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About the Upper Manhattan Empowerment Zone
In 1993, the Clinton Administration launched its signature Empowerment Zone initiative,
designed to revitalize the country’s most economically distressed areas by using public funds
to spur private investment and ultimately restore economic vitality to those areas. Upper
Manhattan was one of the first zones to be selected; the ten-year designation was accompanied
by a federal grant of $100 million, as well as access to $250 million in tax credits and $230
million in triple tax-exempt bond financing. Subsequently, Congressman Charles B. Rangel,
author of the Empowerment Zone legislation, was able to secure an additional $100 million
each from New York State and City governments. $50.4 million of the total was allocated to the
South Bronx, and a nonprofit corporation, the Upper Manhattan Empowerment Zone (UMEZ),
was established with a total fund of $249.6 million to invest in Harlem, East Harlem, Washington
Heights, and Inwood.
UMEZ employed fundamental economic development practices to execute its mission: “to
sustain the economic revitalization of all the communities of Upper Manhattan through job
creation, corporate alliances, strategic investments and small business assistance.” Investments
were allocated among four discrete strategies:
• to provide access to modest loans for local businesses that deliver the products and services
essential to a livable community, such as grocery stores, drycleaners, and restaurants;
• to supply the financing required for major commercial developments, which would bring
large-scale businesses to the area and provide significant new employment opportunities;
• to implement demand-driven workforce programs that identify employer needs and prepare
residents for those and other job openings; and
• to strengthen the capacity of local cultural organizations to attract new visitorship while
sustaining their legacy of artistic expression – a source of deep pride for the community.
Through June 30, 2014, these strategies have yielded extraordinary results for Upper Manhattan.
With a total investment of $225 million in these initiatives, UMEZ accomplished the following:
• made over $73 million in loans to area businesses;
• leveraged over $1 billion of private capital invested within the Zone;
• invested $57 million in tax-exempt bond financing;
• allocated $95 million in grants to nonprofit organizations and workforce initiatives; and
• created over 9,000 jobs for the community.
UMEZ’s success in these investments is such that the organization has far outlived its original
ten-year designation (1994-2004) and is continuing its role as a primary catalytic force in the
revitalization of Upper Manhattan.
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The Studio Museum in Harlem
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Executive Summary
Since 1996, the Upper Manhattan Empowerment Zone
(UMEZ) has invested $54 million in nonprofit organizations,
focusing on a remarkable, yet under-resourced collection of
cultural institutions to help spur the economic revitalization
of a critically-distressed community. As UMEZ considers its
investment strategies for the next decade, it is imperative to
understand the impact of its nonprofit investments on the
cultural organizations, the region, and in the context of New
York City’s cultural ecology.
To that end, UMEZ engaged the Regional Plan Association to
evaluate the effectiveness of UMEZ’s investment strategy in the
nonprofit cultural sector. Using the timeframe from 2000-2003
to 2009-2012, this report reveals substantial gains for the 32
grantee organizations profiled in the study, as well as their
continuing challenges; it illustrates the concurrent growth of
Upper Manhattan’s cultural and economic landscape; and
it compares Upper Manhattan’s collective cultural assets to
similar clusters in New York City’s other boroughs.

Key Findings
UMEZ grantees have seen strong increases in assets
and contributions, which are critical to stabilizing
operations while expanding programmatic activities.
• Grantees increased their total contributed income by $20
million, to a total of $91 million.
• Four major new cultural facilities were added to the Upper
Manhattan landscape.
• $14 million in UMEZ capital support for just ten cultural
facilities leveraged an additional $203 million in additional
public and private support for these projects.

Strengthening the grantee organizations has, in turn,
produced crucial gains for the local economy through
increased employment opportunities.
• Grantees averaged a total of $53 million in employee
compensation during the concluding timeframe of the
study – an increase of nearly $10 million over the initial
period.
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• The number of people employed by the study organizations
more than doubled, growing to 2,477 individuals from
1,206.

This newly thriving arts sector has positioned Upper
Manhattan as one of the strongest cultural hubs
in New York City and a growing driver of the City’s
economy.
• From 2002 to 2012, arts and culture businesses in Upper
Manhattan grew 109%.
• Upper Manhattan is home to nearly a quarter of the arts
organizations located in six comparable hubs around the
city.
• In 2010, the total economic output for 32 of UMEZ’s 73
grantee organizations was $206 million.

These positive outcomes do not come without some
humbling figures.
• While the total number of people employed increased, the
average compensation per employee decreased.
• Although organizations were able to increase assets, many
acquired significant increases in liabilities, driven primarily
by mortgages.
This report will serve as a blueprint for UMEZ as it refines its
investment strategies for the cultural sector in the coming
years. While these findings specifically reflect the environment
of Upper Manhattan, we believe they can also inform the larger
conversation around capacity building for arts organizations.
This study may also provide a window into issues of diversity
and equity in the arts. With 75% of the organizations rooted
in Latino or African-American heritage, the outcomes of
the report illustrate the positive impact of investing in this
historically disenfranchised sector.

