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About the Bayer Center for Nonprofit
Management at Robert Morris University

Since our establishment in 1999, the Bayer Center for Nonprofit Management at Robert Morris
University has strived to provide the guidance, tools arfdrmation necessary for nonprofit
organizations to effectively fulfill their missions. The Bayer Center offers consulting services and
non-credit classes in areas such as:

Board Governance
Business Planning
Collaborations and Mergers
Facilities Planning

Financial Management
Fund Development

Human Resources

Legal Issues

Organizational Effectiveness
Strategic Planning

Technology Services:
Database Development and Enhancement
Software Application Training
Software Selection
RFP Assistance
Technology Planng
Web Site Planning and Design

In partnership with the Robert Morris University School of Business, the Bayer Center offers a
masterds degree in nonprofit management. We al sc
and referral to a broad range of resmes.

For more information visit http://www.rmu.edu/bcnm



Executive Summary

The IT landscape in area nonprofits has generally improved in the last two years. Some
measures show clear plateaus as rates of progress slow to negligible.

Technology Policy
¢ Technology planning holds steady at a 40% rate; large organizations are more likely to plan
for technology than small organizations.
e More IT staff are technology decisionakers than in 2006. Fewer accidental techies and
executive direptbcbBdédmdé&ei sbagsor
e Tech skills are in half of the regionds nonpro
years.
e More organization included tech costs in a foundation proposal in 2008 than in 2006.
0 Proposals with tech costs were even more successfuldga 2008 than 2005.
0 All-technology proposals were the most successful.
e Larger organizations continue to adopt tech best practices at a higher rate than smaller
ones.

Computer Systems

e The aging of user workstations has halted but not reversed.

e Only 4% ofcomputers in area nonprofits run Windows Vista.

e More than a third (38%) of all new computers are laptops.

e Wireless Internet jump from 3% in 2006 to 9% in 2008.

e The rate of Internet use by nonprofit employees for work has plateaued in the upper 50s.

e Email daws even with print and phone as a communication tool.

¢ About one in five nonprofits have upgraded to Office 2007.

e QuickBboksds mar ket share dipped from 62% to 53%.

¢ The majority of databases used for managing client information, fundraising, volunteer
management and outcomes measurement arg¢hafshelf solutions, a first in five surveys.

¢ Norton and Symantec make up more than half of the-airtis software market.

IT Adoption, Impact and Needs

¢ Human challenges are among the mftetjuentlycited barrers to better IT adoption.

e |T dreams largely focus on web site improvements and gaining internal control of web
updates.

e Pittsburgh area nonprofits consider themselves ahead of the curve (despite all evidence).

e Having fultime tech staff makes a strong giive impact on perception of IT adoption.

e A vast majority of nonprofits believe that technology has substantially changed how they
operate.
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Bayer Center for Nonprofit Management, Robert Morris University



Introduction

On the one hand, itdés hard to believe that the E
technolagy survey On the other hand, our local and national audience looks to us for this
analysis, and we would not gl Anditimehasfiowmby.on t he tr

The survey allows us and our peers to pause and consider in quantitativgualithtive terms
what the constant march of technolodgoks likeon the ground in nonprofit organizations.
Not to give anything away, but it looks like uneven progress.

Someofte f i ndi ngs have . d@oegpesstthatimore positivelyandqu al i ty
articulately, it can be useful to confirm intuition with hard data. Numerical evidence forms a

more secure foundation for persuasive arguments for change within individual organizations and
across the sector as a whe

Some results are more surprising. We do our best to explain counterintuitive results by
incorporating the Bayer Centerds oreal |ifeod exg
nonprofits.

We are especially grateful to have sponsorship support ftbrae companies that have

considerable interest and presence in the local nonprofit community. TowerCare, Inc., a

growing local provider of fundraising software, is our lead sponsor for the 2008 survey project.

Its product called DonorPro, has marmitsburgh areaustomersand a expandag national

customer base. Allied InsuranBeokers,Incand Fi fth Third Bankds Chari't
Services group are supporting sponsors. Both offer products and services that are tailored

specifically to nonprits. All of our sponsors take a keen interest in the success of the

nonprofit community and value quantitative measures of progress.

