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Do Antipoverty Nonprofits Locate
Where People Need Them? Evidence From
a Spatial Analysis of Phoenix
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This work explores the spatial connections between nonprofit organizations that have an
antipoverty focus and poor residents in the greater Phoenix, Arizona, metropolitan area.
Substantial population and service growth occurred in Phoenix between 1990 and 2000,
with almost twice the number of organizations and almost three times the amount of
expenditures in 2000 than in 1990. Empirical evidence supports that these nonprofits
locate in areas of greater need, but evidence that those organizations affect neighborhood
poverty is weak, suggesting that the government should not retract services and that fur-
ther nonprofit organizational growth may be necessary. The comprehensive measure of
accessibility and two-way causal analysis are proposed for future replication.

Keywords: poverty; nonprofit organizations; spatial analysis

Between 1990 and 2000, the greater Phoenix metropolitan area experienced
a very large growth in population. This was coupled with the population
becoming slightly more disadvantaged by a variety of measures, although
education levels increased. Of particular interest to this research is the extent
of poverty, which increased slightly between 1990 and 2000. During the
same period, the nonprofit sector grew in terms of both numbers and spend-
ing. This work explores specifically those organizations that have some
antipoverty function and suggests a fruitful approach to exploring this topic.

This research article focuses on these questions about the spatial connec-
tions between anti-poverty-serving nonprofit organizations and needy resi-
dents: To what extent do nonprofit organizations with an antipoverty
function locate in areas with high poverty, and given the locations of these
organizations, to what extent do they reduce poverty in their vicinities? First,

RESEARCH NOTE
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I highlight relevant findings from prior research on the locations of nonprofit
organizations and their connections to target populations. Then, I detail data
and methods and discuss the analytic findings, implications, and next steps.

RESEARCH FOUNDATION AND QUESTIONS

A body of research explores the location decisions of nonprofit organiza-
tions, and some of that work focuses on anti-poverty-oriented, human ser-
vice agencies in urban areas. A general tendency of the research is to explore
the location decision itself as a function of neighborhood characteristics. The
characteristics that are hypothesized to matter regarding nonprofit location
include measures of need (such as poverty density), population characteris-
tics (such as education levels, racial distribution, age, families’ structure),
community characteristics (such as heterogeneity, incorporation date, urban-
icity), resources (such as government expenditures, property tax base, hous-
ing values), and other organizations’ locations (both for-profit and nonprofit
organizations) (e.g., Bielefeld & Murdoch, 2004; Bielefeld, Murdoch, &
Waddell, 1997; Joassart-Marcelli & Wolch, 2003). For example, work on this
topic by Bielefeld et al. (1997) concludes that income, age, and minority
racial heterogeneity positively influence whether nonprofits will locate
nearby, whereas income heterogeneity and age heterogeneity negatively
influence it. Furthermore, they find that populations’ characteristics within
1 mile are stronger at explaining nonprofits’ locations than are characteris-
tics further away.

A particularly useful model for this work is Joassart-Marcelli and Wolch’s
(2003) study of Southern California cities. They find that nonprofit spending
per poor person declines as poverty rates increase, the number of organiza-
tions per poor person decreases as poverty rates increase, but overall
poverty is hardly correlated with nonprofit activity. Focusing on the deter-
minants of nonprofit activity, their regression analysis concludes that “non-
profit activity may not necessarily target all poor people in a similar fashion
because nonprofit resources are so unevenly distributed across metropolitan
communities” (p. 91).

In a three-city study, Allard (2004) also explores the poverty–nonprofit ser-
vice connection, learning that center-city poor have greater access to services
than those in the suburbs and that demographic changes do not necessarily
match well to the location of service provision. In addition to the specific focus
on nonprofit organizations and poverty, some researchers have begun to focus
specifically on welfare populations as a subset of the poor. They explore the
extent to which welfare recipients are spatially connected to employment-
related support services (Allard & Danziger, 2003; Allard, Tolman, & Rosen,
2003). This is especially important because of the changing nature of welfare
programs and the potentially increasing demands placed on government and
nonprofit agencies to meet target populations’ needs.
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In brief, one of the common findings of this research is that nonprofits
tend to locate in somewhat more advantaged areas for a variety of reasons.
This analysis explores both the characteristics associated with nonprofit
organizations’ locations as well as the subsequent implications for commu-
nity well-being. Of course, one would not assume that a neighborhood
would become more disadvantaged because of an agency’s locating there,
but an important unanswered question is the extent to which neighborhoods
change as the result of nonprofits’ locating and spending. As such, this
research explores the two-way causal arrow that exists between nonprofits’
locations and the characteristics of neighborhoods in which they locate.
Furthermore, few studies have capitalized on data that report changes in
neighborhood characteristics and service agencies’ locations and spending.

This research is interested in the extent to which antipoverty nonprofits
locate in areas of need and whether that location has positive repercussions for
those neighborhoods. The specific research questions posed are as follows:

• To what extent are antipoverty nonprofits located in areas of high
poverty density?

• Given Phoenix’s geographic distribution, how accessible are these
organizations (and their expenditures) to poor residents?

• What neighborhood characteristics, if any, predict nonprofits’ and/or
their expenditures’ locations?

• To what extent is the presence of nonprofits and/or their expenditures
associated with a favorable change in neighborhood need over time?

DATA

This research links data from two primary sources: the National Center
for Charitable Statistics (NCCS) and the U.S. Census Bureau. In particular, I
use the NCCS Core Files from each of the years 1988, 1989, 1990, 1997, 1998,
and 1999. These files are based on IRS 990 Form data that nonprofits with
gross revenues greater than $25,000 submit triennially. As others have noted,
these data have some limitations, but I assert that the benefits far outweigh
the drawbacks, which I attempt to minimize, as described below.

I use the National Taxonomy of Exempt Entities to select organizations
that provide direct services to the poor in the following broad categories:
education, health, mental health, justice, food banks/soup kitchens, shelters,
legal services, community development, housing, youth development, resi-
dential services, foster care and adoption, and homeless services.1 If organi-
zations in this categorization do not serve the poor, they are most likely
random in their spatial distribution and therefore should not affect or bias
the results (Joassart-Marcelli & Wolch, 2003, p. 77).