Morris-Jumel Mansion
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Introduction
As the Upper Manhattan Empowerment Zone (UMEZ) began
operations in 1995, it drew on traditional tools of business
development to design three of its four investment strategies:
making small business loans; providing financing for largescale commercial developments; and implementing demanddriven workforce programs for local residents. Its fourth
strategy – investing in the nonprofit sector – was somewhat
less conventional. Certainly, Upper Manhattan had long been
home to a distinguished roster of cultural organizations –
notably one of the largest concentrations of culturally-specific
groups in the United States – with a rich history of nurturing
vital new expressions in music, literature and art.
But these organizations shared serious challenges. Despite
proximity to a population known for its generous support of
the arts, these groups generally lacked access to philanthropic
funds, particularly from the private sector. Operating budgets
were too small to conduct the kind of audience-building
marketing campaigns generated by neighboring organizations,
which included some of the largest cultural institutions in
the world. Staff members, however devoted, did not have the
experience or training necessary to develop their vision. The
existing cultural facilities – customary drivers of tourism and
economic activity – were all in serious disrepair.
Nevertheless, UMEZ believed that Upper Manhattan’s cultural
community held a natural appeal for a wider public, and, after
years of disinvestment, could serve as a powerful economic
generator. UMEZ also recognized that, as support would be
drawn from a finite pool of funds, its efforts must encourage
long-term, sustainable change. Consequently, UMEZ shaped
its nonprofit investment strategy to develop organizational
capacity by:
• supporting new staff positions and services needed to
generate increased earned and contributed revenues;
• strengthening management planning and infrastructure;
and
• supporting renovations or construction of new cultural
facilities.
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Grants were made primarily to cultural organizations and arts
service entities, chiefly through implementation grants, capital
grants and consultancies.
By 2012, UMEZ had begun to consider a transition from
its original Zone designation to a longer-term horizon. In
considering its strategic options, the Board of Directors
expressed its continued support for cultural investments,
and commissioned a study to evaluate the effectiveness of its
nonprofit investment strategy.
The following pages contain the results of this study, which
examines the following areas:
• the performance over time by a cohort of UMEZ cultural
grantees;
• the concurrent changes in local and regional economic
activity; and
• a comparison of Upper Manhattan’s cultural community to
similar hubs in other boroughs.
Through 2012, UMEZ had made a total of $54 million in grants
to 73 nonprofit organizations. For the purposes of this study,
32 nonprofit cultural organizations with sufficient financial
data were selected for the performance analysis. UMEZ made
66 grants totaling over $32 million ($38 million, adjusted for
inflation to 2012) to these groups.

Snapshot of the
Study Cohort

Inwood

The 32 organizations in the study cohort,
located throughout the neighborhoods of
Upper Manhattan, vary widely across the
categories of discipline, size, cultural and
ethnic focus, and facilities.

Washington Heights

Study Cohort
Additional UMEZ Grantees

Hamilton Heights

Central Harlem
Manhattanville

Morningside Heights
East Harlem
Manhattan Valley

Carnegie Hill
Yorkville

Upper West Side
Upper East Side
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Lenox Hill

Disciplines

Cultural Specificity

Twelve museums, historic sites, and visual arts organizations
make up the largest discipline group. They include one of
the city’s oldest cultural institutions, the Museum of the City
of New York, founded in 1923; and the newest addition to
Museum Mile on Fifth Avenue, The Africa Center, which has
launched a major capital project.

Seventy-five percent of the organizations in the study
cohort are rooted in African-American and Latino cultures.
Founded by visionaries in their respective fields, these
organizations draw from many aesthetics and traditions to
provide a contemporary expression of the changing face
of America. Many are iconic, recognized around the world;
others represent a close-knit community, driven by a deep
commitment to their heritage. Together, the 32 organizations
form an extraordinary example of a diverse creative sector.

Eight performing arts organizations, including the Apollo
Theater and Dance Theatre of Harlem, have influenced the
course of American culture over many decades, while ten
community-based organizations, including Harlem School
of the Arts and Mama Foundation for the Arts, deliver a wide
range of arts services throughout Upper Manhattan.
The award-winning Firelight Media and Manhattan
Neighborhood Network represent the burgeoning uptown
media arts sector.

Study Cohort by Cultural Specificity
Ethnic/culturally specific
Non-ethnic/culturally specific

Number

Percent

24

75%

8

25%

Facilities

Study Cohort by Discipline
Number

Percent

Museums, visual arts and historic sites

12

38%

Community-based and arts education

10

31%

Performing arts

8

25%

Media arts

2

6%

Budget Size

Numerous sites are of historic significance, including the
Morris-Jumel Mansion on Jumel Terrace, built in 1765, and
the former Audubon Ballroom Theater at Broadway and 166th
Street, which now houses the Malcolm X and Dr. Betty Shabazz
Center.

The 32 organizations in the study cohort are evenly divided
between those with less than $1 million in average annual
expenses, and those at $1 million and over. The largest
percentage of organizations is in the smallest category of less
than $500,000, and includes organizations such as Board for
the Education of People of African Ancestry, National Black
Theatre, and the Romare Bearden Foundation. Organizations
in the largest budget category include two of the city’s most
distinctive museums: The Studio Museum in Harlem and El
Museo del Barrio.

Many organizations have refashioned unused sites into vibrant
spaces for cultural programming, including Harlem Stage,
which transformed a landmarked water-pumping facility
into the Gatehouse Theater on Convent Avenue and 134th
Street, and Manhattan Neighborhood Network’s conversion
of a dilapidated firehouse into a Community Media Center
on 104th Street in East Harlem. At this writing, the Caribbean
Cultural Center African Diaspora Institute has begun the
process of converting a firehouse on 125th Street near
Lexington Avenue into its new home.

Study Cohort by Budget Category

11

<$500K

$500K – $999K

$1M – 4.9M

$5M+

11

5

8
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Dedicated facilities for the arts can be found across the
neighborhoods of Inwood, Washington Heights, Central
Harlem and East Harlem.

As of 2012, eight organizations occupy City- or State-owned
buildings; an additional six organizations own their facilities,
while two others are in the process of developing new
headquarters.

National Jazz Museum in Harlem
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Analysis of Performance
by the Study Cohort
Quick
Reference
Guide

How have grant recipients fared under UMEZ’s
nonprofit investment strategies? This section
examines the direct impact of UMEZ’s threepronged approach for its cultural investments on
32 organizations, whose IRS 990 reports contained
sufficient data for analysis over an extended time
period.

Sixteen performance
metrics, drawn from
revenues and expenses,
assets and liabilities, capital
projects, and employment,
were selected as best
representing UMEZ’s goal of
developing organizational
capacity.