Eightyearsof data allow us to evaluate trends in the use of technology by nonprofits. If

observation did not show yothat this is a complex subject, our four pages of questions might

signal that. In that complexity, we see a lot of progress. Taken in biannual steps, advances can

seem small. Over eight years, the context has morphed unbeliev@liyange doesndt al wa

move in a positive direction. Upward trends occ
pattern that marks the 2008 data, i1itds the pl at e
to have stagnated for now. niee believa thattheb e | i eve t he

occasional technology mistake notwithstanding, backwards stepssgeétod e over ti me ar e
really possible.

In measuringechnologyuse, the only constant is changee alter the survey instrument slightly

eachyear to examine emgjing technologies and issuéBhbenewp art s of t hi s year 0s
focus onemerging communication technologies (web 2.0) and tools for mobile staff members

The complete survey instrument is an appendix to the repdfbu may find it helpful to review

the survey instrument and the response options before reading the analyssBayer Center

welcomes the use of the survey instrument in other regions for the sake of comparison.

Finallywe owe a debt of gratitude to those who not only make IT work in their organizations

but also take the time to tell us about itindeepdetallthi s year 6s sample of 330
is 15% larger than 2006 and our largestevfea p pr e c i acdhaterd heu rlvie Yo

organizationghat haveresponded every yeathe 193 organizations thdiave respondedore

than onceand the 128 who participated for the first time this year
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Lead Sponsor

DONORPRO

by TowerCare Technologies

TowerCareTechnologies is pleased to serve as the lead sponsor for the Bayer Center for
Nonprofit Managementds 2008 Sout hwestern Pen

Survey. We believe that technology is key in helping nonprofits maximize operational
efficiencies.

TowerCare Technologies has leveraged the expertise and years of experience of nonprofit
professionals and fundraisers to create-frsemdly and very affordable donor/donation

management software. Todaynovativenonprofits throughout the world arsing our
flagship product, DonorPro, because:

U DonorPro is simple and easy to use.

U DonorPro is affordable.

0 Our software is backed by Tower Careds
U DonorPro contains all the tools you need to manage your fundraising.

0 We offer many implementation options and run on many operating
systems.

DonorPro clients report double digit increases in annual donations, up to 40%
gains in staff productivity, lower overall operating costs, increased financial efficiency

ratings, and more
We invite you to see how forward thinking and progressive organizations are

successfully using DonorPro. Call us or send an email today to schedule a no obligations
demo of DonorPro for your nonprofit.

Toll Free (866) 9358281 or Email donorpro@towercare.com

www.donorpro.com

Tower Care Technologies 06 Makers of DonorPro o6 10431 Pe
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Supporting Sponsors

For over 10 years, Allied has provided insurance
and risk management to nonprofits. We strive
to save your organization money so that funds
are going where they are needed most.

A ALLIED

INSURAMCE BRONERS
RACH IO DA D RISy

1-800-569-9427 x202 | www.alliedforhurnanservices.com

LR TR X: LR (he solvtions you neec!
i

53.com

Fifth Third Bancorp provides access to investments and investment services
through various subsidiaries. Investments and Investment Services:

CHARITABLE MANAGEMENT SERVICES

Reaching your goals can depend on finding a partner who understands the importance of
commitment and growth. That's why we offer unique, personalized financial solutions for
investment management and planned giving that are focused on the needs of your organization.
To learn more, call Deborah Moses, Senior Relationship Manager, at 412-291-5742.

Are Not FDIC Insured | Offer No Bank Guarantee

May Lose Value

Are Not Insured By Any Federal Government Agency

Are Not A Deposit

©2008 Fifth Third Bank

/3

FIFTH THIRD
INSTITUTIONAL SERVICES

The things we do for dreams:
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Responding Organizations

Thi

report derive from a diverse and representative sample
the nonprofits in Southwestern Pennsylvania. The
majority of organizations had responded in the past. Stil

S

year 0s
surveys; 330 organizations responddgesponses were
collected in summer 2008The conclusions drawn in this

survey

over a third ae first timers. Before we delve into

findings, his ction of the report willsummarize the

dr ew

t| h e Rdpeat/Stgtes § Orgss|a Mp
Five-Timers Club 11 3%
Four Surveys 47 14%

Three Surveys 73| 22%

I Two Surveys 71 22%
New in 2008 128 | 39%

organization type, size, location and age of respondents.