With these several years of data, I pool 3 years at a time, dropping any
resulting duplicate organizations, for each of the years of linked Census
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data. I do so because only one-third of organizations submit information
per year, which has posed problems in prior research.2 That is, the 1988,
1989, and 1990 Core Files provide the organizational data that I link to the
1990 Census data on individuals; the 1997, 1998, and 1999 Core Files pro-
vide the organizational data linked to the 2000 Census data.3 Combining
the files in this way ensures inclusion of all organizations that are required
to file these forms. Organizations’ addresses are used to geocode the data
set, converting it from an organization-level data set to a census tract–level
data set, where each tract’s characteristics include the number of organiza-
tions located within 1½ miles of the tract’s center and the expenditures of
those organizations.

Given this project’s interest in location, the prevalence of post office box
addresses in the NCCS data poses a problem. Although others have dealt
with this problem by eliminating these organizations from their analysis
data set, I had the luxury of locating by hand organizations’ addresses
through online yellow page searches. The search yielded street addresses for
many organizations. For the remaining organizations, the data set uses the
P.O. box location’s zip code as the address, which is a reasonable proxy for
an organization’s location.4

An important unresolved problem is that some organizations are not
required to file the 990 Form: These are either small organizations or reli-
gious organizations, and there is no clear fix to the data’s omission. If these
organizations are similarly disbursed across the metropolitan area as the
organizations contained in the data set, then the data will sufficiently cap-
ture the general relationship. In fact, the resulting bias (given the assumption
of nonsystematic distribution of small or religious organizations) would
suggest that any substantive findings that come from this research would
underrepresent the strength of relationships that exist.5

In addition to the NCCS data, I use data from the U.S. Census Bureau’s
decennial census Standard Form 3 (SF-3) for both 1990 and 2000. These are
the long-form (detailed) data that are available at the census tract level and
describe many characteristics of those neighborhoods.

MEASURES AND METHOD

The general descriptive measures used in this study fall into four main
categories: need, demographic characteristics, resources, and organizations.
A measure of accessibility assesses the extent of the connection between poor
residents and anti-poverty-serving nonprofits. These are all measured at the
census tract level and are discussed in more detail below.

Need measures include the proportion of people whose incomes are
lower than the federal poverty line, the proportion of households with cash
assistance income, the labor force participation rate, and the unemployment
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rate. Demographic characteristics used in the analyses include the proportion
of the population (older than age 25) that has completed a high school degree
or equivalent and the proportion of the population in the following race and
ethnicity categories: non-Hispanic White, non-Hispanic Black, Hispanic,
American Indian, Asian/Pacific Islander, and other. I use average occupied
housing values and the proportion of housing units that are renter occupied to
measure the resources a neighborhood has. All of these measures are com-
puted from the U.S. Census Bureau’s SF-3 tables. Also aggregated to the cen-
sus tract level are the variables pertaining to antipoverty nonprofits. These
measures are the number of organizations within 1½ miles of the census tract’s
center and organizational expenditures.

The notion of accessibility has posed challenges to other analysts, and I
have attempted to build on prior research in developing a useful measure
for this project. My measure is based on the observation that individuals
who live in a particular census tract access services and amenities not only
in their own census tract but also in neighboring tracts and distant tracts,
as do others across the metropolitan area. To measure service accessibility,
I use the general model that Wang and Minor (2002) use in their examina-
tion of connections between employment, jobs access, and crime. Theirs is
a common gravity-based accessibility index that combines information
about individuals, competition, and distance that I adapt to measure ser-
vice accessibility (A) in each census tract as follows:

where
Ai is the service provider accessibility at location i,
Jj is the number of organizations (or service dollars) in location j,
dij is the distance (as a linear measure) between residential and service

locations,
β is the distance friction (an empirically determined constant),6 and
n is the total number of service provider locations;

and where

where
Vj is the service competition intensity at location j, and
Wk is the service provider’s proximity to each poor person.

This computation creates two measures, one for access to the number of
organizations and one for access to organizations’ expenditures. These mea-
sures account for the distance decay of organizations (and their spending)
over space as well as the competition that exists among target populations
for services and service dollars.

Ai =
n∑

j=1

Jjd
−β

ij

Vj
,

Vj =
m∑

k=1

Wkd
−β

kj ,
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The geographic information system analysis and other descriptive analy-
ses are used to describe the state of the urban area and the change that it
experienced between 1990 and 2000. The crux of the analysis relies on an
ordinary least squares (OLS) regression, where the unit of observation is the
census tract. These regressions explore the relationships between organiza-
tions (the number of them and their expenditures) and other neighborhood
characteristics. I use both level and change measures to help identify not
only the factors associated with nonprofits’ service provision but also the
implications of that provision for neighborhood poverty rates.

FINDINGS

Consider the general relationship between poverty and nonprofit location
in Phoenix, as depicted in Figure 1: A greater density of organizations exists

Figure 1. Location of Nonprofit Organizations Relative to Poverty Density in Greater
Phoenix, 2000

Source: Author’s computation from the U.S. Census, 2000, Summary File 3, and from the
National Center for Charitable Statistics IRS 990 Form data, 1997 to 1999.
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in the central part of the metropolitan area, with dispersion occurring pri-
marily in the east and north-easterly directions. This leaves a notable void of
organizations on the west side as well as in the south, where there is an
Indian reservation that demonstrates high poverty. Descriptive analysis (see
the appendix) shows that the average census tract in moderately high and
very high poverty density areas, respectively, had 14.3 and 18.2 organiza-
tions within a 1½ mile buffer, compared to 4.7 organizations in low poverty
density areas and 9.4 organizations in areas of average poverty density. This
bivariate relationship does not account for the whole set of neighborhood
characteristics that might matter, in addition to poverty, in an organization’s
location.

As noted earlier, people are not restricted to accessing organizations within
their tract of residence or even to accessing organizations within 1½ miles of that
location. In response to this observation, I use a measure of accessibility that
accounts for access to organizations over space (not restricting people to access
only those organizations that are in or near their tract proper) and also for the
competition between poor people for services. Figure 2 shows the spatial distri-
bution of this measure of accessibility to organizations, revealing that, in 2000,
access to organizations was much greater in the areas extending from the cen-
tral part of the metropolitan, where poverty density tends to be somewhat
greater, to the northeast valley, where poverty density is very low. Particularly
along the Mesa corridor (extending east), there are pockets of very low accessi-
bility where there are areas of moderate and high poverty density.

