










































































In terms of total wages, nonprofits account for more than 
half in seven of the selected industries, with Vocational 
Rehabilitation Services (76.2 percent), Social Advocacy 
Organizations (68.9 percent), Emergency and Other 
Relief Services (66.9 percent) having the highest shares.

In 2010, the average annual wage of a nonprofit employ-
ee in Los Angeles County (in all nonprofit sectors) is 
$55,812, which is a 3.7 percent increase from the 2009 
wage of $53,834.

Between 2009 and 2010, in our selected industries, 
the average annual nonprofit wage increased by more 
than 1 percent in three industries: Educational Ser-
vices, Emergency and Other Relief Services, and In-
dividual and Family Services. Meanwhile, the average 
annual wage decreased by more than 1 percent in six: 
Arts, Entertainment and Recreation, Child Day Care 
Services, Civic and Social Organizations, Scientific Re-
search and Development Services, and Vocational Re-
habilitation Services. The most significant increase in 
nonprofit annual salary is in Educational Services with 
an 18.5 percent increase from $47,519 to $56,297, while 
the most significant decrease in nonprofit annual salary 
is in Civic and Social Organizations with a 5.7 percent 
drop from $19,887 to $18,749. Interestingly, among two 
industries where nonprofit annual wages declined be-
tween 2009 and 2010, for-profit wages saw very signifi-
cant increases.8

When comparing annual salaries among all three sec-
tors in 2010,9 one notices that nonprofit salaries are 
higher than their for-profit and government counter-
parts in Hospitals, Educational Services, Individual and 
Family Services, Nursing and Residential Care Facilities 
and Child Day Care Services.  In 2010, for-profit sala-
ries are higher than those of nonprofits in Civic & Social 
Organizations (38 percent higher), Social Advocacy Or-
ganizations (32 percent higher), Scientific Research and 
Development Services (13 percent higher), and Emer-
gency and Other Relief Services (12 percent higher). 
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last decade. This may be the only means for survival 
for many groups.

5) Consider and re-consider opportunities for col-
laboration, partnership, and mergers that would 
lead to stronger safety nets for the most vulnerable. 

6) Engage in capacity-building activities that will 
lead to stronger dialogues and opportunities for ad-
vocacy and collaboration. 
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APPEND IX  1 :  DATA  DESCR IPT ION

2011 Los Angeles Nonprofit Human Service Organi-
zation Survey: Second Wave

In 2002, the Center for Civil Society conducted the first 
comprehensive survey of the human service nonprof-
it sector in Los Angeles. By combining five different 
sources � the Internal Revenue Service, the California 
Secretary of State Registry, Infoline LA (currently 211 
LA), The Rainbow Directory and the California Office 
of Statewide Health Planning and Development, ap-
proximately 5,300 human service organizations were 
identified in Los Angeles County. After selecting about 
1,300 organizations through stratified random sam-
pling by location and size, the Center contacted all the 
organizations by telephone and received a total of 707 
responses from the sample (53 percent response rate). 
See the Center�s 2003 report The Challenge of Meeting 
Social Needs in Los Angeles: Nonprofit Human Service 
Organizations in a Diverse Community for more de-
tailed information on the first wave survey. 

Nine years later, the Center launched the second wave 
of the human services nonprofit organization survey 
in spring 2011. To conduct the second wave survey, an 
initial step involved confirming that organizations re-
sponding in 2002 still existed in Los Angeles County 
as nonprofit organizations. We contacted all 668 valid 
2002 respondents mainly through phone calls to verify 
existence and to update contact information. As a result 
of these efforts, we confirmed 519 of the 668 nonprofit 
organizations (78 percent) met our criteria for the sec-
ond survey. 

The data collection was comprised of two phases. In 
the first phase, the Center hired UCSB�s Social Science 
Survey Center to conduct a survey from June to August 
2011. By using a web (primary), phone and mail (sec-

ondary), UCSB received a total of 315 responses (60.7 
percent response rate). In the second phase (September 
2011 � Present), the Center continued to collect data 
in-house with UCLA graduate students.  By using a 
phone survey (primary), mail survey and face-to-face 
interviews (secondary), the Center yielded 21 more re-
sponses. As of December 31, 2011, we have a total of 336 
responses or 64.7 percent response rate. 

