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For the past ten years, the UCLA Luskin School of Public Affair’s Center for Civil Society has produced annual re-
search reports that provide data and analysis for nonprofit, philanthropic, business and government sectors to help us 
better anticipate and plan for emerging needs and challenges across Los Angeles. In this report, generously supported 
by a grant from The James Irvine Foundation, the Center returns to the participants in its 2002 survey of human ser-
vices nonprofits to determine the longitudinal trends in the field and to measure the effects of the recession that began 
in 2007. Not surprisingly, the findings are troublesome. 

Stretched and Stressed: The Recession, Poverty, and Human Services Nonprofits in Los Angeles depicts a nonprofit 
sector at its limits in meeting the needs of families and communities hardest hit by the recession. It calls for philan-
thropy, government, and business sector to be more attentive to these distressed communities and populations. It also 
calls on nonprofit human services organizations to be open to innovation, adaptive strategies and collaborations to 
better serve populations most in need.

This report is an illustration of the UCLA Luskin School’s commitment to research, teaching and service that matters 
for Los Angeles. Focused on nonprofits and philanthropic institutions, the Center for Civil Society is also emblematic 
of our commitment to social justice, opportunity and equity in the region. This report is as much about poverty in Los 
Angeles as it is about the human services organizations that serve those in need. It is my hope that this study can be a 
tool for advocacy, collaboration, and developing a deeper understanding of the challenges that families, at-risk youth, 
people who are homeless or have disabilities, and the elderly are facing as they turn to human services nonprofits for 
assistance and support. We have to work to turn the tide and provide greater security and opportunity where they are 
most needed.

Franklin D. Gilliam
Dean UCLA Luskin School of Public Affairs 
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In 2002, the UCLA Center for Civil Society conducted 
a survey of over 600 human services nonprofits in Los 
Angeles County (Mosley, Katz, Hasenfield & Anheier, 
2003). California was just beginning to feel the conse-
quences of the collapse of the world technology market. 
The county unemployment rate would rise from 5.7 to 
6.8 percent (California Employment Development De-
partment, 2011). The California state budget suddenly 
had an estimated $12 billion shortfall. Still, however, the 
human services nonprofit sector in Los Angeles was sta-
ble. Seventy percent of local human services nonprofits 
reported that their revenue had increased over the pre-
vious years, only 20 percent reported staff or program 
cuts, and 60 percent reported no staff turnover.

Forward to 2011. The 2002 decline had been long 
eclipsed by the Great Recession that started in 2007. Un-
employment in the county reached 12 percent. The pov-
erty rate (families of four with incomes under $22,000) 
rose from 14.6 percent to 17.6 percent. Income inequal-
ity increased dramatically. The average inflation-adjust-
ed income of the top 1 percent of California’s taxpay-
ers increased by 50.2 percent between 1987 and 2009, 
from $778,000 to $1.2 million. In contrast, the average 
income of taxpayers in each of the bottom four fifths of 
the distribution lost purchasing power (California Bud-
get Project, 2011). Over the decade, the annual State of 
the Nonprofit Sector Reports and surveys conducted by 
the Center for Civil Society showed both resiliency and 
vulnerability across the sector, but it was not clear how 
human services nonprofits in particular—where the 
neediest and most vulnerable populations turned for 
services—were faring in the recession. With generous 
support from The James Irvine Foundation, the Center 
for Civil Society sought to resurvey the sector in order 
to gauge the human services effects of the downturns.

The first quite disturbing thing we learned was that 
about 20 percent of the nonprofits we had surveyed just 
ten years before could not be found. After further re-
search, we found that 15 percent had completely dis-
banded. Another 10 to 20 percent of the surviving non-
profits we surveyed were so understaffed and stressed 
that they had trouble finding the time and data to com-
plete the survey. In sharp contrast to 2002, 60 percent 
of the human services nonprofits reported that their 
revenue had decreased or stayed the same in the previ-
ous three years; 41 percent had cut programs; and 81 
percent reported staff turnover. 

The Los Angeles human services nonprofit sector is 
stressed and stretched, and given government human 
services current and future cuts, the situation is likely 
to get worse before it gets better. Exactly where, how, 
and to what effect, however, is still difficult to discern. 
Overall, we found roughly half of the human services 
nonprofits in the county appear to be stable, and half 
are struggling.

Indeed an optimist might look at the data and see a 
stable, functioning nonprofit market at work. County-
wide, nonprofit expenditures have been flat over the 
last decade. Revenues, particularly in basic needs pro-
grams where government funding follows the increase 
in clients, have also risen for many nonprofits as much 
as 20 to 30 percent. Most human services nonprofits re-
port they are able to meet client demand and optimism 
about the future persists. The high closure rate could be 
interpreted as a market correction, where less efficient 
and less effective nonprofits have given way to larger, 
diversely funded, multi-service nonprofits.

A pessimist would focus on the closure rates and the 
high stress of decreased revenue and increased demand 
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affecting the struggling 50 percent. These tend to be 
located in the most low-income neighborhoods with a 
disproportionate burden falling on African Americans 
in particular. Private giving is down significantly. Ser-
vices for the most vulnerable, namely shelters for the 
homeless and programs for at risk youth, where neither 
fee for service nor entitlements are available, operate in 
a highly precarious state.

A program officer or academic might focus on the fact 
that after a decade of increasing demand and decreas-
ing revenue, there has been very little structural change 
across the sector. Most Los Angeles human services 
nonprofits report the same combinations and propor-
tions of funding streams for their organizations, wheth-
er revenue has increased or decreased. Board roles and 
expectations are similar. There have been just a few 
examples of innovative collaborations, partnerships, 
mergers, or social enterprise initiatives. While more or-
ganizations report increased participation in advocacy 
activities, there are few examples of effective messaging 
campaigns—more common among political, arts, and 
environmental nonprofits—to influence public opinion 
and public policy.