A. Operational Metrics
1. Annual Operating Performance
Over the four years in P1, 20 of the study organizations averaged a surplus of revenues over
expenses; during P2, that number decreased to 15, although three more groups fell just short of
breakeven. This shift into operating losses coincides with the immediate aftermath of the 2008
financial crisis, when over half of arts organizations across New York City in 2009 and 2010 were
running operating deficits.1
However, organizations averaged a strong growth in total revenues of 24%, which outpaced
growth in expenses, at 17%. Revenues as a share of expenses increased by 6%.
Change in Revenues and Expenses
2000-2003

2009-2012

% Change

Average Revenues

3,292,018

4,092,210

24%

Average Expenses

3,077,884

3,602,571

17%

107%

114%

6%

Average Revenues as Share of Average Expenses

Insight: It should be noted that total revenues may include not only operating income
but capital project support and the sale of buildings; these facility-related revenues
notably boosted the average income for four organizations in P2. The extreme outlier
of those four was The Africa Center, which reported $31.7 million in revenues for FY11
(500% over its average revenues for the other three years of P2) as the value of its new
headquarters was recognized on its books.
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Two four-year periods were
used to measure change:
Period 1 (P1) covers the
fiscal years 2000-2003 and
Period 2 (P2) covers the
fiscal years 2009-2012.
In order to compensate
for gaps in data, the
sixteen selected metrics
were averaged for each
organization within each of
the two time periods.
The numbers resulting
from that process were
then calculated to produce
two profiles: the “Average,”
which averages all the
organizations into one
composite entity; and the
“Total,” which sums each
organization’s average into a
total amount.
All dollar amounts are
inflation-adjusted to 2012.

Spotlight: Despite the challenging financial environment in P2, half of the study
organizations reported growth in their revenues. In particular, Mama Foundation for the
Arts, a community-based organization, grew its revenues 87%, from $321,600 in P1 to
$602,942 in P2. While under a UMEZ stabilization grant awarded in 2004, the organization
created a highly popular new program, Gospel for Teens, which not only drove revenues but
garnered national attention when it was featured on the CBS News program 60 Minutes in
2015.

2. Revenue Analysis
a. Program Revenues
The growth in earned revenues from program activities exceeded total revenue growth, with an
increase of 27%. Program revenues averaged almost $1.2 million in P2.
Change in Program Revenues
Average Program Revenues

2000-2003

2009-2012

% Change

930,408

1,180,156

27%

Spotlight: Three organizations, each with marketing support from a UMEZ grant, showed
strong gains in program revenues: the Museum of the City of New York (239%), the MorrisJumel Mansion (105%) and El Museo del Barrio (71%). As museums and historic sites
typically rely more on contributed income than program income,2 it is also important to
note that this accomplishment increased program revenue as a percent of annual revenues
for each organization; Morris-Jumel Mansion, in particular, grew program income from 7%
to 20% of its annual revenue.

b. Contributed Income
Organizations demonstrated a strengthened capacity to raise funds, with average contributed
income increasing by 24%. The total increase represents almost $20 million in new
contributions, a significant achievement.
Change in Contributed Income
Average Contributed Income
Total Contributed Income

2000-2003

2009-2012

% Change

2,304,600

2,847,914

24%

71,442,602

91,133,255

28%

This growth was markedly different between the public and private sectors.
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b.i. Government Contributions
On average, government support increased by only 2%, with total government contributions
growing by 14%. Government support as a share of total contributions fell by 17%.
Change in Government Contributions
Average Government Contributions
Total Government Contributions
Average Government Contributions as
Share of Average Contributed Income

2000-2003

2009-2012

% Change

980,985

1,000,203

2%

25,505,619

29,005,899

14%

43%

35%

-17%

Insight: National government spending on nonprofit arts and culture was on a downward
trend across the country from 1992 to 2012.3 Arts funding on the local level echoed this
trend, with NYC Department of Cultural Affairs grants declining from an average of $159
million in 2001-2003* to $148 million in 2009-2012.4 Funding from the New York State
Council on the Arts also decreased, from $34 million in 2000 to $22 million in 2012.5
Fiscal Year 2000 data not available.

*

b.ii. Private Sector Contributions
Although government contributions declined, organizations were able to increase their private
sector support by 31% on average, for a total of $62 million in P2.
Change in Private Sector Contributions
2000-2003
Average Private Sector Contributions
Total Private Sector Contributions
Average Private Sector Contributions as
Share of Average Contributed Income

2009-2012

% Change

1,481,838

1,941,480

31%

45,936,983

62,127,355

35%

64%

68%

6%

Insight: Organizations with budgets of $5 million and over made up only a quarter of the
study cohort, but secured 70% — over $43 million — of the total private sector contributions
in P2. This trend echoes to some degree Holly Sidford’s Fusing Arts, Culture and Social
Change. Using Urban Institute’s NCCS database, Sidford found that cultural organizations
with budgets of $5 million and over, while representing only 2% of the field, received over
50% of contributions and grants awarded to arts organizations.6

Spotlight: The Classical Theatre of Harlem and the National Jazz Museum in Harlem,
two smaller groups that were just emerging in FY03, demonstrated exceptional growth
in private sector support (494% and 3304% respectively), driven by strong programming
and board leadership. Among the larger institutions, the Apollo Theater transformed its
operations from a rental format to a self-producing and presenting format, attracting
a high-level board of directors and building a staff that increased its private sector
contributions by 266%, to $5 million. Each of these organizations was working with a UMEZ
grant designed to build their development capacity.
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B. Assets and Liabilities Metrics
1. Assets
Organizations increased their assets by an average of 174%. The increase in total assets of $254
million was driven largely by the increase in total land, buildings, and equipment (LBE) of $222
million.
Change in Assets and Land, Buildings & Equipment
2000-2003
Average Assets End of Year
Total Assets End of Year
Total Land, Buildings & Equipment

2009-2012

% Change

4,410,457

12,084,051

174%

132,313,705

386,689,627

192%

84,949,215

307,342,947

262%

Insight: As previously noted, one or two groups in a small universe of study organizations
can significantly affect an average. The extreme outlier in this metric is the Abyssinian
Development Corp., which received support from UMEZ to investigate a renovation of the
historic Renaissance Ballroom as a cultural space. Abyssinian found that that project was
not feasible, but continued its mission to develop subsidized housing, adding $120 million
in assets, or just over 51% of the total change in land, buildings, and equipment.