Organization Type

Respondents identify themselves according tb e

may choose multiple categories

The 2008 survey pool breaks down by organization type in very similar proportions to past

0 m acategaries frédthe Natinal
Taxonomy of Exempt Entities. Because some organizations work in multiple categories, they

years. As in prior surveys, more than half of all survey respondents fall inbogte categories:
Human ServiceEducatiopand Public/Societal BenefRublic/Societal Benebtthe least

intuitive name among these three categordescludesadvocacy, community development and

philanthopy. The smallest categories include Environmental, Mutual Beaweditinernational
and Foreign Affairs

Respondents by Organization Type

Arts
8%

Religion Other
related 6%
7%
Public,
Societal
Benefit
14%

Mutual Benefit__—

3% Human
. Service
International 28%

Foreign Affairs
1%

Education
18%
Environment
Health 4%
10%
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Survey respondents align closely with all of the nonprofits in the régibhe survey pool has
slightly more Education and Human Services organizations and fewer Public benefit and Religion
related organizations.

Survey Respondents vs. Regional Organizations

Arts, culture, and humanitie: Respondents
-1 |
Education | All NPOs in
Environment Region
Health

Human services

International

Classification

Mutual benefit

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30%
Percentage of Orgs

Public and societal benet

Religion

1 All references to the nonprofits in the regiaterive fromthe National Center for Charitable
Statistics Bsiness Master File from October 2008 he Business Master File contains all
organizationsll active organizations registered witite IRS The region igefined as the
following 10counties: Allegheny, Armstrong, Beaver, Butler, Fayette, Grdad@na,
Lawrence WashingtonandWestmoreland.

2008 Southwestern Pennsylvania Nonprofit Technology Sud/&gchNow Edition October 30, 2008 6
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Geography

The vastmajority 0f2008 respondents (?8) aie located in Allegheny County, whicalls within

the range (69%85%) of the Allegheny proportion in prior survey®f the remaining
organizations, 1% are located in the adjacent counties of Beaver, Butler, Fayette, Washington
and Westmoreland. The remairg threepercent come from outside thenmediatePittsburgh
metropolitan area.

Respondents by County
Beaver

Fayette 2% Other

Butler
4%

The number of nonprofits in the Pittsburgh region is less dominated by Allegheny Cibnamntys
our survey pool. Still, the central county in the region has far more nonprofits than any of the
neighboring counties that makg the metropolitan area.

Location: Survey Orgs vs. Regional Orgs

Allegheny 60%
Westmoreland | 119

Butler | 50
Washington |~ 7o

Fayette || 304 JRespondents
Beaver |1 S04 = All NPOS in Region
Other s g9 |
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
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Budget Size

Like nonprofits nationallyht organizations in the respondent pool tend to be smilbre than
halfof the organizations have arasilbudgets of less than $1 millicemd 886 have annual
budgets of less than $&illion. The size of the organization definitely influences IT need and IT

adoption. The survey pool &s
infrastructure from the largest ($160,000,000).

smal | est

Survey Respondents by Budget Size

>=$10 M
9%  <$100,000
$5 M-9.99 M 12%
6%
$100 K-
$1 M-4.99 M 499-399
B 25%
$500,000
$999,999
16%

This kind of distribution fits witim the pattern established in prior

budget

surveys. The 2008 median budget is the highestate. This ;ggg g/ISec;jcl)aglolgudget

year 0s p o od5 mihicn budgets and mabelbudgets over 5002 1700 600

$10 million than any previous survey. The growth in those '

brackets essentially offsets a decrease in the $1065000000 2004 | 645,000

range. That exchange expl ai 2006 | 700,000 anos
2008 | 815,000

2008 Southwestern Pennsylvania Nonprofit Technology Sud/&gchNow Edition October 30, 2008 8

Bayer Center for Nonprofit Management, Robert Morris University

($°



Staff Size

Just as the nonprofits represented in the survey are small in budget, they are smaiiherof
employeesas well. The small sta¥fusers and IT peopld may be an even more important
resource constraint when it comes to IT adoptiomalf of the respondents employ 7 or fewer
full time equivalent (FE) employees. An adibnal 164 of organizations havelb employees.
At the margins, eme organizationare run entirely by volunteers, artte largestresponding
organizatioremploys 280 FTE.