For us, the most important story in the survey is about 
poverty. On average, 69 percent of the clients served by 
the LA human services nonprofits are below the pover-
ty line. Human services nonprofits are most important 
for the poor and most effective if they are financially 
stable, culturally familiar, and close to home. Major in-
dicators such as revenue growth, government support, 
dependence on government reimbursements (often 
slow, late, and less), capacity to turn to fee-for-service, 
and ability to attract private donations all point to 
more difficult times for organizations servicing high 
poverty neighborhoods. Sixty percent of these orga-
nizations report that the recession has appreciably af-
fected their ability to meet the needs of their clients or 
to develop needed services. Human services nonprof-
its, which were already fewer per capita in low income 
neighborhoods before the recession, have closed and 

disbanded at higher rates during the recession than 
they have in higher income neighborhoods. 

Hand in hand with poverty is stress. Higher demand 
and lower revenues have taken their toll on many non-
profits. Since the recession began, the sector has seen a 
dramatic increase in hiring and salary freezes, furlough 
programs, lay-offs, and increased reliance on volun-
teers. In small organizations, the loss of just one person, 
who often does multiple duties, can be crippling. Turn-
over at the executive director or the director of develop-
ment often means months, sometimes years, of working 
just to regain ground. 

We do not believe that either of these issues—greater 
burdens on the poor and higher stress on the institu-
tions that serve them—are solvable in the near term. 
A stagnant economy, government deficits and a lack 
of political will continue to be brutal for much of the 
human services sector. Even stable organizations are 
likely to see decreases in government funding at all 
levels and be affected by lower levels of private and 
philanthropic giving. Still, county and city officials 
and heads of local foundations must ensure that the 
resources they do control and allocate to human ser-
vices are directed toward high poverty neighborhoods. 
Times of stress are also occasions for opportunity. 
Based on these and other findings in the report, we 
recommend the following: 

Increase data gathering and sharing, collaboration 
and strategic planning across the nonprofit, philan-
thropic, government and academic sectors. In an area 
as sprawling, layered in government, and limited in 
public revenues as Los Angeles, it is vital to build and 
maintain forums for evidence-based policy in human 
services and across the nonprofit sector. The Mayor’s 
Office of Strategic Planning established under Mayor 
Antonio Villaraigosa has been an excellent step in this 
direction. It should be continued and replicated at the 
County level and across other cities and jurisdictions.
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Focus on poverty first. This report provides further 
evidence that the Great Recession, like all economic 
downturns, has been devastating for low and no income 
populations, in particular African American communi-
ties appear to be faring worst. Special attention should 
be paid to shelters, food dispensaries, homeless and 
other basic services and well as programs targeting at-
risk youth.

Inspire, encourage, promote, and cultivate new 
private and personal giving. Historically, Los Angeles 
has trailed major American cities in per capita giving to 
charities.  A recent report from the California Commu-
nity Foundation on “The Future of Philanthropy in Los 
Angeles” estimates that by 2020, families will transfer al-
most $114 billion between generations (Macke, Binerer & 
Markley, 2011). Nonprofits need to devote close attention 
to individual donors and planned giving strategies.

Strengthen advocacy. Participation in advocacy ac-
tivities, like collaboration, has increased over the past 
decade. Nonprofit staff and volunteers are making more 
calls, visits, and contacts with policy makers and elected 
officials. What is needed now is more attention to ef-
fective messaging, framing, organizing, mobilizing non-
profits who serve similar clients. Nonprofits need to be 
better informed on the law, the feasibility of 501(c)4, 
and h designations, and to be more aggressive in em-
ploying them for advocacy.

Consider and re-consider opportunities for col-
laboration, partnership, and mergers. Nonprofits are 
closing. A significant portion of the sector is under 
deep financial and staff stress. Philanthropy and aca-
demia need to act as conveners, educators and match-
makers, not for the survival of nonprofit organiza-
tions, but to strengthen the safety net for the poor, 
disabled, and elderly.

Participate in capacity-building activities. Local 
philanthropies have established a wide range of capacity 
building, management support, fiscal sponsorships, and 

consultant networks. Smaller and medium nonprofits, 
executive directors and board members should take full 
advantage of available resources.
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I NTRODUCT ION

The UCLA Center for Civil Society monitors developments in Los Angeles County’s nonprofit, philanthropic and 
community sector on an ongoing basis.  In 2012, we present what might be considered two reports.

Part I. The Nonprofit Human Services Survey

For the last two years, we have paid particular attention on how the recent economic downturn has affected the 
nonprofit sector in Los Angeles County. However, we had not been able to provide comprehensive information that 
1) compares the nonprofit sector before and after the economic recession and 2) examines specific sub-fields of the 
nonprofit sector.

The Center was launched in 2002 with a landmark study on human services nonprofit organizations, which serve the 
most vulnerable in the county. With support from The James Irvine foundation, we conducted a second wave panel 
survey of these nonprofit human service organizations, allowing us to compare how these nonprofits engaged with 
and served clients before and after the Great Recession.  In the first section, we unwrap these findings to better ex-
amine important issues such as how human services nonprofits have changed due to the economic recession and how 
public policy shapes these organizations and services to the poor.

Part II. Nonprofit Organizations in Los Angeles County 

In the second section, we offer the Center’s annual statistical update on the contours of the nonprofit sector in Los 
Angeles County which may help the sector define its current and future role for the region.  We rely on countywide 
data sources from the Internal Revenue Services, California’s Employment Development Department and the 2010 
Census to examine trends in nonprofit numbers, expenditures and employment.  In an area as large as Los Angeles, 
the nonprofit sector is quite robust, but resource constraints as well as the geography lend itself to disconnectedness 
and isolation that we surmise challenge the ability of nonprofits to continue to serve their communities.
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PART  1 .  THE  NONPROF IT  HUMAN 
SERV ICES  SURVEY

The nonprofit human service sector is a vital component of the social safety-net in the county. The wide array of ser-
vices ranging from child care to homeless shelters provided by the sector is indispensable to the well-being of county 
residents, especially those who are poor. Based on data from a survey of nonprofit human services that were inter-
viewed in 2002 and again in 2011, we examine changes in their fiscal resources, the responses of the organizations 
to the economic recession, and the consequences on their services and clients. We pay particular emphasis on those 
organizations located in poor neighborhoods and serve predominantly poor clients (i.e. 75% or more of the clients 
live at or below the poverty line). 
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Table 1 shows the distribution of service activities of 
the sample in 2011 as compared to the sample in 2002. 
There has been some attrition in the proportion of orga-
nizations providing advocacy and special needs services, 
while the proportion of organizations providing indi-
vidual assistance has increased. We discuss the reasons 
for the changes in the section on disbanding (see p.13).