The comparison shows greater numbers of organizations located in places
where there is greater poverty, but when competition for services is accounted
for (in the accessibility measure), organizations that serve the poor appear not
to be ideally situated. The next section reports the results of a series of multi-
variate regression analyses that intend to tease out both some of the factors
that affect these nonprofits’ location decisions and the resulting implications
for neighborhoods.

The first set of regressions analyzes the level of organizations and expen-
ditures as a function of the level of neighborhood characteristics, and the
next set analyzes change over time in organizations and expenditures as a
function of change in neighborhood characteristics. I then report the results
of analyses in which the causal arrow is pointed the other way, that is,
exploring measures of poverty as a function not only of other neighborhood
characteristics (those that matter for determining the level of poverty) but
also of organizations and expenditures. Results follow.

Table 1 reports the results of four models of the determinants of the number
of nonprofits (within the 1½ mile buffer) and the amount of organizational
expenditures (also within the 1½ mile buffer). As a function of the needs, demo-
graphics, and resources within the census tracts, organizations tend to be influ-
enced by poverty, ethnicity, and rates of renter occupancy. More specifically,
holding other characteristics constant, a 10% increase in the poverty rate within
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a tract is associated with having about 0.13 more organizations locating within
1½ miles. Although this finding is statistically significant, it is not large in mag-
nitude, considering the average number of organizations by tract across the
metropolitan area (7.8 in the year 2000). In other words, a 10% increase in the
tract’s poverty rate compels about a 1.7% increase in the number of anti-
poverty-serving organizations locating there. Nevertheless, at least in 1990,
these larger numbers of organizations did not correspond to more spending
due to poverty; a 10% increase in the tract’s poverty rate is associated with
$233,000 less in expenditures (the corresponding finding for 2000 is not sta-
tistically significant).

In addition to poverty, the ethnicity of a tract’s residents seems to influence
whether anti-poverty-serving nonprofit organizations locate there, and in 2000
the magnitude of the effect is larger than the influence of poverty. Specifically,

Figure 2. Organizational Accessibility, 2000
Source: Author’s computation from the U.S. Census, 2000, Summary File 3, and from the
National Center for Charitable Statistics IRS 990 Form data, 1997 to 1999.
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a 10% increase in the rate of the population that is Hispanic increases the
number of organizations within the 1½ mile buffer by four, which (at the
mean) represents more than a 5% boost in the year 2000. Furthermore,
the same 10% increase in the proportion of tract residents who are Hispanic
is associated with an increase in nearby spending by a statistically significant
$150,000 in 1990 and $745,000 in 2000. Tracts with higher rates of renter occu-
pancy also see greater numbers of organizations (0.22 more in 2000) and
greater organizational expenditures ($420,000 more) within 1½ miles. These
findings suggest that the Phoenix-area nonprofit organizations that target
poverty locate in areas with somewhat greater need.

Taking advantage of having 1990 and 2000 data, I next explore whether
changes in neighborhood characteristics are associated with changes in non-
profits and their expenditures. Although a couple of statistically significant
coefficients exist—related to the number of organizations—the explanatory
power of these models is very low (adjusted R2 statistics were .055 and .009
in the two models). The large growth in the number of organizations and in
organizational expenditure that is observed across the metropolitan area is

Table 1. Organizations and Expenditures as a Function of
Neighborhood Characteristics 

Dependent Variables

Number of Expenditures
Organizations by Organizations

Within 1½ miles Within 1½ miles

Independent Variables (level) 1990 2000 1990 2000

Needs
People under the federal 12.96* 13.94* –23,303,374** 10,530,422
poverty line
Unemployment rate –1.50 17.86 8,269,917 26,679,564

Demographic characteristics
Non-Hispanic White 5.64 26.18*** 5,735,912 27,596,919+
Hispanic 9.08+ 40.06*** 15,017,315* 74,520,363**
Older than 25 years with high 4.34 3.08 15,359,310* 9,966,989

school completion
Resources

Average occupied housing 0.01* 0.01 8,067+ 43,361**
value (000s)

Renter-occupied housing 16.43*** 21.67*** 19,191,072*** 42,026,432***
Intercept –12.25+ –29.85*** –24,481,107** –48,123,854*
Adjusted R2 .201 .200 .178 .120

Note: Except for average housing value (which is measured in thousands of dollars), the level of
the independent variables is a percentage, where 10% is 0.10 in the data set. A plus sign indi-
cates p < .20 (marginally statistically significant).
*p < .10. **p < .05. ***p < .01.
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not related in any systematic way to the changes that neighborhoods experi-
enced between 1990 and 2000.

Next, the question that I am more interested in is whether the presence
of anti-poverty-serving nonprofit organizations improves conditions
within the neighborhoods where they locate. Table 2 reports the results of
three regressions that are intended to help address this issue. I expect that
it is somewhat unlikely that organizations will have an immediate (same
year) effect on outcomes, which is why I present three change, or time-
lagged, models. The table shows the 2000 poverty rate as a function of 1990
characteristics, the 2000 poverty rate as a function of the 1990-2000 change
in characteristics, and the 1990-2000 change in poverty as a function of the
1990-2000 change in characteristics. These models attempt to get at the var-
ious possibilities of effects that might exist. If organizations are going to
affect poverty outcomes where they are located, this effect is most likely
to occur as a function of the characteristics at a prior time point, while
controlling for other important neighborhood characteristics. As shown in

Table 2. Poverty as a Function of Organizations and Expenditures

Dependent Variables

Poverty 2000 Poverty 2000 Change in Poverty

Independent variables (measure) f (1990 level) f (change) f (change)
Needs

Unemployment rate 1.47*** 0.01 0.11
Demographic characteristics

Non-Hispanic White –0.15*** –0.35*** 0.35
Hispanic –0.06+ –0.02*** 0.05
Older than 25 years with high –0.04 0.21*** –1.34**

school completion
Resources

Average occupied housing value 0.00* –0.09*** 0.25
Renter-occupied housing 0.14*** –0.01+ 0.14*

Nonprofit organizationsa

Number of organizations 0.001 –0.004 0.085
Expenditures (000s) 0.000 –0.004 0.040