Survey Respondents by Staff Size (FTES)

0-.99
51;' 7%
41-50 Lishe
3% 1-3.99
3}1'0‘/‘0 23%
0
21-30
6%
1620
6%
4-6.99
7-10.99 15%
11-15 8%

8%

The median staff size is more in line with prior years than median

budget size. The 18% proportion with staff sizes over 50 is above 1| Yéar | Median
norm. Only 2002 hadhat manyorganizations that largeLike in Staff Size
2002, the 2008 pool has slightly fewer organizations in the three | 2000 | 6
smallest brackets than is typical. 2002 |10

2004 |7
Age of Organization 2006 | 6.5

2008 |7

Age can cut both ways in its impact on use of technology. On the one

hand, a younger organizatitvas not existed without IT tools being available to it. Whether a
new nonprofit adopts the tools is as open a question as whether an olderdoes, but the
recentlyfoundedorganizations have developed in@iineworld. On the other hand,
organizatns tend to grow over the years, and scale creates efficiencies and critical mass for
investment in IT solutions. The 2008 survey organizations mirror the national distribution of
nonprofits by agewith the vas majority havingoeenfounded since 19600ver haf the
organizations were founded sin@é88Q The nmedian age of organizations is y&ars up exactly
two years from the 2006 survey

2008 Southwestern Pennsylvania Nonprofit Technology Sud/&gchNow Edition October 30, 2008 9
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Respondents by Founding Year

pre 1900_19001919
5% 2%

2000- present [ 192?(,}(;)939
11%
19401959
9%
19601979
19801999 24%

46%

Although the survey orgs are similar in age to the pool of all nonprofits in the region registered
with the IRS, the surprising number of nonprofits founded this decade is underrepresented in
the survey. The comparison data is based on the 501(c)(3) ruling year of organizations, which
may be more recent than the widely accepted founding slaféhis discrepanclgetween any

gi ven or gani z ag3i(o)3)rdliag dateopartiatlyiexpl@insdhverg small number

of pre-1940 organizations in the regional comparison data set.

Founding Year: Survey Orgs vs. Regional Orgs

50%

4% Survey Orgs
40% +—— In Region
35%
30% I _
25%
20% —— —
15% 19% I— L

10% — — —
0,
5% 0 0% 0%
0% T T T T T T 1

pre 1900 19001919 19201939 19401959 19601979 19801999  2000-
present

The respondent profile isnumerated irthis level of detail in order taeinforce that the
shapshots produced by eashrveyderive from the attributes of similar organizations. More

2008 Southwestern Pennsylvania Nonprofit Technology Sud/&gchNow Edition October 30, 2008 10
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detailed respondent profile data is available ufg
respondents appears as an appendix to this report.
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Technology Policy

The Bayer Centerds technology initiative focuses:s
technology through the management lens, though. IT solutions allow nonprofits to do more

with less, record their activities, make dadaven deisions and share their storiedn the

words of one respondent o0l want Befoewomexangie | can u:¢
othe stuffodé nonprofits are using, we |l ook at hov

Technology Planning

People sometimes debate whethorganizations need technology plans anymore. Detractors
base their arguments on opportunity cost, the obsolescence of a plan document in the face of

constant | T advances and the idea that the steps:s
plann ng process. Let ds e x awwirnled tchoenstee xatr goufmetnotdsa yi O
nonprofits. Thatds a world in which most organi

trained technology person, expect staff to wear many hats and run a very lganlsHight of
that, the arguments:

First, the opportunity cost is not negligible. What technology improvements could the planners

make with the time and money spent on the plan? Instead of meetings and consulting fees,

coul dndt we hawedbsebféewahafPdw&®&heul dndt the st aff
getting trained? Possibly yes. In many organizations, however, all things being equal, the
resources that might be devoted to a tech plan v
or training. Alternatively, if an organization does allocate money andttinmls and training

the probability of systematic improvement increases dramatically with planned and-ageed

steps rather than a series of ordf decisions. Opportunity cost nst1 be weighed, but for

effectivenas and systematic improvement, wiegoose planned spendingduced by opportunity

cost rather thanunplanned spending.