Since 2002, the ethnic profile of the clients has also 
changed somewhat (see Table 2). As expected, there 
has been an increase in the proportion of Latino clients 
served and a decline in Asian clients served, possibly 
reflecting advancement in personal income.

Our data also reveal that on average organizations 
served fewer children and more adults in 2011 as com-
pared to 2002. It is possible that with the rise of unem-
ployment, there has been greater demand for services 
by adults in 2011.

BAS IC  PROF I LE

Table 1. Comparison of Survey Respondents between 

2002 and 2011

Type of Services 2002 2011

Advocacy

Basic Needs Assistance

Child Care

Clinical Services

Crime & Legal

Individual Assistance

Special Needs Services

Youth Development

Total

5% 3%

13% 13%

4% 4%

28% 26%

6% 7%

19% 23%

16% 13%

10% 10%

100% 100%

Table 2. Demographics of Clients Served: 2002/2011

2002 2011Average Percent Client Ethnicity

African American

White

Latino

Asian

Other

Total

21% 19%

28% 28%

35% 40%

8% 5%

8% 8%

100% 100%

2002 2011Average Percent Client Age

Children

Adults

Seniors

Total

39%

47%

15%

100%

32%

52%

16%

100%

Source :  Los  Ange les  Human  Serv i ce  Nonpro f i t  Su rvey,  2002,  2011

04



Comparing their total revenues between 2001 to 2010,1 
about 40 percent of the organizations experienced a 
decline, 14 percent remained about the same, and 47 
percent saw an increase in their revenues. As expected, 
smaller organizations (total revenues less than $500,000) 
were much more likely to experience a decline in reve-
nues (57 percent) as compared to only 19 percent of the 
largest organizations (total revenues over $3 million). 

The organizations were also asked about changes in 
their revenues over the last three years. Figure 1 shows 
that in 2002, 69 percent saw an increase in revenues as 
compared to only 40 percent in 2011. In contrast, only 
12 percent experienced a decline in revenues in 2002 
compared to the 44 percent in 2011. In terms of size, 
in 2011, 51 percent of the small organizations reported 
a decrease in revenues over the past three years com-
pared to only 26 percent of the large organizations, sug-
gesting that these larger human service organizations 
are able to weather the revenue declines better than the 
smaller organizations. These trends are mirrored in or-
ganizations serving predominantly poor clients.

FAC ING  F ISCAL  UNCERTA INT IES

Figure 1. Revenue Change in the Last Three Years, 

2002 and 2011

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

69%

19%

12%

40%
44%

16%

Source :  Los  Ange les  Human  Serv i ce  Nonpro f i t  Su rvey,  2002,  2011

  Increased           Stayed the same        Decreased

2002              2011
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Table 3 shows that in 2010, the major sources of fund-
ing came from government (61 percent), followed by 
donations (15 percent), and fees and charges (nine 
percent). When compared to their funding sources in 
2001, nonprofits’ dependence on government funding 

has increased (especially reimbursements). Meanwhile, 
there has been a major decline in donations (-28 per-
cent) as well as in fees and charges (-18 percent). More 
organizations have increased their sales and unrelated 
business income.

Table 3. Revenue Composition of Human Service Nonprofit Organizations, 2001, 2010

Revenue Sources 2001 2010

Grants and contracts from Government

Fees from Government

Private/non-government third party payments

Donations

Fees and charges

Sales and unrelated business income

Membership Dues

Endowments and investments

Other

Total

47% 51%

8% 10%

3% 2%

21% 15%

11% 9%

3% 8%

1% 1%

2%

4%

2%

2%

100% 100%

Source :  Los  Ange les  Human  Serv i ce  Nonpro f i t  Su rvey,  2002,  2011
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The revenue profile varies by the type of service activ-
ity as seen in Table 4.  In 2010, dependence on govern-
ment funding is particularly high for child care, clinical 
services (e.g., mental health, children and family ser-
vices) and special needs (e.g., residential treatment). In 
contrast, basic needs (e.g., food and homeless shelters), 
individual assistance (e.g., employment) and youth de-
velopment are more heavily dependent on donations. 
When compared to 2001, organizations providing basic 
needs saw a reduction of 18 percent in donations, as did 
crime and legal services organizations. Because 

organizations providing food and homeless shelters are 
heavily dependent on donations, they face a greater fis-
cal crisis at a time of increasing demand.

In a period when the State and the County governments 
have made serious cuts in their funding to the human 
services, the increased dependence on funding from 
government agencies causes greater fiscal uncertainties 
for the sector.