Intercept 0.16*** 0.02*** 0.38**
Adjusted R2 .589 .465 .005

Note: Below the column headings that identify the dependent variables in each of the four mod-
els appears the measure that the independent variables assume. For instance, the third column
explains the 2000 poverty level as a function of the 1990-2000 change in tract characteristics. A
plus sign indicates p < .20 (marginally statistically significant).
a. The number of organizations and expenditures are those measured within 1½ miles of the
census tract’s center.
*p < .10. **p < .05. ***p < .01.
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Table 2, the organizational variables in these three specifications are indis-
tinguishable from zero, whereas other neighborhood traits—including
unemployment, demographics, and housing—are substantially important
in explaining the poverty rate.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In brief, the research presented here suggests that other factors in the
world—the economy and other neighborhood conditions—have far greater
traction in explaining poverty, whereas the influence of anti-poverty-serving
nonprofit organizations is essentially nonexistent. Of course, these nonprof-
its are not the only efforts in place to improve conditions for poor people.
Churches and government agencies (neither of which is included in this data
set) also assist, and perhaps these efforts taken together might reflect a
greater influence, if there is one. Follow-up research might expand the ser-
vice data set to include these institutions. On the issue of whether nonprof-
its locate in areas of need, both descriptive and multivariate analyses show
that anti-poverty-serving nonprofit organizations locate in areas with
greater poverty, even controlling for other contextual factors. So, organiza-
tions are located in a manner to be able to affect neighborhood conditions,
although little evidence of effect exists so far.

This work is important for several reasons. First, in the greater Phoenix
metropolitan area alone, the subset of nonprofits that have an antipoverty
focus spent roughly $1.4 billion in the year 2000. It is worth assessing the
extent to which these funds are being productively spent. Next, spatial
analysis of the connections between disadvantaged residents and social ser-
vices may offer insights regarding service effectiveness. Finally, as welfare
caseloads have eliminated nearly all but those with the most complex
employment barriers, both government and community agencies are faced
with serving this more challenging population. The role of nonprofit organi-
zations in meeting these needs is important, and this work begins to quan-
tify the extent to which nonprofit service agencies are poised to help.

Clearly, there is need for additional analysis on this topic. In particular,
the observation that poverty influences organizations that intend to influ-
ence poverty creates a specification problem that should be addressed.
Future research should also continue to focus on diverse city types and not
only explore what is unique to each specific urban area but also what is com-
mon across certain city types that vary by factors such as age, region, growth
trends, and other factors. This article has presented an approach to using
existing data and considering accessibility that might be replicated to
increase scholarly and practical knowledge on the topic of the location of
antipoverty nonprofits and its implications.
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Notes

1. For additional information on which types of organizations were selected and why, see
Joassart-Marcelli and Wolch (2003), whose decisions serve as a model for this work.

Appendix
Poverty and Organizational Presence in

Phoenix Census Tracts

Less Than 10% to 20% to More Than
10% 20% 40% 40%

Moderately Very
Low Average High High

Number of tracts 388 136 106 26
Selected needs

People under the federal
poverty line

1990 (%) 5.8 13.0 25.3 49.6
2000 (%) 5.5 14.2 27.9 53.7
Change, difference of –4.9 9.8 10.6 8.3

averages (%)
Change, average of 27.0 37.8 24.1 10.9

differences (%)
Change, median of –6.8 19.3 14.1 5.1

differences (%)
Nonprofit organizations

Number of organizations
within 1½ miles

1990 2.6 6.6 10.0 13.6
2000 4.7 9.4 14.3 18.2
Changea (%) 83.7 42.6 43.4 34.0

Expenditures within
1½ miles
1990 $2,727,623 $7,097,815 $11,940,484 $18,483,070
2000 $6,089,779 $17,588,058 $28,646,616 $29,293,980
Change (%) 123.3 147.8 139.9 58.5

Note: Three measures of change are reported for poverty. The difference of averages is computed
as the difference between the tract-average 2000 measure and the tract-average 1990 measure,
divided by the tract-average 1990 measure. In contrast, the average (or median) of the differ-
ences first creates a measure of difference (2000-1990) at the tract level and then averages that
change measure (or takes the median) across the tracts. As noted, the difference of the averages
is negative (poverty declined overall), but the average of differences is positive (the average dif-
ference in 1990-2000 poverty rates increased, although the median tract experienced a decline).
Difference-of-averages figures may compute differently when computed at one decimal place
(due to rounding); the figures in the table are computed at many places and then rounded for
presentation.
a. As shown, the number of organizations increased in all neighborhoods, with the highest
poverty density tracts having the largest numbers but also the smallest increase. The median
tract in this category saw a 6.7% increase in the number of organizations located within 1½
miles, whereas the median tract in the lowest poverty density areas saw a 35.7% increase. This
may be attributable in part to the different bases from which they were starting.



2. Other scholars using these data have identified that the fact that organizations cease to
exist is a problem because these organizations may remain in the data set. What is a drawback
to them is an advantage for this project because over-time variation in the number, location, and
spending of organizations enhances the amount of available data. Newly formed and recently
expired organizations are captured by the use of several years of the National Center for
Charitable Statistics data, with attention to the data filing year (as opposed to the data submis-
sion year) and subsequent purging of duplicate observations (that others note remain in the
data by virtue of not having multiple years of observations).

3. For the 1990 comparison, about 82% of the data reported are from the most recent year
(1990, as opposed to 1988 or 1989). For the 2000 comparison, 36% of the organizational data
reported is from 1999, and 55% is from 1998. This is likely the case because our most recent data
collection year was 2000, meaning that many organizations may not yet have had the opportu-
nity to report their 1999 financial data. To the extent that this introduces bias, it may underesti-
mate the accessibility of nonprofits because the general trend has been toward expansion, and
I have not yet captured the full expansion to 2000 that has occurred in reality in my data set.
This means that any estimated positive impacts are smaller than they would be, introducing a
conservative (favorable) bias.