Spotlight: Four striking new cultural facilities were added to the Upper Manhattan portfolio
during the study period, each with major support from UMEZ. Manhattan Neighborhood
Network purchased and renovated the 104th Street Firehouse into an East Harlem hub
for media technology training and production. Alianza Dominicana built the Triangle
Building on 166th Street, which became home to the Alianza Cultural Center. Harlem Stage
renovated a 19th century water-pumping facility on 134th Street into a state-of-the-art
theater that now offers performances by numerous award-winning artists. Finally, The
Africa Center began construction on its 75,000 square-foot headquarters on Fifth Avenue at
110th Street, still under construction as the study period ended.

a. Capital Subset: UMEZ capital investment as leverage
Prior to 2000, many of the cultural facilities in Upper Manhattan were in disrepair, falling short of
prevailing building codes and lagging behind advancements in technology. Capital investments
therefore became a major focus of UMEZ’s cultural investment strategy, ultimately representing
38% of grants made to the study cohort. Just over $14 million in capital support was awarded,
with $12 million going directly to the organizations and $2 million routed through City agencies.
A capital subset of ten organizations in the study cohort had capital projects ranging in size
from $500,000 to $47.5 million.* With these projects completed, the value of the organizations’
combined land, buildings, and equipment grew from $33 million to $182 million. Net of UMEZ’s
support, these projects had thus attracted a total of $137 million, primarily from the private
sector, to complete their projects.
Four of the ten projects also received $68 million in capital support from New York City
(including UMEZ’s $2 million contribution), which is not included in the total recorded value.
This additional support brings the total value to $250 million, of which UMEZ contributed just
$14 million, resulting in a direct leverage of $203 million in these ten projects.

*
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2. Liabilities
Liabilities also increased, and at a higher rate than assets. Given the increase in land, buildings,
and equipment, it is not surprising that the increase in liabilities encompasses an even steeper
increase in mortgages. The average mortgage, only $769,000 in P1, increased to an average of
nearly $9 million in P2.
Change in Liabilities and Mortgage Liability
2000-2003

2009-2012

% Change

Average Liabilities End of Year

936,572

5,550,091

493%

Average Mortgage Liability

768,689

8,926,538

1061%

13,836,408

124,971,530

803%

Total Mortgage Liability

Insight: The average mortgage debt held by 18 organizations in P1 was very small – only
$768,689, reflecting decades of disinvestment in Upper Manhattan. Those organizations
with capital projects during the study period were able to access financing, and in many
cases, pay off the loans; only nine organizations held mortgages at the end of FY12.

Spotlight: As it expanded its subsidized housing, the Abyssinian Development Corp.
increased its mortgage liability from $2 million to $100 million, accounting for 80% of
the total mortgage liability in P2. The Africa Center, Alianza Dominicana and Manhattan
Neighborhood Network also took on significant mortgages with their capital projects.
All together, the four organizations represented 97% of total mortgage liability in P2.

3. Net Assets
Net assets on average increased by 93%. Unrestricted assets were strengthened by the addition
of capital projects, while growth in temporarily and permanently restricted net assets increased
at a more modest pace.
Change in Net, Unrestricted, Temporarily Restricted and Permanently Restricted Assets
2000-2003

2009-2012

% Change

Average Net Assets

3,473,616

6,707,400

93%

Average Unrestricted Net Assets

2,227,970

4,979,941

124%

Average Temporarily Restricted Net Assets

1,533,857

1,855,558

21%

Average Permanently Restricted Assets

1,116,828

1,956,504

75%

Spotlight: The closing of the Boys Choir of Harlem, which had held over $1 million
in endowment funds, had a negative impact on the change in permanently restricted
assets. However, The Studio Museum in Harlem and Museum of the City of New York
both demonstrated major growth (184% and 167% respectively) in their endowments.
Income from their investments is still somewhat below the norm for museums,
where endowments provide 18% of income on average,7 but both organizations
have included goals for new endowment gifts in their capital campaign plans.
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C. Employment Metrics
1. Compensation
Employment is particularly critical in the arts industry, where the production of ‘goods and
services’ is intrinsically linked to the labor force (artists, performers, etc.).8
On average, organizations increased their annual compensation to over $1.7 million. Total
compensation increased by 22% to over $53 million, reflecting an increase of almost $10 million
in new employment dollars.
Change in Compensation
2000-2003
Average Compensation
Total Compensation

2009-2012

% Change

1,494,800

1,769,108

18%

43,349,196

53,073,253

22%

Compensation as a share of total expense remained steady. As a share of average expense,
compensation even increased slightly.
Change in Compensation as a Share of Expense
2000-2003

2009-2012

% Change

Average Compensation as Share
of Average Expense

49%

49%

1.1%

Total Compensation as Share of Total Expense

45%

46%

1.3%

2. Number of People Employed
The number of people employed on average increased significantly, by 69%. Total employment
increased by 1,271, an increase of 105%.
Change in Number of Employees
2000-2003
Average Number of Employees
Total Number of Employees

2009-2012

% Change

52

88

69%

1,206

2,477

105%

New full and part-time jobs created directly through UMEZ grants, as reported by grantees,
totaled 672, just over half of the total increase in employment.*
Insight: Half of the study cohort failed to report the number of employees at least once on
their annual IRS 990 forms in one or both of the study periods, even though they reported
compensation expense. The budget size of the organization was irrelevant; compensation
expense with no reported employees ranged from $10,000 to over $11 million. An
estimation of the “missing” personnel would almost certainly have increased the percent
change in average number of employees. Sadly, missing data is a common issue for
analysis in the nonprofit field; this study was prepared with just over 78% of the database
populated.