Table 4. Revenue Composition of Human Service Nonprofit Organizations, Types of Services, 2010

Grants and 
contracts from 

Government

Private/non-
government third 
party payments

Sales and unrelated 
business income

Other

Fees from 
Government

Fees and charges

Endowments and 
investments

Donations

Membership dues

19%

0%

0%

0%

0%

33%

0%

38%

9%

16%

1%

1%

17%

1%

11%

3%

52%

0%

88%

1%

0%

1%

4%

4%

0%

2%

0%

60%

1%

1%

1%

21%

10%

1%

6%

0%

60%

1%

0%

1%

0%

2%

0%

36%

0%

21%

0%

31%

1%

2%

6%

2%

35%

1%

59%

4%

0%

3%

12%

9%

4%

9%

0%

19%

4%

2%

4%

1%

13%

3%

43%

10%

Revenue Sources Advocacy
Basic 
Needs 

Assistance
Child 
Care

Clinical
Services

Crime 
& Legal

Individual 
Assistance

Special 
Needs

Services
Youth 

Development

Source :  Los  Ange les  Human  Serv i ce  Nonpro f i t  Su rvey,  2011
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The recent fiscal stress resulted in more instability in 
terms of human resources.  In both 2002 and 2011, the 
percentage of organizations with paid staff is very sim-
ilar at 85 percent and 86 percent. However, when we 
track staff turnover (figure 2), we can see that in 2011, 
nonprofits experienced greater staff volatility in a three-
year period. In fact, over 40 percent have reported staff 
turnover of 25 percent or more. In organizations serving 
predominantly poor clients, 44 percent experienced staff  
turn over of 25 percent or more. Such high turnover 
raises the question of what impact this has had on the 
organizations and the clients served.

IN 2011, NONPROFITS 

EXPERIENCED GREATER STAFF 

VOLATILITY IN A THREE-YEAR PERIOD. 

IN FACT, OVER 40% HAVE REPORTED 

STAFF TURNOVER 

COP ING  W ITH  F ISCAL  STRESS

Figure 2. Percentage of Staff Turnover in the Last Three Years, 2002 and 2011

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

Turnover 0%              Turnover 1-24%                  Turnover 25-49%            Turnover 50% or over 
                

60%

19%

9%

14%

17% 19%

23%

39%

2002              2011

Source :  Los  Ange les  Human  Serv i ce  Nonpro f i t  Su rvey,  2002,  2011
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2010, Serving 
Predominantly Poor

2010, 
All Respondents

50%41%

45%39%

41%35%

45%34%

24%21%

25%19%

8%18%

17%15%

16%14%

16%14%

13%13%

11%9%

Table 5. Frequent Coping Strategies in the Last Fiscal Year, 2010, All Respondents and Respondents Serving 

Predominantly Poor

Source :  Los  Ange les  Human  Serv i ce  Nonpro f i t  Su rvey,  2011

Coping Strategies

Freeze or reduce employee salaries

Freeze or reduce executive salaries

Draw on reserves

Reduce number of employees

Replace employees with volunteers

Reduce health, retirement, or other staff benefits

Increase program fees

Reduce number of programs or services

Borrow funds or increase l ine(s) of credit

Reduce number of people served

Reduce hours of operation

Close offices of program sites

When we looked at volunteerism, we found that the 
proportion of organizations utilizing volunteers is very 
similar in both 2002 and 2011 (87 percent and 84 per-
cent respectively).

Table 5 shows the most frequent coping strategies agen-
cies engaged during the last fiscal year (2010). Most of-
ten they included a freeze or reduction in salaries, draw-

ing on reserves and reducing the number of employees, 
and these strategies are used at higher percentages for 
organizations serving predominantly poor populations 
while the demand for their services has increased.  In-
deed, human services nonprofits are coping with finan-
cial pressures by cutting back on their core administra-
tive functions and drawing on reserves, which raises 
concerns about long term sustainability. 
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Fifty-four percent of all organizations felt that the re-
cession negatively affected operations and their ability 
to meet the needs of their clients a fair amount or a great 
deal. Similarly, 52 percent of the organizations felt that 
their ability to develop needed programs was negatively 
affected a fair amount or a great deal. 

Not surprisingly, when asked to look ahead to the next 
three years (figure 3), the majority of the organizations 
reported considerable challenges in fund raising, hav-
ing stable fiscal resources, handling the costs of servic-
es, and meeting the needs of their clients. 

Figure 3. Challenges in the Next Three Years, 2011

Source :  Los  Ange les  Human  Serv i ce   Nonpro f i t  Su rvey,  2002,  2011

Meet ing the needs of  your c l ients
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SERV ING  POOR  CL IENTS

Los Angeles County has always had a higher poverty 
rate than the country as a whole, and the nonprofit hu-
man services play a critical role in serving its poor resi-
dents. As figure 4 shows, over the past nine years, the 
poverty rate declined from 17.3 percent in 2002 to a low 
of 14.6 percent in 2007 and then has risen rapidly to 17.6  
percent in 2010. What then are the capabilities of the 
nonprofit organizations that serve mostly poor clients? 

THE POVERTY RATE DECLINED FROM 

17.3% IN 2002 TO A LOW OF 14.6% IN 

2007 AND THEN HAS RISEN RAPIDLY 

TO 17.6% IN 2010.

Figure 4. Poverty Rate in Los Angeles County, 2002-2011

Source :  U .S .  Census
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Table 6 shows the changes in revenue in organizations 
serving 75 percent or more clients living at or below 
the poverty line between 2001 and 2010. These human 
service organizations have become more dependent on 
government grants and contracts. However, during this 
period, they experienced significant loss in government 
reimbursements (-35 percent) and third party payments. 
They also experienced some loss in donations. While 
they did increase fees and charges, this source makes 
up just a very small proportion of their total revenues. 

As mentioned above, organizations serving mostly poor 
people were also more likely to freeze or reduce em-
ployee salaries (50 percent) and more likely to reduce 
number of employees (45 percent). They were also more 
likely to feel the effects of the economic recession. Sixty 
percent of organizations serving poor people felt that 
the recession has appreciably affected their ability to 
meet the needs of their clients or to develop needed ser-
vices. 

SIXTY% OF ORGANIZATIONS SERVING 

POOR PEOPLE FELT THAT THE 

RECESSION HAS APPRECIABLY 

AFFECTED THEIR ABILITY TO MEET 

THE NEEDS OF THEIR CLIENTS OR TO 

DEVELOP NEEDED SERVICES. 