4. A related problem, unresolved, pertains to headquarter locations and satellites and orga-
nizations with privacy concerns. For tax-filing purposes, some organizations use a central
address, although they may provide services in multiple locations. A common such organiza-
tion might be a food bank that distributes food from a warehouse to many partner agencies that
then deliver food to clients. Similarly, some organizations do not provide a street address for
confidentiality reasons; domestic violence shelters have good reason for not making their loca-
tions public. But, as Joassart-Marcelli and Wolch (2003) note, the headquarters-satellite problem
is a bigger issue for larger organizations such as public charities, which are not included in their
analysis or in this one. In particular, the data set used here excludes “mutual-benefit public
charities (which distribute funds to operating public charities and might lead to double count-
ing)” (Joassart-Marcelli & Wolch, 2003, pp. 76-77) in order to be comparable to prior research.
Even for those organizations with privacy concerns, not having their street addresses may not
pose a large problem for at least two reasons. First, people are probably willing to travel longer
distances to access these services; they are perhaps more likely to use a shelter that is not in their
neighborhood of residence than one that is, for perceived safety reasons. Second, for these orga-
nizations, I likely have their post office box addresses. If that address is not too distant from the
location of service delivery, then I will capture roughly the location of their services. These two
factors combined suggest that the problem of service confidentiality precluding specific location
data is not a severe problem.

5. Joassart-Marcelli and Wolch (2003) conclude that they are satisfied with the data and that
any lingering problems are not systematic. I have used their data structuring as a model but
have taken some additional steps to massage the data (by pooling several years for instance). I
likewise believe that it is unlikely that any major biases exist by virtue of what is included or
excluded from this particular data set.

6. The β used here is computed using ordinary least squares regression, estimating the
number of commuters (C) as a function of the number of working-aged people (W), the number
of jobs (J), and the distance (d) between them. Specifically, I log-transform the original model,
Cij = aWiJjdij

–β, into the following for ease of estimation: ln[Cij/(WiJj)] = ln(a) – ln(β). Phoenix’s
resulting β is 1.12, which, when used in the computation of the access measure (raising distance
to the negative β), suggests the extent of the stickiness, or friction, associated with travel in
Phoenix. For instance, if the sum of the distance from one census tract’s center to all other tracts’
centers were 40 kilometers, its dij

–β value would be 0.016; whereas the tract situated 80 kilome-
ters from other tracts would have a dij

–β value of 0.007. Whereas the ratio of the raw distance is
2 (80:40), the ratio of their friction-adjusted distances is 0.460. The value of β likely has a rela-
tively minor effect on the access measure (Wang & Minor, 2002), but it more accurately reflects
the effects of varying distance over space. I believe that it is appropriate to use commuters and
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jobs, rather than poor residents and organizations, because prior work has suggested that dis-
tance friction is a function of more common intrametropolitan travel than the unique applica-
tion here to antipoverty nonprofits.

References

Allard, S. W. (2004). Access to social services: The changing urban geography of poverty and service pro-
vision. Washington, DC: Metropolitan Policy Program, Brookings Institution, Survey Series.

Allard, S. W., & Danziger, S. (2003). Proximity and opportunity: How residence and race affect
welfare recipients. Housing Policy Debate, 13(4), 675-700.

Allard, S. W., Tolman, R. M., & Rosen, D. (2003). The geography of need: Spatial distribution of
barriers to employment in metropolitan Detroit. Policy Studies Journal, 31(3), 293-306.

Bielefeld, W., & Murdoch, J. C. (2004). The locations of nonprofit organizations and their for-
profit counterparts: An exploratory analysis. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 33(2),
221-246.

Bielefeld, W., Murdoch, J. C., & Waddell, P. (1997). The influence of demographics and distance
on profit location. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 26, 207-225.

Joassart-Marcelli, P., & Wolch, J. R. (2003). The intrametropolitan geography of poverty and the
nonprofit sector in Southern California. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 32(1), 70-96.

Wang, F., & Minor, W. W. (2002). Where the jobs are: Employment access and crime patterns in
Cleveland. Annals of the Association of American Geographers, 92(3), 435-450.

Laura R. Peck is an assistant professor at the Arizona State University School of Public Affairs. Her
research focuses on the causes and consequences of poverty, on the impacts of U.S. social policy, and on
program evaluation methodology.