*
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Spotlight: UMEZ grants most often included funding for new positions that would support
the next phase of the grantee’s development. In the case of the Apollo Theater, successive
UMEZ grants enabled its transformation from a rental house into a producing entity, with
fully-staffed marketing and development departments to support the shift in program
activities. During P1, no organization employed more than 300 individuals, whereas by P2,
both the Apollo Theater and Alianza Dominicana were employing well over 300 people.
Seven other organizations that employed under 100 individuals in P1 grew to employ over
100 individuals in P2, among them Harlem Stage and The Studio Museum in Harlem.

3. Compensation Per Employee
The average compensation per employee declined by 36%, reflecting the disparity between
the significant increase in employees and the much smaller increases in average and total
compensation.
Change in Compensation per Employee
2000-2003

2009-2012

% Change

50,077

31,879

-36%

Compensation per Employee

Insight: This decline may reflect the hiring of more employees on a part-time basis,
following a national employment trend which showed part-time employment surging to
20% of the national workforce in 2010. Evidence suggested that the increase was triggered
by the 2008 recession.9

4. UMEZ Capital Investments in the Capital Subset as Jobs Creator
As stated above, the average total employment across all organizations increased by 1,271
individuals, or 105%. The capital subset of ten organizations receiving significant UMEZ capital
support increased the number of individuals they employed by 886, or 120%.* That increase
represented 70% of the change in total employment by all study organizations.
Change in Number of Employees
2000-2003

2009-2012

% Change

Total Employees per
All Organizations

1,206

2,477

105%

Total Employees per
Capital Subset

736

1,622

120%

a. Construction jobs
UMEZ’s internal reporting shows that over 1,100 construction jobs were created by the ten
organizations in the capital subset.10

*
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Harlem Stage
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Assessment of Local and
Regional Economic Indicators
How has the Upper Manhattan economy changed
over the same time period that UMEZ made its
investments in the study cohort? This section reports
on concurrent shifts in three areas directly related
to UMEZ’s investment goals: the cultural business
cluster; demographic information; and the broader
impact on the regional economy by the study cohort.
A. Upper Manhattan’s Cultural Cluster
A key strength for the cultural sector lies in its ability to create links between related sectors.
Economic theorist Michael Porter describes how these entities exchange goods, services, and
information, thus building upon each other’s ability to capture market dollars in a particular
area, a process he termed ‘clustering.’ Organizations such as the Apollo Theater, Harlem
Stage and Classical Theatre of Harlem, for example, have developed strong and reciprocal
relationships with local restaurants, many of whom were recipients of UMEZ loans to small
businesses.
The combined arts, entertainment and recreation businesses in Upper Manhattan grew 109%
from 2002 to 2012.
Change in Arts, Entertainment and Recreation
Businesses in Upper Manhattan
Businesses (NAICS Code 71)

2002

2012

% Change

73

153

109%

Employment by this cluster of complementary sectors increased at a much higher rate than
employment in all industries, 76% versus 24%, respectively.
Change in Employment in Upper Manhattan by Industry
Employment by Industry
Total, all industries
Arts, entertainment, recreation,
accommodation and food services
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2000

2006-2010

% Change

127,769

158,907

24%

6,344

11,139

76%

Quick
Reference
Guide
This section uses a range of
government data sources to
measure local and regional
impact; it matches as closely
as possible the time periods
in the previous section.
All dollar amounts are
inflation-adjusted to 2012.

B. Upper Manhattan’s Demographic Profile
Areas with cultural clusters tend to experience demographic and economic changes, most
notably increases in population, increases in property values, and decreases in poverty rates.11
Upper Manhattan has experienced similar shifts in the composition and welfare of its residents
and neighborhoods since 2000.
Census data from 2000 and 2008-2012 showed Upper Manhattan’s total population increasing
by 2%, with notable shifts in the makeup of the population.
Change in Population and Households in Upper Manhattan
2000

2008-2012

% Change

Total Population

532,171

544,559

2%

Total Households

194,845

198,599

2%

The population skewed older, as individuals aged 17 and under declined by 20%.
Change in Population by Age Groups in Upper Manhattan
2000

2008-2012

% Change

Under 18

138,780

111,052

-20%

Between 18 and 34

151,620

169,860

12%

Between 35 and 64

185,745

202,882

9%

56,026

60,765

8%

65 and over

Shifts in race and ethnic breakdown of the population were also notable in the years between
2000 and 2012. While the vast majority (80%) of the population of Upper Manhattan is still
Hispanic-Latino or African American, the White and Asian population increased sharply. These
changes in race and ethnicity translated to significant diversification for some areas in Upper
Manhattan, in particular Central Harlem, where the share of the population living in raciallyintegrated tracts climbed from 0% in 2000 to just over 7% in 2010.12
Change in Race and Ethnicity in Upper Manhattan
2000

2008-2012

280,279

274,616

-2%

51,821

73,977

43%

175,239

150,354

-14%

Asian

12,317

18,944

54%

Other

12,515

11,097

-11%

Hispanic-Latino
White
African American

Change

Demographic shifts have been accompanied by a changing economy, and by many metrics,
Upper Manhattan is faring better economically in 2012 than it was in 2000.
As the population increased, the labor force increased by 30%. Similarly, as the increase in
overall businesses created opportunities for local employment, employment grew by 35%.
Unemployment as a percent of the total labor force decreased by 3%. However, unemployment
in the area, at 13%, remains high compared to Manhattan’s overall unemployment of 8.8% in
2012.13
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Change in Employment
2000