Table 6: Revenue Composition of Human Service Nonprofit Organizations Serving Mostly Poor Clients, 

2001 and 2010

Revenue Sources 2001 2010

Grants and contracts from Government

Fees from Government

Private/non-government third party payments

Donations

Fees and charges

Sales and unrelated business income

Membership Dues

Endowments and investments

Other

Total

47% 57%

11% 7%

3% 1%

28% 26%

2% 3%

2% 1%

0% 0%

1%

5%

1%

3%

100% 100%

Source :  Los  Ange les  Human  Serv i ce  Nonpro f i t  Su rvey,  2002,  2011
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D ISBAND ING

About 15 percent2 of organizations interviewed in the 2002 survey disbanded by 2011. Which organizations were more 
likely to fail? Table B-1 shows that organizations that provide some of the most basic anti-poverty services for poor 
and homeless persons, such as shelters (25.8 percent) and affordable housing (33.3 percent), failed at around twice 
the rate of more mainstream services, such as childcare (13.6 percent), clinical services (14.2 percent), and individual 
assistance (12.3 percent). Special needs services, which include nursing homes, group homes for children, individuals 
with disabilities and the elderly, and day programs for the elderly and disabled, disbanded at a rate of 17 percent-
-lower than anti-poverty services but slightly higher than other mainstream services. Similarly, youth services, which 
are mostly directed at inner-city youth, disbanded at a rate of 19.4 percent. 

ORGANIZATIONS THAT PROVIDE SOME OF THE MOST BASIC ANTI-POVERTY SERVICES FOR 

POOR AND HOMELESS PERSONS, SUCH AS SHELTERS (25.8%) AND AFFORDABLE HOUSING 

(33.3%), FAILED AT AROUND TWICE THE RATE OF MORE MAINSTREAM SERVICES

We also considered the neighborhood location of the organization (defined by the census tract) as a possible factor in 
disbanding. Among organizations in high poverty neighborhoods (defined as poverty rate of 20 percent or higher) 

By Eve Garrow, University of Michigan

Table B-1. Disbanding Human Service Nonprofit Organizations, Service Type

Type of Service Percent disbanded

Individual Assistance

Crime and Legal

Childcare

Clinical Services

Special Needs

Food Banks/Soup Kitchens

Advocacy

Youth Development

Shelters

Affordable Housing

Total

12.3%

12.8%

13.6%

14.2%

17.1%

17.2%

18.5%

19.4%

25.8%

33.3%

15.1%

Source :  Los  Ange les  Human  Serv i ce  Nonpro f i t  Su rvey,  2002,  2011
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Table B-2. Disbanding Human Service Nonprofit Organizations, Community Level Factors

Community Level Factors Percent disbanded

Percent l iving in poverty in area

 Less than 20%

 From 20% to 40%

 Over 40%

Poverty >20% and African Americans >40%

Poverty >20% and African Americans <40%

Poverty >20% and Latino/as >40%

Poverty >20% and Latino/as <40%

Total

15%

18%

14%

39%

14%

17%

16%

15%

Source :  Los  Ange les  Human  Serv i ce  Nonpro f i t  Su rvey,  2002,  2011

39.3 percent disbanded in neighborhoods with more than 40 percent African American residents, as compared to 14.3 
percent for areas with less than 40 percent African American residents. That is, organizations in high poverty African 
American communities disbanded at almost triple the average rate. In contrast, high poverty Latino/a neighborhoods 
did not suffer a substantially increased likelihood of disbanding (17.1 percent). 

Client and organizational demographics were also related to disbanding and survival. As shown in Table B3, when com-
pared to surviving organizations, disbanded organizations served smaller shares of White clients (23 percent vs. 31 per-
cent) and greater shares of African American clients (34 percent vs. 24 percent). Disbanded organizations also had fewer 
Whites (42 percent vs. 61 percent) and greater shares of African Americans (36 percent vs. 17 percent) on their boards. 

On average, disbanded organizations were somewhat smaller and younger than surviving organizations. The median 
revenue for disbanded organizations in 2002 was $135,000, and seventy-five percent took in less than $560,000. For 
the surviving organizations, the median revenue was $678,000, and seventy-five percent took in less than $2,950,000. 
The disbanded organizations relied less on fee income, perhaps because they tended to be anti-poverty organizations 
that serve people without the capacity to pay fees.

It is noteworthy that government funding did not protect organizations from disbanding: The average share of gov-
ernment revenue is approximately the same for disbanded (30 percent) and surviving (31 percent) organizations. 
Although government funding has traditionally supported nonprofit human services, with government retrenchment 
this support may be volatile and on the decline. 

However, foundation funding seems to make a difference. On average, it accounts for less than one percent of funding 
for disbanded organizations and around 8.5 percent of funding for surviving organizations. It could be that foundation 
funding bestows both status and financial support, thus increasing survival chances. It could also be that foundations
target the more legitimate and well-known organizations that are most likely to survive. 
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Table B-3. Comparison between Disbanded and Surviving Human Service Nonprofit Organizations

Source :  Los  Ange les  Human  Serv i ce  Nonpro f i t  Su rvey,  2002,  2011

Demographics

Average Percent Clients:

Average Percent Board Members:

White

White

African American

African American

Latino/a

Latino/a

Asian

Asian

Total

Total

Disbanded Surviving

23%

42%

31%

61%

34%

36%

24%

17%

34%

17%

33%

13%

6%

3%

8%

7%

100%

100%

100%

100%

Age, Revenues and Advocacy

Management practices

Average organizational age (years)

Performance evaluation system

Percent involved in policy advocacy

Median revenues

Market analysis in last three years

Average share of government funding

Developed strategic plan in last three years

Average share of donations

Implemented program evaluation system in last three years

Average share of free income

Implemented cost control system

Average share of foundation income

Disbanded

Disbanded

Surviving

Surviving

24

66%

31

76%

$135,000 $678,000

25%

30%

49%

16%

28%

31%

54%

21%

10%

36%

55%

14%

37%

63%

47%

1%

58%

9%
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Finally, we considered issues such as advocacy and management practices. Engaging in advocacy does seem to pro-
mote survival. As shown in Table B-3, 58.4 percent of organizations that survived reported advocacy involvement, as 
compared to 46.5 percent of those that disbanded. The use of management practices, such as strategic planning, per-
formance and program evaluation, and implementation of cost control systems are minimally but consistently used at 
a higher rate among surviving organizations, suggesting that their use could increase survivability. 