Second]T solutionsdoevolve at a startling pace that does not tarry until the plan is written.

New solutions appear all the time, especially in the age of cloud compBinghe logic that

external change trumps internal planning, howewerstrategic plan would ever get written.

For that matter, no dinner reservations would ever get made. Constiamt both outside and

inside the organization, challenge any planning process to maintain currency while planning for a
future that is difficult to pin down. We donot
shelving the notion of planning. Weovk our way out by planning as quickly as possible and

executing the plan with flexible decision points.

Third, there are times when the next step in IT growth seems obvious to a technology expert.

If an organization lacks a network, they should not duragt resources into database

development yet. If an organization has just adopted a web site that serves as a service delivery
tool in itself, efforts should clearly focus @ublic awarenesgnsuring uptime and dynamic

content. Too often, however, thedecisions are not so clear cutFor one, multiple issues may
present as 0 n eDetermisirg pripriiesdy seading tlee marketing material of

solution providers will make one crossyed. Returning to the nonprofit context, steps that

may be obvious to an expert are less obvious to those who pick up the IT mantle and spend
most of their IT time putting outifes. In organizations with an IT department composed of
multiple people with varied expertise, projett-project tactical planning may suffice. The

2008 Southwestern Pennsylvania Nonprofit Technology Sud/&gchNow Edition October 30, 2008 12
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problem is that most organizations lack that resource internally and can only hope to come up
with plansby composing a committee, maybe getting some outside help and working through a
structured, agencyvide process.

From a low in 2000 of 28%, the technology planning rate has hovered in the low 40% range from
20022008. The majority of technology plansgrart of a broader technology planning process,
which makes sense; appropriate technology solutions can only be determined when strategic
direction is clear.

Technology Planning

Don't Know/Not

Sure Tech plan
504 independent of
No Respons strategic plan
0
10 e\ 11%

Neither strategic
plan nor tech plan____

20%
Strategic plan
that addresses
Strategic plan, tech
doesn't address 30%
tech
33%
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Among all organizations, 41% had a technology plan in 200&. evidencgrew steadilyfrom

the 2000 to 2004 surveythat larger organizationg@ more likely to plan for technologyTo
simplify o1l ar ge -anployeeghmeahbld. Althoughehighestiean the nizdian

staff size, that number marks a place where organizations stdobtodifferent. Larger

organizations plan at a much higher rate (71%) than smaller ones (30%). After a slight dip in the
differential n 2006 the gap expands to the 2004 level this ye@rganiations with a tech plan

have nearly five times the mediataff size (19s. 425 andseven times the average staff size
(108vs 15 than those with no tech plan.

Tech Plan by FTE Size

80%

73% 719%

70% 6% —
62%

& 60% -

P

5 50% —
41% <=20 FTEs
< 40% 37% -

32% 33% 30% >20 FTEs

— 24% | 1 —

T

t

Now
o o
X X

1 1

|

|

% of Orgs w

10% +— — — —

O% T T T T 1

2000 2002 2004 2006 2008
Survey Year

Technology Management

There are a variety of roles and responsibilities in the techie realm. One impotéeskiis
making the hard technologiecisions Respondents were askedtoideffio t he pr i mary sour
of technology decisioma ki ng; who deci des what gets purchase

The 2006survey indicated thakech staffwere losingauthority in decisioamaking togroups

with less official responsibilityd decrease in staff decisianaking was accompanied by an
increase in board member and volunteer decisimaking. That shift persists in 2008 but is
accompanied by a shift away from accidental techies and executiveodéretdking decisions
toward IT staff making decision®©n the one hand, more board members, volunteers and
consultants are making IT decisions than in earlier surveys. On the other hand, within staffs,
fulktime tech staff and MIS Department decisimakng both increase in 2008.