2008-2012

% Change

Labor Force

211,567

275,818

30.0%

Employed

176,946

239,584

35.0%

Unemployed

34,621

36,234

5.0%

Unemployed as % of Total

16.4%

13.1%

3.2%

The increase in employment likely led to the 13% increase in median household income.
Change in Household Income
Median Household Income

2000

2008-2012

% Change

$35,556

$ 40,235

13%

Median home values increased by 19%; this increase may actually be under-estimated because
of a cap imposed by the U.S. Census Bureau on reported home value. From 1996 to 2006, Upper
Manhattan home values increased at a far greater rate than the overall home values in New York
City: New York’s overall growth was 124%, whereas price increases in Upper Manhattan varied
from 270% in Central Harlem to 500% in East Harlem.14
Change in Median Home Values
Median Home Value in 2012 Dollars

2000

2008-2012

% Change

$440,681

$524,678

19%

C. Regional Economic Impact of the Study Cohort
Working with the 32 organizations in the study cohort, the Regional Input-Output Modeling
System (RIMS II) was used to assess the regional impact of UMEZ’s cultural investments. The
RIMS II model works under the theory that different parts of a regional economy are by their
very nature interdependent, therefore economic activity in one industry indirectly generates
economic activity in another industry.15 Cultural institutions, as players in the economy that
generate revenue and spend it, are part of that interdependency and generate their own
indirect economic activity in the local economy.
2010 was used as a benchmark year to calculate the regional impact of the study cohort, as all
32 organizations provided complete information required for RIMS II inputs. UMEZ support of
these organizations in 2010 was just over $3 million.

1. Total economic output generated by the cohort
across New York City was $206 million.
Total economic output amounts to all the goods and services produced by the study cohort,
both directly and indirectly. Direct outputs are the total expenses by an organization, while
indirect outputs are the additional expenditures incurred by other entities resulting from that
original expense.
Direct Output

Indirect Output

Total Output

$116,665,663

$89,411,292

$206,066,926
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2. Total number of jobs generated by the
cohort across New York City was 3,572.
Direct jobs are the total number of employees in the study cohort, while indirect jobs reflect the
additional jobs generated by other entities.
Direct Jobs

Indirect Jobs

Total Jobs

2,399

1,173

3,572

3. Total Earnings generated by the cohort
across New York City were $86 Million.
Direct earnings are total compensation paid by the study cohort to their employees, while
indirect earnings are the total compensation paid by other entities to their employees.
Direct Earnings

Indirect Earnings

Total Earnings

$53,431,683*

$32,598,218

$86,029,901

*Does not include payroll taxes
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El Museo del Barrio
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Museum of the City of New York
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Comparison to Similar Cultural
Hubs in New York City
How does Upper Manhattan’s cultural community
compare to similar areas around New York City? To
provide context for this study’s analysis of UMEZ’s
cultural grantees, records from the Cultural Data
Project (CDP) for fiscal years 2009 through 2011 were
used to benchmark Upper Manhattan against five
comparable hubs: Downtown Brooklyn, Northern
Staten Island, Southern Bronx, Western Queens, and
Eastern Queens. Together, the six hubs included a
total of 322 arts organizations, with four appearing
twice, in different hubs, for a total field of 326 groups.
Despite the similarity imposed on the identification
of these hubs, each group has a distinctive profile,
with marked differences to the Upper Manhattan
hub.
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Quick
Reference
Guide
A city-wide database
provided by the Cultural
Data Project (CDP) was used
to identify similar cultural
‘hubs’ based on three core
metrics – total assets, total
liabilities and operating
revenue. The mean and
range for each metric were
determined for Upper
Manhattan organizations
and matched to the CDP
data, yielding five hubs
comparable to the Upper
Manhattan hub. The rest of
Manhattan was excluded
from the selection process.
A methodology similar to the
one used for performance
analysis was applied to
the CDP hub organization
data, yielding “Average” and
“Total” numbers for each
hub for the period FY09
through FY11.

Downtown Brooklyn
Downtown Brooklyn is home to 145 organizations, by far the largest hub, with 44% of the total;
Upper Manhattan is the second largest, with 78 groups, or 24%. Downtown Brooklyn is also
by far the densest hub, with 59 organizations in just one zip code, 11217; arts organizations
in Upper Manhattan are spread across seven zip codes and as many miles, with the greatest
density (25 groups) around Central Harlem and the 125th Street Cultural Corridor. Both hubs
have enjoyed a targeted infusion of capital, with UMEZ providing total cultural support of $39
million (non-inflated) and the City investing over $100 million (non-inflated) through the BAM
Local Development Corporation, now the Downtown Brooklyn Partnership. Both hubs contain
major cultural venues, with Upper Manhattan ranking first in earned revenue as a share of total
revenue at 41%, and Brooklyn third at 35%. The overall hub profile differs, however: 52% of
Downtown Brooklyn’s arts organizations are community-based or educational, compared to
Upper Manhattan at 44%; and they are second-youngest in average age at 14 years, and the
smallest in budget size, with only 14% reporting operating budgets of over $800,000, compared
to Upper Manhattan at 26%.

Northern Staten Island
Northern Staten Island includes 28 organizations, many housed at or near the Snug
Harbor Cultural Center and Botanical Garden. This 83-acre campus maintains one
of the largest national programs to reclaim historic structures, with the result that
this hub contains the oldest facilities. In contrast, Upper Manhattan contains
the newest facilities, a probable effect of UMEZ’s $14 million investment and
consequent leverage in cultural capital projects. Northern Staten Island ranks
first in compensation as a percent of expense, at 87%; Upper Manhattan
follows closely behind, at 86%. The revenue composition is uneven:
Upper
Northern Staten Island ranks second in earned revenues
as a share of total revenue at 39%, just below Upper
Manhattan
Manhattan at 41%; however, Northern Staten Island reports
government support as 68% of contributed income, while
Upper Manhattan reports only 39%.