ENGAGING IN ADVOCACY DOES SEEM TO PROMOTE SURVIVAL…THE USE 

OF MANAGEMENT PRACTICES, SUCH AS STRATEGIC PLANNING, PERFORMANCE 

AND PROGRAM EVALUATION, AND IMPLEMENTATION OF COST CONTROL SYSTEMS 

ARE MINIMALLY BUT CONSISTENTLY USED AT A HIGHER RATE 

AMONG SURVIVING ORGANIZATIONS

Put together, it appears that disbanded organizations were more likely to be programs for economically, socially, and 
politically disadvantaged groups, such as homeless, the poor, frail elderly, people with disabilities, or inner city youth. 
This finding is unsettling, as the disbanding of human services removes needed resources from vulnerable groups 
and community members who may have few alternatives. In comparison, organizations serving mainstream needs 
such as childcare and clinical services were relatively likely to survive. Thus, rates of disbanding and survival seem to 
reinforce rather than correct broader patterns of poverty and segregation. 

IT IS OFTEN ASSERTED THAT DISBANDED ORGANIZATIONS HAVE OUTLIVED 

THEIR USEFULNESS. OUR ANALYSIS DOES NOT SUPPORT THIS ASSERTION. 

…IN A TIME OF RECESSION THERE IS EVEN GREATER DEMAND FOR BASIC 

SERVICES SUCH AS LOW INCOME HOUSING OR HOMELESS SERVICES.

It is often asserted that disbanded organizations have outlived their usefulness. Our analysis does not support this as-
sertion. For example, it has long been known that Los Angeles County suffers from a shortage of shelter beds, and in 
a time of recession there is even greater demand for basic services such as low income housing or homeless services. 
One can surmise that these needs are more pressing in economically distressed communities of color. Yet the organi-
zations that meet these basic needs are the most likely to fail. A better explanation for the patterns of disbanding that 
emerge from the findings is that they reflect a lack of political and public support to meet the basic needs of the most 
vulnerable in the county.
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In the mid-2000’s, homelessness in Los Angeles County 
received an unprecedented, albeit long overdue, level of 
public attention. A series of pieces about downtown’s 
“skid row” by Los Angeles Times columnist Steve Lopez 
shed a renewed media spotlight on tens of thousands 
of individuals and families with a tenuous link to shelter. 
For the first time in years, homelessness sat high on the 
agenda of Southern California policymakers, reporters, 
and funders. 

During the same period, homeless shelters were 
experiencing a significant change in their role in the 
broader homelessness services landscape. And new 
data reveals how and why many shelters were unable 
to adapt. 

In 2002, the Center for Civil Society interviewed 
executives from a sample of more than 600 Los Angeles 
County human services non-profits to gain a better 
understanding of the opportunities and challenges 
confronting the sector. Organizations that agreed to 
participate responded to a variety of questions ranging 
from their revenue streams to their use of volunteers 
and board composition.

In 2011, as CCS prepared a follow-up survey of the 
same organizations, researchers found that roughly 
15% of the non-profits interviewed nine years earlier had 
closed their operations for good. A closer examination 
of what types of organizations comprised that 15% 
pointed to some interesting trends in the Los Angeles 
NPO landscape—especially for those organizations 
serving Los Angeles’ enormous homeless population. 

More than 25% of organizations in the sample that 
provided shelter to individuals experiencing or at-risk of 
homelessness disbanded by 2011, failing at around twice 
the rate of organizations dedicated to childcare, mental 
health/substance abuse and employment assistance.

That failure rate did not surprise Michael Arnold, 
executive director of the Los Angeles Homeless Services 
Authority, a joint agency of the city and county that funds 
about 30% of the shelters in Los Angeles.

“We see a lot of shelters come and go because they have 
virtually no capitalization,” Arnold said, pointing to an 
overreliance on scarce public resources. “They emerge 
trying to obtain government funding and if they’re not 
successful they expire.”

 An analysis of the disbanded shelter organizations’ most 
recent tax documents revealed considerable variation 
in many basic elements of their structure, size, and 
revenues. The estimated age of an organization at the 
time of its dissolution ranged from 6 to 17 years, while 
annual revenues ranged from $30,754 to $705,640. 
The average amount spent on fundraising activities 
amounted to only $2,155, with most of the disbanded 
organizations not listing any fundraising expenditures.

Although age and a fledgling fundraising capacity appear 
to play important roles in shelter organizations’ survival, a 
shifting emphasis from funders and government agencies 
towards permanent housing has also significantly altered 
the shelter landscape over the last decade. 

“When private and foundation money flee to permanent 
and supportive housing, when you have a big chunk of 
that taken out of your giving, it’s tougher to survive,” 
said Rev. Andy Bales, chief executive of the Union 
Rescue Mission, which provides emergency, transitional 
and permanent supportive housing primarily for the 
homeless in the city’s downtown core. Bales said Union 
Rescue had withdrawn from LAHSA’s Winter Shelter 
Program funding this year partly because of the shift in 
philosophy towards emergency shelter.