For this report, we include data from a 324 digitally-
coded organizations that were well distributed by size 
and location in 2002. Since we will continue to collect 
data and expect more responses through spring 2012, 
results in this report are subject to change slightly.

IRS Business Master Files and CORE Files from the 
National Center for Charitable Statistics

For information on the number of 501(c)(3) public 
charities and private foundations and the financial size 
of public charities in Los Angeles County, we used the 
Internal Revenue Service (IRS) Business Master File 
501(c)(3)(BMF 501(c)(3)) and CORE PC files, avail-
able through the Urban Institute�s National Center for 
Charitable Statistics (http://nccsdataweb.urban.org). 
The BMF 501(c)(3) is cumulative and contains descrip-
tive information on all active tax-exempt 501(c)(3) 
public charities and private foundations derived mostly 
from IRS Forms 1023. The CORE PC files, produced 
annually, combine descriptive information from public 
charities� initial registration with annually updated fi-
nancial variables from the Form 990 or 990-EZ. Only 
organizations required to file these forms are included 
in the files. The CORE PC files used for this report in-
clude only 501(c)(3) public charities filing Forms 990 or 
990-EZ and reporting gross receipts of at least $25,000. 
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California Employment Development Department, 
Labor Market Information Division

Data on employment and wages were provided by the La-
bor Market Information Division of the California Em-
ployment Development Department (EDD). The figures 
are for Los Angeles County by sector for 2009-2010. The 
employment data are derived from private and public 
sector employers covered by California�s unemployment 
insurance (UI) laws. They are a product of a federal state 
cooperative program known as the Quarterly Census of 
Employment and Wages (or ES-202) program. The ES-
202 program accounts for approximately 97 percent of 
all wage and salary civilian employment (the program 
does not cover self-employed and family workers). The 
principal exclusions from ES-202 are railroad workers, 
employees of religious organizations, and students.

In terms of nonprofit employment, the exclusion of 
religious organizations is the most significant. In the 
data in this report, religious organizations were mostly 
excluded, because most religious organizations do not 
report to the EDD or the IRS. Only those religious orga-
nizations that choose to be UI-covered are included in 
the data in the report. 

The employment figure is the number of filled jobs as 
reported by the employer, and it includes full- and part-
time workers. If a person holds two jobs, that person 
would be counted twice in these data. Wages include bo-
nuses, stock options, the cash value of meals and lodg-
ing, tips, and other gratuities.

To identify nonprofit organizations in EDD�s database, 
we provided the EDD with Federal Employer Identifica-
tion Numbers (FEINs) for all Los Angeles County non-
profits in the IRS Nonprofit BMFs from 2009-2011. The 
FEINs from the BMFs were then used to flag re‹cords in 
the California ES-202 system. 

Two methods are generally used to flag nonprofit or-
ganizations: California state employer flag (Category 

2) and the national Exempt Organization Master File 
(EOMF) flag (Category 1). The Category 1 method is 
based strictly on a match between the IRS files and the 
ES-202 files, and the Category 2 match is based on an 
internal match of the ES-202 and another EDD data-
base. This Category 2 match occurs because organiza-
tions that are listed as nonprofits by the IRS are not al-
ways classified as nonprofits in EDD�s databases. 

Moreover, there are some organizations that EDD clas-
sifies as a nonprofit that did not match with the IRS 
files, probably because of different or missing FEINs. 
Categories 1 and 2 provide differing sets of employ-
ment numbers. Previously, EDD provided two other 
sets of employment numbers, one based on nonprofit 
organizations that matched in both Categories 1 and 
2 and a second based on nonprofits that matched in 
either Categories 1 or 2. This last matching method, 
which can be called Category 4, produces the most 
comprehensive list of nonprofit organizations, but be-
cause of time and resource limitations, the EDD was 
not able to provide us with a Category 4 match this 
year. Data on employment and wages for this report 
were based on the Category 1 method.
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