Southern
Bronx

Western
Queens

Downtown
Brooklyn
Northern
Staten
Island

28

Leveraging The Power of Cultural Investments

Eastern
Queens

Southern Bronx
Southern Bronx is the smallest of the hubs, with only 14 organizations. Despite its small size,
six of these groups have operating budgets over $800,000, or 43%, by far the largest percent
among all hubs, compared to Upper Manhattan’s 26%. (Three organizations have budgets of
less than $40,000.) The long-standing economic hardships within the South Bronx community
are reflected in two key factors: this hub ranks lowest in earned revenue as a percent of total
revenue, at 18%, compared to Upper Manhattan at 41%; and lowest in government support as
a percent of contributed income, at 31%, compared to Upper Manhattan at 39%. The converse
to these low rankings is found in the organizations’ support from the private sector, where the
tenacious dedication and strong programming of these organizations ranks them first at 69%;
Upper Manhattan ranks second, at 61%. Still, Southern Bronx ranks last in compensation as a
percent of expense, at 71% compared to Upper Manhattan at 86%.

Western Queens
Western Queens is one of two hubs identified in Queens, which is almost twice as large as
the other four boroughs combined and is home to the most ethnically diverse population in
the world. Of Western Queens’ 41 organizations, an unusually high number are performing
arts groups, ranking highest among the hubs at 59%; by comparison, only 37% of Upper
Manhattan’s groups are performance-based. The cultural organizations of Western Queens
are the youngest, averaging 13 years in age, compared to Upper Manhattan at 19 years. They
are also the second smallest in budget size, with only 17% reporting budgets of over $800,000,
compared to Upper Manhattan at 26%. This may account for why Western Queens ranks lowest
in average number of FTE employees, at 11%, compared to Upper Manhattan at 23%.

Eastern Queens
Eastern Queens presents a somewhat different profile from its western counterpart; the
predominant discipline among the 20 groups in this hub is museums and visual arts, at 40%,
compared to Western Queens at 7% and Upper Manhattan at 17%. The cultural organizations
of Eastern Queens are the oldest among all hubs, averaging 34 years in age, compared to Upper
Manhattan at 19 years. Eastern Queens ranks just below Northern Staten Island in government
support as a percent of contributed income, at 67%, compared to Upper Manhattan at 39%.
Eastern Queens ranks together with Upper Manhattan as the highest in average number of FTE
employees, at 23%; however, Eastern Queens ranks next to last in compensation as a percent of
expense at 72%, compared to Upper Manhattan at 86%.
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Classical Theatre of Harlem
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Conclusion
As befits the economic development mission of the Upper Manhattan Empowerment Zone, the
findings in this report chart the impact of UMEZ’s nonprofit investment strategy from a rigorous
financial standpoint. Analyzing the change in organizations both large and small over a twelveyear period, the data-driven results justify UMEZ’s bold choice to invest in the cultural sector as
an economic driver for a deeply distressed community.
Underlying this analysis is a recognition that nonprofit cultural organizations operate in a
volatile environment. Internal factors, such as the death of a founder, or a major change in
board or staff leadership, can have a far-reaching effect, particularly on small and underresourced organizations. External factors, such as the events of 9/11 or the Great Recession that
took hold in 2008, affect the entire nonprofit ecosystem. These are but a few of the challenges
that UMEZ grant recipients faced throughout the study period.
Not every organization accomplished its intended goals. Some closed their doors; others facing
that possibility used a planning process to revitalize their organization’s operation. Still others
adapted to changed circumstances by restructuring staff responsibilities or implementing
new programs; several transformed their business model entirely. UMEZ supported each of
these endeavors with an eye toward long-term sustainability. Each grant provided learning
opportunities for all involved; the success of each grant most often reflected the grantee’s ability
to navigate its changing world with a strengthened capacity.
The data from this study offers noteworthy considerations for refining UMEZ’s nonprofit
investment strategy as we continue our support for cultural organizations over the next decade.
We believe this report can also contribute to the larger conversation on capacity building now
taking place in the philanthropic community. Further, these findings offer confirmation on what
can be accomplished by organizations of color when they are provided with an infusion of
resources designed to address their specific concerns.
Success as measured from an economic standpoint inevitably omits the artistic
accomplishments achieved by UMEZ grantees. Without exception, these grant recipients have
made important contributions to the cultural vitality of Upper Manhattan and New York City,
often bringing forward an unrecognized artistic viewpoint to illuminate the issues that face us as
global citizens. UMEZ is proud to support their work.
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Appendices
List of the Study Cohort
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Chart of Fiscal and Employment Metrics for All
Organizations in the Study Cohort
Changes in Fiscal and Employment Metrics for All Organizations in the Study Cohort
Averages per All Organizations

Number of Employees
Compensation (including
tax and fringe)
Compensation Per Employee
Compensation as Share of Expenses

