 2% from 2007 and 18% from 2008. The number
of donors who contributed $1,000 or more increased by

Figure 9:2007-2011 Numbers of Individuals
Donating at Various Levels or Attending Fundraising Events

(n=36)
293,164
263,829
242,730 233,529 242,222
52179 55810 54700 53393 38836
16,077 16,594 14,160 11,934 12,255
235 279
T T |

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
[ Attended [ Gave [ Gave [ Gave $25,000+

Fundraising $35-$999 $1,000-$24,000 (only available for

Events 2010 and 2011




5% from 2010 to 2011, though the number of donors at
this contribution level in 2011 is still 22% lower than the
number of such donors in 2007.The fact that 2008 was an
election year, during which there were several significant
state and federal issue campaigns and elections, may
help explain the slightly higher number of donors in
2008, but not the 2009-2011 overall declines relative to
2007 and 2008. Still, recent increases in the number of
individual donors is encouraging.

In 2012, organizations were asked for the first time to
provide data about the number of donors contributing
$25,000 or more during 2010 and 2011. Participating
organizations reported a total of 279 donors in this
category in 2011, reflecting a 19% increase from 2010
(see Figure 9). This could be a bellwether of decreasing
economic pressures for major donors and may also
indicate that participating organizations are honing their
fundraising strategies for these larger contributions.

The number of individuals attending fundraising
events increased by 10% from 2010 to 2011 and 13%
from 2007 to 2011 (see Figure 9)."?While this increased
attendance is a positive indicator, the average cost of
event-related fundraising concurrently increased 11%
in 2011 after declining for the previous four years.
Although revenue increases were partially offset
by the increased cost of event-related fundraising,
cumulative income from fundraising events in 2011
still increased by 23% from 2010.

Another important measure of the ability of the
participating LGBT organizations to engage donors
is the rate of donor turnover. Donor turnover is
measured as the percent of donors who contributed
in the previous year but did not make a contribution
in the current year. Organizations experienced, on
average, a 45% donor turnover rate in 2011 (in other
words, on average, 45% of donors made a contribution
to an organization in 2010, but did not do so in 2011),
as shown in Figure 10. Participating organizations, on
average, report lower donor turnover rates than do
nonprofits generally. According tothe 2011 Fundraising
Effectiveness Project conducted by the Urban Institute
and the Association of Fundraising Professionals, 59%
of 2009 donors did not give again in 2010 (the most
recent year for which data was available).’® Given that
the total number of donors giving to participants
increased between 2010 and 2011, these numbers
suggest that organizations may also be more strongly
positioned to engage new donotrs.

Figure 10: 2007-2011 Average Donor Turnover
Unweighted average % of donors in a given year who do not
donate but donated in the previous year
All Participants

[
47% Ig/' 46% 45% 45%
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Note: These averages are adjusted based on the total number of organizations for which data was
available in a given year.

Figure 11: Combined 2011 Donors vs. LGBT Population
All Participants Combined, 100% = Est'd 8.9 million LGBT Adults in US

Donors >$1,000,

12,255 (0.14%)

Donors >$25K,
279 (0.003%)

Donors >$35,
242,222 (2.7%)

Source: The Williams Institute (LGBT population estimate).

Figure 12: 2011 Expense Breakdown
All Participants Combined, 100% = $174.1 million

Management & General,
8%




Not surprisingly, there is room to increase the num-
ber of donors to the participating LGBT organizations,
as shown in Figure 11 on the previous page. Even if we
conservatively assume that each donor reported by
participating organizations is unique (no duplication
between lists) and identifies as LGBT (no straight donors),
we find that only 3% of LGBT adults have donated $35 or
more to a participating organization in the last year. Given
that the combined donor data almost certainly includes a
significant number of straight allies and individuals who
contributed to multiple organizations, the actual percent-
age of LGBT adults who have donated to LGBT social justice
organizations is likely lower than 3%. This data suggests
that a majority of LGBT adults in the U.S. do not currently
financially support these leading advocacy organizations.

Fundraising Efficiency

Participating organizations continue to be efficient
in their fundraising operations. Of total 2011 expenses,
80% were spent on programs and services, 8% were
spent on management and general expenses and 12%
were spent on fundraising (see Figure 12 on the previous
page). These percentages adhere to the American
Institute of Philanthropy (AIP) and Better Business Bureau
Wise Giving Alliance (BBB) efficiency benchmarks.’ As
shown in Tzble 3 on the following page, overall program,
fundraising and management spending decreased in
from 2009 to 2010, but increased in 2011.

Participants spend approximately $0.13 to raise $1
(see Figure 13 on the next page). This cost to raise $1 has
remained relatively constant over the past five years. It
should be noted that fundraising is more difficult and
costly for 501(c)(4) organizations and 527/PACs than for
501(c)(3) organizations because donations to the former
are not tax-deductible as funds can be used for lobbying
and other activities designed to impact legislation and
elections. In part because of this more challenging
fundraising burden, watchdogs like Charity Navigator do
not rate or provide benchmarks for 501(c)(4) organizations
and 527/PACs. While most 2011 revenue (78% or $138.6
million) of participating organizations is attributed to
501(c)(3) organizations, 21% of revenue is attributed to
501(c) (4) organizations and a remaining 2% is for 527/PAC
organizations (see Figure 14 on the following page).