- Matt Levin

A  DECADE  OF  TRANS IT ION  FOR 
HOMELESS  SHELTER  ORGAN IZAT IONS
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PART  2 :   NONPROF IT 
ORGAN IZAT IONS  IN  LOS  ANGELES 
COUNTY  –  AN  UPDATE

In September 2011, there were 31,633 501(c)(3) reg-
istered public charities and private foundations in 
Los Angeles County.3 Of these, 3,124 (10 percent) are 
Arts, Culture and Humanities organizations; 4,436 (14 

percent) are Educational organizations; 2,302 (7 per-
cent) are Health organizations; and 6,333 (20 percent) 
are Human Service Organizations.4 

NUMBERS  AND  EXPEND ITURES

Figure 5. Nonprofit Expenditure, 5-County Region, 2003, 2006, 2009
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In 2009, the latest year for which financial data on non-
profit expenditures is available, the nonprofit sector in 
LA County spent an estimated $35 billion, dwarfing the 
surrounding counties.5 As seen in figure 5, Los Angeles 
nonprofit expenditures grew a modest 10 percent dur-
ing the six-year period ($32 billion in 2003 to $35 bil-
lion in 2009). However, when large hospitals and higher 
education institutions, which are generally considered 
outsiders, are excluded, the total Los Angeles nonprofit 
expenditure increased a more significant 24 percent. 

It is important to look at expenditure in relation to the 
financial size of the nonprofit organizations. While the 
total expenditure figures show a gradual increase be-
tween 2003 and 2009 in Los Angeles and the five-coun-

ty region, the average and median figures provide more 
insight into how the majority of organizations are per-
forming and tell a very different story. 

Figure 6 shows that Los Angeles nonprofits are on aver-
age larger than those in the surrounding counties. Aver-
age expenditure has remained flat or decreased slightly 
in all counties except Orange County.6  It appears aver-
age expenditures in Orange County increased 13 per-
cent between 2003 and 2009. However, when large hos-
pitals and universities are removed from the analysis, 
Orange County actually showed 0 percent growth in 
average expenditure.

Figure 6. Average Expenditure of Nonprofit Organizations, 5-County Region, 2003, 2006, 2009
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Figure 7 shows that for the entire region, median ex-
penditures have decreased. That is, nonprofits are get-
ting smaller. Both Los Angeles and Orange County 
median expenditures decreased 11 percent; San Ber-
nardino experienced an 18 percent drop while River-
side and Ventura saw an 11 percent and 3 percent de-
cline respectively. 

Even when we exclude higher education institutions 
and hospitals from this analysis, median figures still 
show that nonprofit expenditure have declined in all 
five counties. In fact, the data show that in all five coun-
ties, small organizations occupy a greater share of the 
nonprofit sector. Los Angeles County experienced a 
total 22 percent expenditure decline between 2003 and 
2009, a much larger percentage decrease than all other 
counties in the five-county region. This decrease in me-
dian expenditure indicates that the sector is dominated 
by small nonprofit organizations.

THE DATA SHOW THAT IN ALL FIVE 

COUNTIES, SMALL ORGANIZATIONS 

OCCUPY A GREATER SHARE OF THE 

NONPROFIT SECTOR.

Figure 7. Median Expenditure of Nonprofit Organizations, 5-County Region, 2003, 2006, 2009
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CAPAC ITY  CONCERNS

US 34

California 32

5-County Region 29

Los Angeles County 32

Ventura County 30

Orange County 31

San Bernadino 21

Riverside 21

Figure 8. Nonprofit Organization per 10,000 Population, 2011

Source :  NCCS IRS  Bus iness  Mas te r  F i l es ,  Oc tober,  2011;  U .S .  Census  2010
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Figure 9. Nonprofit Expenditure per 10,000 Population, 2009
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Figures 8 and 9 examine the sector with respect to pop-
ulation. In terms of nonprofit organizations per capita, 
Los Angeles County outpaces the four surrounding 
counties with 32 nonprofit organizations per 10,000 
population, which is in line with California overall and 
trails just slightly behind the United States.  

Nonprofit expenditure per capita tells us more about the 
nonprofit capacity of the region. LA County is in line 
with California in terms of numbers of organizations 
and exceeds all other neighboring counties as well as 
the 5-County average in terms of expenditures. 

However, the expenditure per 10,000 persons for LA 
County is about $12.7 Million less than that of Califor-
nia (26 percent less) and about $10.7 Million less than 
that of  the U.S. (23 percent less), suggesting a smaller 
average nonprofit in Los Angeles County. 

THE EXPENDITURE PER 10,000 

PERSONS FOR LA COUNTY IS ABOUT 

$12.7 MILLION LESS THAN THAT OF 

CALIFORNIA (26 PERCENT LESS) AND 

ABOUT $10.7 MILLION LESS THAN 

THAT OF THE U.S.
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SUBF IELDS

Source: NCCS IRS CORE Files, 2003, 2006, 2009

Figure 10. Changes in Nonprofit Expenditures, Los Angeles County, 2003, 2006, 2009
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When we look at expenditure in the major subfields in 
2009 (figure 10), Health and Education nonprofits have 
the largest nonprofit expenditures ($14.2 billion and 
$10.3 billion), due to the presence of hospitals and uni-
versities. On the other hand, the Human services sec-
tor, which makes up the largest portion of the county’s 
nonprofit organizations, has the third highest expendi-
ture ($6.2 Billion), followed by Arts, cultures and hu-
manities at $1.3 billion. Except for Health,7 nonprofit 
expenditures in the major subfields have increased, with 
Education experiencing the most dramatic increase be-
tween 2003 and 2009. For all other subfields, however, 
expenditures decreased.  The net result is a very modest 
growth in total nonprofit expenditures.
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EMPLOYMENT

Figure 11. Comparison of Nonprofit/For-Profit/Public Sectors as Percentage of Total, Selected NAICS Industries, 

Los Angeles County, 2010

Source :  Ca l i f o rn i a  Emp loymen t  Deve lopment  Depar tmen t ,  4 th  Quar te r  2011
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In 2010, there was a total of 3,903,082 civilian employments 
in Los Angeles County. Within this "gure, the nonpro"t sec-
tor employs 256,000 people, roughly the same number who 
report working in the entertainment industry (Kyser, Sid-
ney, Ritter, Guerra, 2010). Meanwhile, the public sector em-
ploys 565,000, and the for-pro"t sector employs 3,082,000. 