Totals per All Organizations

2000-2003

2009-2012

% Change

2000-2003

2009-2012

% Change

52

88

69%

1,206

2,477

105%

1,494,800

1,769,108

18%

43,349,196

53,073,253

22%

50,077

31,879

-36%

1,151,766

892,608

-23%

49%

49%

1%

45%

46%

1%

Revenues

3,292,018

4,092,210

24%

102,052,555

130,950,729

28%

Expenses

3,077,884

3,602,571

17%

95,414,405

115,282,261

21%

Revenues as Share of Expenses

107%

114%

6%

107%

114%

6%

2,304,600

2,847,914

24%

71,442,602

91,133,255

28%

930,408

1,180,156

27%

22,329,800

31,864,201

43%

28%

29%

2%

22%

24%

11%

Government Contributions

980,985

1,000,203

2%

25,505,619

29,005,899

14%

Government Contributions
as Share of Contributions

43%

35%

-17%

38%

32%

-11%

Private Sector Contributions

1,481,838

1,941,480

31%

45,936,983

62,127,355

35%

Private Sector Contributions
as Share of Contributions

64%

68%

6%

64%

68%

6%

4,410,457

12,084,051

174%

132,313,705

386,689,627

192%

936,572

5,550,091

493%

28,097,166

172,052,822

512%

Contributions
Program Revenues
Program Revenues as
Share of Revenues

Assets End of Year
Liabilities End of Year
Net Assets

3,473,616

6,707,400

93%

104,208,474

214,636,805

106%

768,689

8,926,538

1061%

13,836,408

124,971,530

803%

Unrestricted Net Assets

2,227,970

4,979,941

124%

62,383,168

154,378,179

147%

Temporarily Restricted Net Assets

1,533,857

1,855,558

21%

30,677,134

40,822,286

33%

Permanently Restricted Assets

1,116,828

1,956,504

75%

14,518,770

19,565,045

35%

Land, Buildings and Equipment

3,146,267

10,244,765

226%

84,949,215

307,342,947

262%

Mortgage
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Chart of Comparative Metrics for all CDP Hubs
Number of
Organizations per Hub
Number
Upper Manhattan
Downtown Brooklyn

Hub
Organizations
by Median
Founding Age

Organizations with
>$800,000 Operating
Budget
%

Number

Average
Number of FTE
Employees

%

78

24%

20

26%

1993

23

145

44%

5

18%

1998

15

28

9%

6

43%

1992

12

Northern Staten Island
Southern Bronx

14

4%

7

17%

1997

16

Western Queens

41

13%

20

14%

1999

10

Eastern Queens

20

6%

6

30%

1978
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Hubs By Discipline
Museums,
Visual Arts

Community-based,
Arts Education

Performing
Arts, Venues

Media Arts

Total

Number

%

Number

%

Number

%

Number

%

Number

Upper Manhattan

13

17%

34

44%

29

37%

2

3%

78

Downtown Brooklyn

11

8%

75

52%

56

39%

3

2%

145

Northern Staten Island

5

18%

9

32%

13

46%

1

4%

28

Southern Bronx

3

21%

5

36%

5

36%

1

7%

14

Western Queens

7

17%

9

22%

24

59%

1

2%

41

Eastern Queens

8

40%

5

25%

7

35%

0

0%

20

Earned Revenue
as a Share of
Total Revenue

Compensation
as a Share of
Total Expense

Total Government
Support
as Share of
Contributions

Total Private Sector
Support as Share of
Contributions

Upper Manhattan

41%

86%

39%

61%

Downtown Brooklyn

35%

82%

58%

42%

Northern Staten Island

39%

87%

68%

32%

Southern Bronx

18%

71%

31%

69%

Western Queens

29%

76%

60%

40%

Eastern Queens

20%

72%

67%

33%

Age of Cultural Facilities by Net Value
Total Value of Land,
Buildings, Equipment (LBE)

Total LBE less
Accumulated Deprecation

Value of LBE as a %

Upper Manhattan

191,573,392

147,371,715

77%

Downtown Brooklyn

281,585,728

210,321,772

75%

12,733,597

7,624,712

60%

7,286,443

5,162,470

71%

Northern Staten Island
Southern Bronx
Western Queens

39,470,332

27,580,477

70%

Eastern Queens

102,617,031

78,143,755

76%
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Methodology
Tax Data Analysis
The analysis of the study organizations over time is based
on IRS filings for the fiscal years 1997-2012, retrieved from
the National Center for Charitable Statistics database and
Guidestar. The database was augmented with individual
records from UMEZ’s grant files and manually inputted,
yielding sufficient data for 32 UMEZ grantees. All dollar
amounts were inflation-adjusted to 2012. Sixteen performance
metrics were selected, covering revenues and expenses, assets
and liabilities, capital projects, and employment. In order
to overcome gaps in the data and to fairly represent all 32
organizations in the analysis, averages for each organization
for the periods 2000-2003 and 2009-2012 were calculated for
each metric; the results were both averaged and totaled and
the two periods were then compared.
Economic Impact Analysis
The economic impact analysis was calculated based on RIMS
II multipliers for New York City. RIMS II uses an organization’s
Total Expenses, Total Employment, and Total Compensation
as ‘Inputs.’ These ‘Inputs’ are then placed into a framework
of known multipliers (distinct to particular regions and
industries) and calculates direct and indirect impact in the
regional economy known as ‘Outputs.’
Demographic Analysis
Upper Manhattan was defined geographically by UMEZ as
being contained in the following zip codes: 10026; 10027;
10029; 10030; 10031; 10032; 10033; 10034; 10035; 10037; 10039;
10040. Data from the 2000 Census, the 2010 Census and the
2008-2012 American Community Survey was downloaded
from the National Historical Geographic Information
System: Version 2.0. Additional data came from the Census
Transportation Planning Program and the County Business
Patterns.
Cultural Hub Analysis
Data for fiscal years 2009 through 2011 was provided by
the Cultural Data Project (CDP), an organization created
to strengthen arts and culture by documenting and
disseminating information on the arts and culture sector.
While limited in time, it was deemed appropriate for
comparing the Upper Manhattan cultural hub to other cultural
hubs outside of Manhattan. The identification of individual
cultural hubs was done by developing a range based on
the assets, liabilities and operating revenues of 18 UMEZsupported organizations for which CDP data was available
for all three years. This range was applied to identify other
core cultural zip codes. Each full hub was created by drawing
a buffer of 0.25 miles around the core zip codes and adding
35
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the additional zip codes. Five hubs comparable to the Upper
Manhattan hub were identified: Downtown Brooklyn, Northern
Staten Island, Southern Bronx, Western Queens, and Eastern
Queens. A total of 322 arts organizations were reported by the
hubs; four groups changed locations and thus appear in two
different hubs. Any interpretation of the data is the view of the
Upper Manhattan Empowerment Zone and the Regional Plan
Association and does not reflect the views of the Cultural Data
Project. For more information on the Cultural Data Project,
visit www.culturaldata.org.
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