Antipoverty Nonprofits 151



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
    /ACaslon-Ornaments
    /AGaramond-BoldScaps
    /AGaramond-Italic
    /AGaramond-Regular
    /AGaramond-RomanScaps
    /AGaramond-Semibold
    /AGaramond-SemiboldItalic
    /AGar-Special
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Bold
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-BoldIt
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-It
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Light
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-LightOsF
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Md
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-MdIt
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Regular
    /AkzidenzGroteskBE-Super
    /AlbertusMT
    /AlbertusMT-Italic
    /AlbertusMT-Light
    /Aldine401BT-BoldA
    /Aldine401BT-BoldItalicA
    /Aldine401BT-ItalicA
    /Aldine401BT-RomanA
    /Aldine401BTSPL-RomanA
    /Aldine721BT-Bold
    /Aldine721BT-BoldItalic
    /Aldine721BT-Italic
    /Aldine721BT-Light
    /Aldine721BT-LightItalic
    /Aldine721BT-Roman
    /Aldus-Italic
    /Aldus-Roman
    /AlternateGothicNo2BT-Regular
    /Anna
    /AntiqueOlive-Bold
    /AntiqueOlive-Compact
    /AntiqueOlive-Italic
    /AntiqueOlive-Roman
    /Arcadia
    /Arcadia-A
    /Arkona-Medium
    /Arkona-Regular
    /AssemblyLightSSK
    /AvantGarde-Book
    /AvantGarde-BookOblique
    /AvantGarde-Demi
    /AvantGarde-DemiOblique
    /BakerSignetBT-Roman
    /BaskervilleBE-Italic
    /BaskervilleBE-Medium
    /BaskervilleBE-MediumItalic
    /BaskervilleBE-Regular
    /BaskervilleBook-Italic
    /BaskervilleBook-MedItalic
    /BaskervilleBook-Medium
    /BaskervilleBook-Regular
    /BaskervilleBT-Bold
    /BaskervilleBT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleBT-Italic
    /BaskervilleBT-Roman
    /BaskervilleMT
    /BaskervilleMT-Bold
    /BaskervilleMT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleMT-Italic
    /BaskervilleMT-SemiBold
    /BaskervilleMT-SemiBoldItalic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Bold
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-BoldItalic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Italic
    /BaskervilleNo2BT-Roman
    /Bauhaus-Bold
    /Bauhaus-Demi
    /Bauhaus-Heavy
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Bold
    /BauhausITCbyBT-Medium
    /Bauhaus-Light
    /Bauhaus-Medium
    /BellCentennial-Address
    /BellGothic-Black
    /BellGothic-Bold
    /Bell-GothicBoldItalicBT
    /BellGothicBT-Bold
    /BellGothicBT-Roman
    /BellGothic-Light
    /Bembo
    /Bembo-Bold
    /Bembo-BoldExpert
    /Bembo-BoldItalic
    /Bembo-BoldItalicExpert
    /Bembo-Expert
    /Bembo-ExtraBoldItalic
    /Bembo-Italic
    /Bembo-ItalicExpert
    /Bembo-Semibold
    /Bembo-SemiboldItalic
    /Berkeley-Black
    /Berkeley-BlackItalic
    /Berkeley-Bold
    /Berkeley-BoldItalic
    /Berkeley-Book
    /Berkeley-BookItalic
    /Berkeley-Italic
    /Berkeley-Medium
    /Berling-Bold
    /Berling-BoldItalic
    /Berling-Italic
    /Berling-Roman
    /BernhardModernBT-Bold
    /BernhardModernBT-BoldItalic
    /BernhardModernBT-Italic
    /BernhardModernBT-Roman
    /Bodoni
    /Bodoni-Bold
    /Bodoni-BoldItalic
    /Bodoni-Italic
    /Bodoni-Poster
    /Bodoni-PosterCompressed
    /Bookman-Demi
    /Bookman-DemiItalic
    /Bookman-Light
    /Bookman-LightItalic
    /Boton-Italic
    /Boton-Medium
    /Boton-MediumItalic
    /Boton-Regular
    /Boulevard
    /BremenBT-Black
    /BremenBT-Bold
    /CaflischScript-Bold
    /CaflischScript-Regular
    /Carta
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-Bold
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-Book
    /Caslon224ITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /Caslon540BT-Italic
    /Caslon540BT-Roman
    /CaslonBT-Bold
    /CaslonBT-BoldItalic
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Black
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BlackIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Bold
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BoldIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Book
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-BookIt
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-Medium
    /CaslonTwoTwentyFour-MediumIt
    /CastleT-Bold
    /CastleT-Book
    /Caxton-Bold
    /Caxton-BoldItalic
    /Caxton-Book
    /Caxton-BookItalic
    /Caxton-Light
    /Caxton-LightItalic
    /CelestiaAntiqua-Ornaments
    /Centennial-BlackItalicOsF
    /Centennial-BlackOsF
    /Centennial-BoldItalicOsF
    /Centennial-BoldOsF
    /Centennial-ItalicOsF
    /Centennial-LightItalicOsF
    /Centennial-LightSC
    /Centennial-RomanSC
    /CenturyOldStyle-Bold
    /CenturyOldStyle-Italic
    /CenturyOldStyle-Regular
    /CheltenhamBT-Bold
    /CheltenhamBT-BoldItalic
    /CheltenhamBT-Italic
    /CheltenhamBT-Roman
    /Christiana-Bold
    /Christiana-BoldItalic
    /Christiana-Italic
    /Christiana-Medium
    /Christiana-MediumItalic
    /Christiana-Regular
    /Christiana-RegularExpert
    /Christiana-RegularSC
    /Clarendon
    /Clarendon-Bold
    /Clarendon-Light
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Bold
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-BoldItalic
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Italic
    /ClassicalGaramondBT-Roman
    /CMTI10
    /CommonBullets
    /ConduitITC-Bold
    /ConduitITC-BoldItalic
    /ConduitITC-Light
    /ConduitITC-LightItalic
    /ConduitITC-Medium
    /ConduitITC-MediumItalic
    /CooperBlack
    /CooperBlack-Italic
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Bold
    /CopperplateGothicBT-BoldCond
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Heavy
    /CopperplateGothicBT-Roman
    /CopperplateGothicBT-RomanCond
    /Copperplate-ThirtyThreeBC
    /Copperplate-ThirtyTwoBC
    /Coronet-Regular
    /Courier
    /Courier-Bold
    /Courier-BoldOblique
    /Courier-Oblique
    /Critter
    /CS-Special-font
    /DextorD
    /DextorOutD
    /DidotLH-OrnamentsOne
    /DidotLH-OrnamentsTwo
    /DINEngschrift
    /DINEngschrift-Alternate
    /DINMittelschrift
    /DINMittelschrift-Alternate
    /DINNeuzeitGrotesk-BoldCond
    /DINNeuzeitGrotesk-Light
    /Dom-CasItalic
    /Dom-CasualBT
    /Ehrhard-Italic
    /Ehrhard-Regular
