
Conference Statistician’s Report 2017 

ANOTHER YEAR … 
Once again, I would like to express my thanks to all the pastors, church secretaries, membership 

secretaries, treasurers and others in local churches who work to gather the information for the statistical 

reports.  I know that this is nobody’s favorite task and the sometimes conflicting requests for data from 

different parts of the church cause confusion – but your work is truly appreciated, and the information 

you provide builds a picture of the church today which will be invaluable to those who follow. 

In this report, I will present a summary of the 2016 statistics, and then focus on one particular trend. 

SUMMARY 
This year, I am pleased to report that we received full or partial statistical reports from 350 of the 363 

churches in the conference which are due to report.  270 of these had been received by the deadline (a 

considerable improvement from 204 last year) which certainly made my task easier by minimizing the 

need for followup.  This year again, we only sent out paper mailings late in the process, having initially 

requested that churches set up their online accounts.  This seemed to have a beneficial effect, and we will 

continue this practice next year. 

Looking first at church membership, we added 1,527 members during the year – 1,322 on profession or 

reaffirmation of faith (352 of which were confirmation), 42 on net transfer from other UM churches and 

163 on net transfer from non-UM churches.  These are somewhat lower than in 2015. 

Overall, though, conference membership continued to fall with 940 removed by death, 740 by charge 

conference action, 494 withdrawals and 309 removed as a result of membership audits.  At the end of 

2016, conference membership stood at 72,266 – down 956 from last year’s figure of 73,222. 

Average worship attendance was down from 29,893 to 28,907.  

The detailed statistics are found elsewhere in the Conference Journal and on the conference web site.  

These have been adjusted to reflect statistics from a number of New Church Starts in the conference – 

these new fellowships are not required to submit financial data (although this is encouraged if available) 

THE CHANGING FACE OF THE CONFERENCE 
In my 2013 report, I looked at recent changes in the ethnic composition of the conference.  Since that 

report, a further four years have passed and, in addition, data from earlier years has become available 

thanks to the good work of the Data Services team at GCFA in Nashville.  It seems, timely, therefore, to 

take a fresh look at the makeup of the conference 

As always, a word of warning is in order when we consider historical statistics!  While I have taken care to 

ensure comparable data throughout, not all churches reported in all years so some extrapolation has been 

necessary to get a complete data set.  In addition, not all churches have been able to maintain comparable 

data on ethnicity and the statistical forms have changed in some significant ways, so there remain a few 

discontinuous changes in the reported data.  With that said, though, on with the analysis …! 



We start by looking at the conference membership as reported: 

During the period of study: 

• Reported conference membership has fallen from 94,009 in 1989 to 72,266 in 2016, a fall of 

21,743 or 23%. 

• The number of members who are identified as “white” has fallen more sharply – from 78,482 to 

46,306, a fall of 32,176 or 41%. 

• All other ethnic groupings have shown a numerical increase over the period of study. 

• The “multi-racial” category was only introduced in 2005.  1,929 people were so identified in 2016. 

• The “Native American” may be difficult to spot in the graphic – representing only 412 of 72,266 

in 2016 – less than 1%. 

Let’s look at the change in demographics in California as a whole: 

 



The preceding data comes from the American Community Survey – and is distributed by the US Census 

Bureau.  During the period between these two snapshots – 2000 to 2015 – the population of California 

has grown from 33.8 million to 39.1 million.  It was widely reported in the news media that 2014 was the 

first year when the Hispanic/Latino grouping became the largest ethnic grouping in the state – and this 

trend is expected to continue. 

Similar changes can be observed for the state of Nevada, although “White (non-Hispanic)” still remains 

the largest demographic grouping in the state. 

What about our churches? 
The statistical reports do not ask churches to self-identify their ethnicity.  Indeed, with a number of 

churches hosting two or more separate congregations, this may be difficulty to agree (apart from simply 

being “multi-racial”). 

I am grateful to Linda Caldwell for sharing an analysis that she did of local churches based on the 2006 

statistics.  I have updated that report by using some assumptions to identify the ethnicity of churches 

based on the reported ethnicity of members.  While not totally accurate, it does show some interesting 

trends.  The assumptions I made are: 

• A church with a single, non-white, ethnic group exceeding 95% of total membership is considered 

“Ethnic Identity”. 

• A church where more than 95% of total membership identify as “white” is considered 

“White/Euro”. 

• A church where more than 5% and less than 25% of the membership are non-white is considered 

“Emerging”. 

• Other churches are considered “Multi-Racial” 

With those assumptions, the pattern of the conference over the same period of study is as follows: 

 

Some observations: 



• The number of “ethnic identity” churches is largely unchanged – 39 in 1989, 42 in 2016. 

• The number of multi-ethnic churches as grown significantly, from 33 in 1989 to 127 in 2016. 

• Likewise, the number of emerging churches – those welcoming a growing non-white community 

– has grown from 76 in 1989 to 107 in 2016. 

• The number of white/euro churches has fallen from 235 to 186 over the same period. 

• The introduction of the “Multi-racial” category in our statistics in 2005 is noticeable, resulting in 

a bump in the number of “Multi-ethnic” churches. 

We should celebrate this increase in diversity across the conference. 

WWW.UMDATA.ORG 
So, how does your church fit into this picture?  There’s now an easy way for you to explore past statistics.  

Check out the UMC’s new online directory and statistics site, and let me know what aspects of your 

statistics you’d like to examine further. 

MISSIONINSITE 
Don’t forget that the Annual Conference has a subscription to the “MissionInsite” demographics tool.  

That means that it is available to all churches without charge, which makes it very straightforward to 

generate a report of your local area by radius, zip code or some other area that you draw yourself!  Check 

it out on the conference web site – you might be surprised what you find. 

IN CONCLUSION 
I look forward to continuing to work with our local churches in the next few years.  My hope is that, as 

your statistician, I can help churches to make use of data gathered over many years.  You may have 

questions about changes in your local church statistics, or about comparisons with similar-sized churches 

across the conference, or you might just be curious about some other trend which you have observed.  I 

would welcome your calls or emails to discuss these topics further. 

Finally, my thanks to Clare Powell and Diane Knudsen in the conference office for their assistance in 

gathering the statistics, to Cindy Buna and Jasmine Johnson for their persistence in encouraging churches 

to submit their statistics and to Bishop Carcaño and the Cabinet for their invaluable insights and advice 

throughout the year. 

Don’t forget, you can always find resources to help with your statistical analysis on the conference web 

site: 

 http://www.cnumc.org/statistics 

I look forward to seeing many of you at the upcoming Annual Conference Session. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Adrian Pell 

Conference Statistician 

Email: statistics@calnevumc.org 

Phone: (530) 863-0254 