Revenue Concentration

Participants received, on average, almost half (44%)
of 2011 revenue from their 10 largest contributors—
including individual donors, foundations and/or

corporate donors. Participants’ reliance on their top 10
contributors has remained fairly steady since 2007 (see
Figure 15 on the next page), but appears to be slowly
decreasing over time. As a result, larger organizations
are increasingly securing revenue from more diverse
sources. For example, the average organization with
2011 revenue of over $3 million received less than a third
(31%) of its revenue in 2011 from its 10 largest donors.

The Limitations of Fundraising Efficiency
Benchmarks

It is important for donors to feel confident in an
organization’s operational efficiency. MAP’s analysis
of the program, administrative and fundraising
expenses for each participating organization finds
that 38 of the 40 participating organizations exceed
fundraising efficiency benchmarks set by the
American Institute of Philanthropy.'

Having established this baseline, MAP feels that
further comparisons of metrics across organizations
may encourage an unhelpful overreliance on
financial benchmarking. Nonprofit financesare much
more complex than simple ratios would suggest.
Costs vary by an organization’s size, age, legal
structure and location. Younger organizations tend
to have higher fundraising and management costs
as they build infrastructure, donor lists and contacts.
Fundraising costs are usually higher for 501(c)(4)
organizations than for 501(c)(3) organizations
because donations are not tax-deductible.

Costs also vary by the type and scope of issues that
an organization addresses, the tactics employed,
and the organization’s geographic scope. Also,
while there are national accounting regulations for
expense allocation, organizations have great lee-
way in how they apply those regulations in practice.
Finally, overhead and fundraising costs are necessary
to operate a successful organization. It takes money
to recruit qualified staff, build a diversified donor
base, and build an organization’s infrastructure.

While a certain level of financial due diligence is
helpful, the best way to tell whether a nonprofit
deserves recognition and support for its work is to
look closely at an organization’s programs, activities,
and ultimately, outcomes.




Expenses 2009 2010 2011
Programs $131.7 $124.0 $138.7
Fundraising 21.7 19.1 21.5
Management & General 14.3 133 14.0

| Note: Columns may not sum due to rounding. |

Figure 13:2007-2011 Overall Cost to Raise $1
Unweighted Average for All Participants

$0.14

$0.13 $0.13 $0.13 $0.13

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Note: These averages are adjusted based on the total number of organizations for which data was
available in a given year.

EXPENSES AND 2012 BUDGETS

As organizations are better able to fundraise and
increase revenue, they can better deploy financial
resources to expand programs and be more effective.
Increases in revenue mean that after two years of
declining expensesin 2009 and 2010, LGBT organizations
are seeing growth in expenses and budgets.

Cumulatively, the 40 participating organizations
report combined 2012 budgets of $158.4 million, a
combined 11% increase from 2011 actual combined
expenses of $143.3 million (or $174.1 million including
in-kind expenses)' as shown in Figure 16.

Furthermore, 2011 expenses (excluding in-kind
expenses) increased by 15% from 2010. Participants
experienced a 5% decline in expenses (excluding
in-kind expenses) from 2008 to 2011, which may, in
part, be the result of the economic downturn and
increased funding during the 2008 elections and issue
campaigns. Over the last five years (2007 to 2011),
expenses have increased 14%.

While this growth in expenses means that more
funding is available for programs and services designed
to speed equality, the resources of LGBT organizations

Figure 14: 2011 Revenue by Legal Type
All Participants Combined, $ Millions, 100% = $178.3

527/PAC, $2.9 (2%)

Note: May not total 100% due to rounding.

Figure 15: 2007-2011 Percent of Revenue
from Top Ten Contributors
Unweighted Average for All Participants

47% 48% 45% 45% 44%
2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Note: These averages are adjusted based on the total number of organizations for which data was
available in a given year.

Figure 16: 2007-2012 Expenses
All Participants Combined, $ Millions

$174.0 $174.1

2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 (est)

[0 Expenses (Excluding In-Kind Expenses) [ Total Expenses




are still significantly overshadowed by the resources
of anti-LGBT opponents. For example, the 10 largest
groups working against LGBT equality show combined
2010 expenses of $323.0 million (excluding in-kind
expenses), which is more than twice the total for all 40
LGBT organizations (see Figure 17)." While 2011 data is
not yet publicly available for anti-LGBT opponents, the
10 largest anti-LGBT organizations’ expenses decreased
slightly (2%) from 2009 to 2010 and stayed relative
constant from 2008 to 2010, reflecting similar but
slightly more positive trends than LGBT organizations.
Total average daily cash expenditures for participating
LGBT organizations show positive trends similar to
those of overall expenses (see Figure 18).

In 2007, participating organizations spent a
cumulative average of approximately $329,500 per day,
peaking in 2008 at $402,400, declining to $335,100
in 2010, only to climb back to $384,100 in 2011.
Participants increased their total average daily cash
expenditures by 17% over the last five years, and 15%
from 2010 to 2011.

Average days of working capital is the measure of an
organization’s cash reserves relative to its average daily
cash expense. As shown in Figure 19, between 2007 and
2011, average days of working capital for participating