    /EhrhardSemi-Italic
    /EhrhardtMT
    /EhrhardtMT-Italic
    /EhrhardtMT-SemiBold
    /EhrhardtMT-SemiBoldItalic
    /EhrharSemi
    /ElectraLH-Bold
    /ElectraLH-BoldCursive
    /ElectraLH-Cursive
    /ElectraLH-Regular
    /EnglischeSchT-Bold
    /EnglischeSchT-Regu
    /ErasContour
    /ErasITCbyBT-Bold
    /ErasITCbyBT-Book
    /ErasITCbyBT-Demi
    /ErasITCbyBT-Light
    /ErasITCbyBT-Medium
    /ErasITCbyBT-Ultra
    /EUEX10
    /EUFB10
    /EUFB5
    /EUFB7
    /EUFM10
    /EUFM5
    /EUFM7
    /EURB10
    /EURB5
    /EURB7
    /EURM10
    /EURM5
    /EURM7
    /EuropeanPi-Four
    /EuropeanPi-One
    /EuropeanPi-Three
    /EuropeanPi-Two
    /Eurostile
    /Eurostile-Bold
    /Eurostile-BoldExtendedTwo
    /Eurostile-ExtendedTwo
    /EUSB10
    /EUSB5
    /EUSB7
    /EUSM10
    /EUSM5
    /EUSM7
    /ExPonto-Regular
    /Fenice-Bold
    /Fenice-BoldOblique
    /FeniceITCbyBT-Bold
    /FeniceITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /FeniceITCbyBT-Regular
    /FeniceITCbyBT-RegularItalic
    /Fenice-Light
    /Fenice-LightOblique
    /Fenice-Regular
    /Fenice-RegularOblique
    /Fenice-Ultra
    /Fenice-UltraOblique
    /FlashD-Ligh
    /Folio-Bold
    /Folio-BoldCondensed
    /Folio-ExtraBold
    /Folio-Light
    /Folio-Medium
    /FontanaNDEeOsF
    /FontanaNDEeOsF-Semibold
    /FormalScript421BT-Regular
    /Formata-Bold
    /Formata-MediumCondensed
    /FournierMT-Ornaments
    /FrakturBT-Regular
    /FranklinGothic-Book
    /FranklinGothic-BookItal
    /FranklinGothic-BookOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Condensed
    /FranklinGothic-Demi
    /FranklinGothic-DemiItal
    /FranklinGothic-DemiOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Heavy
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyItal
    /FranklinGothic-HeavyOblique
    /FranklinGothic-Medium
    /FranklinGothic-MediumItal
    /FranklinGothic-Roman
    /FrizQuadrataITCbyBT-Bold
    /FrizQuadrataITCbyBT-Roman
    /Frutiger-Black
    /Frutiger-BlackCn
    /Frutiger-BlackItalic
    /Frutiger-Bold
    /Frutiger-BoldCn
    /Frutiger-BoldItalic
    /Frutiger-Cn
    /Frutiger-ExtraBlackCn
    /Frutiger-Italic
    /Frutiger-Light
    /Frutiger-LightCn
    /Frutiger-LightItalic
    /Frutiger-Roman
    /Frutiger-UltraBlack
    /Futura
    /FuturaBlackBT-Regular
    /Futura-Bold
    /Futura-BoldOblique
    /Futura-Book
    /Futura-BookOblique
    /FuturaBT-Bold
    /FuturaBT-BoldCondensed
    /FuturaBT-BoldCondensedItalic
    /FuturaBT-BoldItalic
    /FuturaBT-Book
    /FuturaBT-BookItalic
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlack
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackCondensed
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackCondItalic
    /FuturaBT-ExtraBlackItalic
    /FuturaBT-Heavy
    /FuturaBT-HeavyItalic
    /FuturaBT-Light
    /FuturaBT-LightCondensed
    /FuturaBT-LightItalic
    /FuturaBT-Medium
    /FuturaBT-MediumCondensed
    /FuturaBT-MediumItalic
    /Futura-ExtraBold
    /Futura-ExtraBoldOblique
    /Futura-Heavy
    /Futura-HeavyOblique
    /Futura-Light
    /Futura-LightOblique
    /Futura-Oblique
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Italic
    /GalliardITCbyBT-Roman
    /Garamond-Antiqua
    /Garamond-BoldCondensed
    /Garamond-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-BookCondensed
    /Garamond-BookCondensedItalic
    /Garamond-Halbfett
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Bold
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldNarrow
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BoldNarrowItal
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Book
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-BookItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Light
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightNarrow
    /GaramondITCbyBT-LightNarrowItal
    /GaramondITCbyBT-Ultra
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraCondensed
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraCondItalic
    /GaramondITCbyBT-UltraItalic
    /Garamond-Kursiv
    /Garamond-KursivHalbfett
    /Garamond-LightCondensed
    /Garamond-LightCondensedItalic
    /GaramondThree
    /GaramondThree-Bold
    /GaramondThree-BoldItalic
    /GaramondThree-Italic
    /GaramondThreeSMSspl
    /GaramondThreespl
    /GaramondThreeSpl-Bold
    /GaramondThreeSpl-Italic
    /GarthGraphic
    /GarthGraphic-Black
    /GarthGraphic-Bold
    /GarthGraphic-BoldCondensed
    /GarthGraphic-BoldItalic
    /GarthGraphic-Condensed
    /GarthGraphic-ExtraBold
    /GarthGraphic-Italic
    /Geometric231BT-HeavyC
    /GeometricSlab712BT-BoldA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-ExtraBoldA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-LightA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-LightItalicA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-MediumA
    /GeometricSlab712BT-MediumItalA
    /Giddyup
    /Giddyup-Thangs
    /GillSans
    /GillSans-Bold
    /GillSans-BoldCondensed
    /GillSans-BoldItalic
    /GillSans-Condensed
    /GillSans-ExtraBold
    /GillSans-Italic
    /GillSans-Light
    /GillSans-LightItalic
    /GillSans-UltraBold
    /GillSans-UltraBoldCondensed
    /Gill-Special
    /Giovanni-Bold
    /Giovanni-BoldItalic
    /Giovanni-Book
    /Giovanni-BookItalic
    /Glypha
    /Glypha-Bold
    /Glypha-BoldOblique
    /Glypha-Oblique
    /Goudy
    /Goudy-Bold
    /Goudy-BoldItalic
    /Goudy-ExtraBold
    /Goudy-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Bold
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-BoldItalic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-ExtraBold
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Italic
    /GoudyOldStyleBT-Roman
    /GoudySans-Bold
    /GoudySans-BoldItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Bold
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-BoldItalic
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-Medium
    /GoudySansITCbyBT-MediumItalic
    /GoudySans-Medium
    /GoudySans-MediumItalic
    /Granjon
    /Granjon-Bold
    /Granjon-BoldOsF
    /Granjon-Italic
    /Granjon-ItalicOsF
    /Granjon-SC
    /GreymantleMVB-Ornaments
    /Helvetica
    /Helvetica-Black
    /Helvetica-BlackOblique
    /Helvetica-Black-SemiBold
    /Helvetica-Bold
    /Helvetica-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Condensed