THE NONPROFIT SECTOR EMPLOYS 

256,000 PEOPLE, ROUGHLY THE SAME 

NUMBER WHO REPORT WORKING IN 

THE ENTERTAINMENT INDUSTRY
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Compared to 2009, LA County nonprofit employment 
increased 1.4 percent. In terms of employment share, 
nonprofit employment increased its percentage from 
2009 to 2010 by a modest 0.1 percent to 6.6 percent of 
the overall county labor force. 

Although total nonprofit employment trails behind the 
for-profit and government sectors, nonprofit sector em-

ployment is most dominant in the fields of Vocational 
Rehabilitation Services (76.9 percent), Social Advocacy 
(76.6 percent), Civic and Social Organizations (75.1 
percent), Emergency and Other Relief Services (69.7 
percent), and Individual and Family Services (60.2 per-
cent).  Nonprofits also hold a strong share of employ-
ment in Hospitals (53.9 percent) and Child Day Care 
Services (48.7 percent).
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Figure 12. Average Annual Wage of Nonprofit/For-profit/Public Sectors, Selected Industries, 2010
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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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CONCLUS ION

In 2011, when we first attempted to revisit the human 
services nonprofit organizations from our 2002 study, 
we learned that 15 percent had ceased to exist. It ap-
pears that these organizations were more likely to be 
programs for economically, socially, and politically 
disadvantaged groups, such as homeless, the poor, frail 
elderly, people with disabilities, or inner city youth—
those with little voice in or access to political, social or 
economic systems. 

We also found that the surviving organizations are in-
deed stressed and stretched:

so understaffed and stressed that they had trouble 
finding the time and data to complete the survey. 

reported that their revenue had decreased or stayed 
the same in the previous three years. 

the last three years. 

There are over 31,500 nonprofit organizations in Los 
Angeles County, most of whom may be operating in 
isolation. Although the County’s nonprofit sector has 
experienced tremendous growth in the number of or-
ganizations, average expenditures are relatively flat and 
median expenditures throughout the region are declin-
ing. Furthermore, in Los Angeles the number of non-
profit per population is equal to that of California in 
per capita but lags 26 percent behind the state and 23 
percent behind the U.S. in average per capita expendi-
tures. Given the 3.1 percent population growth between 

2000-2010, our findings suggest that all demands may 
not be met and that the sector continues to face capacity 
challenges. 

In previous reports, we have found the nonprofit sec-
tor is consistently optimistic and used to cyclical trends; 
however, it is not clear that the current trends in rev-
enue, expenditure and client demand support such op-
timism and the cost-cutting strategies we present in this 
year’s report.

Sixty-nine percent of the clients served by the LA hu-
man services nonprofits are living in poverty. A stagnant 
economy, government deficits and a lack of political will 
continue to be brutal for much of the human services 
sector and the clients they serve. Based on the findings 
in the report, we recommend the following: 

1) Increase data gathering and sharing, collabora-
tion and strategic planning across the nonprofit, 
philanthropic, government and academic sectors 
that may combat the geographic and limited re-
source challenges. 

2) Focus on poverty first. This report provides fur-
ther evidence that the Great Recession, like all eco-
nomic downturns, has been devastating for low and 
no income populations. 

3) Promote, cultivate, encourage and inspire in-
creased private and personal giving in Los Angeles.
Historically, Los Angles has trailed major American 
cities in per capita giving to charities (Macke, Bin-
erer & Markley).

4) Strengthen advocacy. Participation in advocacy 
activities, like collaboration, has increased over the 
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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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NOTES 

1 Respondents were asked:  “During your most recently completed !scal year, did you receive funding from any of the 
following sources…?”  For both the original and the second wave surveys, revenue data was collected for the previous year.

2 This figure represents the number of organizations that have closed or suspended operations.  This does not include 
those nonprofits that have relocated outside of Los Angeles County, merged, become a for-profit, etc.

3 For the purpose of the update, we use the Business Master File (BMF) from the National Center for Charitable 
Statistics.  The Pension Protection Act of 2006 required all 501(c)(3) registered organizations (including small sized 
organizations ) to report their status annually starting in 2008 (990-N).  This year’s BMF is the first that reflects this 
change.  The 2010 Report took into account but could not fully incorporate the changes in the BMF, and we used a 
more conservative method of calculation based on two-year averages (resulting in the estimation of 18,622 active 
organizations).  The numbers of active organizations reported in previous years are not comparable because of these 
different estimation procedures.  In addition, it is important to note that public charities that file a 990-N and all pri-
vate foundations are not included in the expenditure analyses.  

4 The NCCS’s definition of Human Services Organizations differs from our nonprofit survey definition of HSOs. See 
details at NCCS website (http://nccs.urban.org/) and our 2003 Report (Mosley, Katz, Hasenfield & Anheier, 2003). 

5 According to data from the U.S. Conference of Mayors and CORE 2008, nonprofit expenditures in 2008 account for 
7.4 percent of the region’s Greater Metropolitan Product, or GMP. 

6 We believe the drop in Los Angeles County expenditure and increase in Orange County expenditure is due to the 
consolidation of a large healthcare nonprofit whose headquarters moved from LA County into Orange County in 2006.   

7 See note 6.

8These were 1) 25.6 percent increase in Civic and Social Organizations from $23,970 to $30,118 and 2) 19.8 percent 
increase in Social Advocacy Organizations from $51,296 to $61,446.

9 Certain sectors are excluded from this graph for the following reasons:

makes $164,000 a year.  

industry includes independent individuals primarily engaged in performing in artistic productions, creating artistic and cul-
tural works or productions, or providing technical expertise necessary for these productions.  Average salary may be distort-
ed by high paid actors and professional athletes participating in endorsements, speaking engagements and similar services.
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