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Black
    /Helvetica-Condensed-BlackObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Bold
    /Helvetica-Condensed-BoldObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Light
    /Helvetica-Condensed-LightObl
    /Helvetica-Condensed-Oblique
    /Helvetica-Light
    /Helvetica-LightOblique
    /Helvetica-Narrow
    /Helvetica-Narrow-Bold
    /Helvetica-Narrow-BoldOblique
    /Helvetica-Narrow-Oblique
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackCond
    /HelveticaNeue-BlackCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Bold
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldCond
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldExt
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-BoldItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Condensed
    /HelveticaNeue-CondensedObl
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtBlackCond
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtBlackCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Extended
    /HelveticaNeue-ExtendedObl
    /HelveticaNeue-Heavy
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyCond
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyExt
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-HeavyItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Italic
    /HelveticaNeue-Light
    /HelveticaNeue-LightCond
    /HelveticaNeue-LightCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-LightItalic
    /HelveticaNeueLTStd-Md
    /HelveticaNeueLTStd-MdIt
    /HelveticaNeue-Medium
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumCond
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumExt
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumExtObl
    /HelveticaNeue-MediumItalic
    /HelveticaNeue-Roman
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinCond
    /HelveticaNeue-ThinCondObl
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigCond
    /HelveticaNeue-UltraLigCondObl
    /Helvetica-Oblique
    /HelvLight
    /Humanist521BT-Bold
    /Humanist521BT-BoldCondensed
    /Humanist521BT-BoldItalic
    /Humanist521BT-ExtraBold
    /Humanist521BT-Italic
    /Humanist521BT-Light
    /Humanist521BT-LightItalic
    /Humanist521BT-Roman
    /Humanist521BT-RomanCondensed
    /Humanist521BT-UltraBold
    /Humanist521BT-XtraBoldCondensed
    /Humanist777BT-BlackB
    /Humanist777BT-BlackItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldB
    /Humanist777BT-BoldItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-ItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-LightB
    /Humanist777BT-LightItalicB
    /Humanist777BT-RomanB
    /ICMEX10
    /ICMMI8
    /ICMSY8
    /ICMTT8
    /ILASY8
    /ILCMSS8
    /ILCMSSB8
    /ILCMSSI8
    /Imago-Book
    /Imago-BookItalic
    /Imago-ExtraBold
    /Imago-ExtraBoldItalic
    /Imago-Medium
    /Imago-MediumItalic
    /Industria-Inline
    /Industria-InlineA
    /Industria-Solid
    /Industria-SolidA
    /Insignia
    /Insignia-A
    /IPAExtras
    /IPAHighLow
    /IPAKiel
    /IPAKielSeven
    /IPAsans
    /JoannaMT
    /JoannaMT-Bold
    /JoannaMT-BoldItalic
    /JoannaMT-Italic
    /KlangMT
    /Kuenstler480BT-Black
    /Kuenstler480BT-Bold
    /Kuenstler480BT-BoldItalic
    /Kuenstler480BT-Italic
    /Kuenstler480BT-Roman
    /KunstlerschreibschD-Bold
    /KunstlerschreibschD-Medi
    /Lapidary333BT-Black
    /Lapidary333BT-Bold
    /Lapidary333BT-BoldItalic
    /Lapidary333BT-Italic
    /Lapidary333BT-Roman
    /LASY10
    /LASY5
    /LASY6
    /LASY7
    /LASY8
    /LASY9
    /LASYB10
    /LatinMT-Condensed
    /LCIRCLE10
    /LCIRCLEW10
    /LCMSS8
    /LCMSSB8
    /LCMSSI8
    /LDecorationPi-One
    /LDecorationPi-Two
    /Leawood-Black
    /Leawood-BlackItalic
    /Leawood-Bold
    /Leawood-BoldItalic
    /Leawood-Book
    /Leawood-BookItalic
    /Leawood-Medium
    /Leawood-MediumItalic
    /LegacySans-Bold
    /LegacySans-BoldItalic
    /LegacySans-Book
    /LegacySans-BookItalic
    /LegacySans-Medium
    /LegacySans-MediumItalic
    /LegacySans-Ultra
    /LegacySerif-Bold
    /LegacySerif-BoldItalic
    /LegacySerif-Book
    /LegacySerif-BookItalic
    /LegacySerif-Medium
    /LegacySerif-MediumItalic
    /LegacySerif-Ultra
    /LetterGothic
    /LetterGothic-Bold
    /LetterGothic-BoldSlanted
    /LetterGothic-Slanted
    /Life-Bold
    /Life-Italic
    /Life-Roman
    /LINE10
    /LINEW10
    /Lithos-Black
    /Lithos-Regular
    /LOGO10
    /LOGO8
    /LOGO9
    /LOGOBF10
    /LOGOSL10
    /LOMD-Normal
    /LubalinGraph-Book
    /LubalinGraph-BookOblique
    /LubalinGraph-Demi
    /LubalinGraph-DemiOblique
    /LucidaMath-Symbol
    /LydianBT-Bold
    /LydianBT-BoldItalic
    /LydianBT-Italic
    /LydianBT-Roman
    /LydianCursiveBT-Regular
    /Marigold
    /MathematicalPi-Five
    /MathematicalPi-Four
    /MathematicalPi-One
    /MathematicalPi-Six
    /MathematicalPi-Three
    /MathematicalPi-Two
    /Melior
    /Melior-Bold
    /Melior-BoldItalic
    /Melior-Italic
    /MercuriusCT-Black
    /MercuriusCT-BlackItalic
    /MercuriusCT-Light
    /MercuriusCT-LightItalic
    /MercuriusCT-Medium
    /MercuriusCT-MediumItalic
    /MercuriusMT-BoldScript
    /Meridien-Medium
    /Meridien-MediumItalic
    /Meridien-Roman
    /Minion-Black
    /Minion-Bold
    /Minion-BoldCondensed
    /Minion-BoldCondensedItalic
    /Minion-BoldItalic
    /Minion-Condensed
    /Minion-CondensedItalic
    /MinionExp-Italic
    /MinionExp-Semibold
    /MinionExp-SemiboldItalic
    /Minion-Italic
    /Minion-Ornaments
    /Minion-Regular
    /Minion-Semibold
    /Minion-SemiboldItalic
    /MonaLisa-Recut
    /MSAM10
    /MSAM10A
    /MSAM5
    /MSAM6
    /MSAM7
    /MSAM8
    /MSAM9
    /MSBM10
    /MSBM10A
    /MSBM5
    /MSBM6
    /MSBM7
    /MSBM8
    /MSBM9
    /MTEX
    /MTEXB
    /MTEXH
    /MTGU
    /MTGUB
    /MTMI
    /MTMIB
    /MTMIH
    /MTMS
    /MTMSB
    /MTMUB
    /MTMUH
    /MTSY
    /MTSYB
    /MTSYH
    /MTSYN
    /MusicalSymbols-Normal
    /Myriad-Bold
    /Myriad-BoldItalic
    /Myriad-CnBold
    /Myriad-CnBoldItalic
    /Myriad-CnItalic
    /Myriad-CnSemibold
    /Myriad-CnSemiboldItalic
    /Myriad-Condensed
    /Myriad-Italic
    /Myriad-Roman
    /Myriad-Sketch
    /Myriad-Tilt
    /NeuzeitS-Book
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