2008 Southwestern Pennsylvania Nonprofit Technology Sud/&gchNow Edition October 30, 2008 14
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Technology Management

- . |
MIS Dept | 8% 2006
FT Tech Staff i 2008
. [ [
PT Tech Stafi | | 14%
Unofficial Staft | 8%
Executive Director | 31%
Finance Dept 8%
i ! | e 7% Outsourced
Other 17% / e 6% Board/Volunteers
. i e 5% Other
Dondt kno 0% | | |

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%

Technology Support

Anotherkeyar@of Ot echi ed r e s ndantghe adk bfisupportis@e afthep por t
most strongly felt challenges to nonprofit IT success; more on that ld&epportduties

typicallysort themselves into routine tasks done by stafidspecialized taskbat require

outside assistanceManyorganizatios, therefore,use more than one provider for support; for
example, Irhouse MIS Staff supplemented by contracting for assistance in emergencies or for
more technical tasks.

Tech Support

No formal
approach to
support
Friends and 13%
family of staf
2%
In-house MIS
Volunteers ta_ staff
our agency 25%
9%
Tech support
Contract on contracts w/1
an asneeded or more
basis providers
29% 22%
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Support, like decisiemaking, has shifted increasingly to ougsgd The graph below shows the
breakdown of primary providers of supp@rover the lasteightyears. The breakdown is very
similar to the 2006 survey with a decrease
offset by contract relationships. Aturn to the larger proportion of ongoing contracts vs.-as
needed supporsuggests a more plannagproach to these relationshipst mayalso suggest

that 8 at least untithe summer of 2008 confidencen a brighter financial futureas up

enough to ener into a longterm support relationship rather than waiting for a crisis to call in
help.

Tech Support Provision

] l l
In-house MIS staf
24%
Tech support contracts w/1 or more provider:
22%
Contract on an aseeded basis
29%
Volunteers to our agency
9%
Friends and family of sta
206 2000
. 2002
2004
No formal approach to support 2006
13% 2008
0% 10% 20% 30% 40%

A more detailed examination indicates ththe majority of organizations that identify staff as
their primary support also use outside providers. This may include an ongoing tech support
contract, asneeded consulting assistancewmiunteers. Those who use outside support tend

to use that soure on its own, although some organizations combine their contract support with
other providers.

2 Primacy is determined in the following order:-touse MIS Staff, Tech Support Contracts,
Contract on an asieeded basis, volunteersdnids, no formal approach. For example, an
agency that lists both MIS staff aneéhagded contracting is counted as MIS staff in the graph.
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Tech Support Provision - 2008 Detail

In-house MIS staf

- [
*Staff Only 9% ‘

*Staff plus Other Provider(s 16%

Tech support contracts w/1 or moré
B [ [ [

*Contract Only 17%

*Contract plus Other Provider(s)| 5%

Contract on an asieeded basis

b | | | |
*As-needed only 22%
s I

*As-needed plus Other Provider(s 7%

- [

Volunteers to our agency

Friends and family of sta

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

Technology Spending

Aside from marginal changes in the rate survey to survey, the rate of tech budgeting remains

near but below halfThe organizations thalo track and budget fotechnology expenses

continuet o be slightly | ar ger ftshkeofthebudgetgreupishat dondt
more than 2.5 times that of the nebudget group (13.5:5). Median budget skhews a similar

gap ($1.2M:$500K)

Technology Budgeting

100%
0%+ — ] =

80% -+ f— 1 ]
70% +— 56% 61% 52%_ 56% 53%_

60% — — — — —] — Do not Budget

for Tech
Ofy _— _— _— _— |
50% Budget for

40% -— —— —— —— —— - Tech
30% -— — —] —] — —
20% | 44% 39045 48% 4495  AT%
10% +— — —] —] — —
0% . . T T !
2000 2002 2004 2006 2008
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Survey respondents whioudget for technologwlign similarlyo technology spending
benchmarkshis year as in prior years One benchmark is that technology spending should be
4-6% d overall annual spendinghe good news is that the number of orgarieas in that

range doubled from 2006 to 2008 to 10%. The bad news is that 83% of organizations remain
below that ratio.Another guideline that ties technology to users is that the tech budget should

equal 10% of payrol . filecimthissarveyy we adeumabldéto ¢ o |

make that comparison.

Tech Budget as % of Total Budget

6% and
up
4-5.99% \ 7%
10%
less than 1%
39%
1-3.99%
44%

Guidelines forannuakpending per machine vary, but experts say that organizations should
budget $1000 to $1700 per year with

some placing the top end of the range ¢ Technology Spending per

$3000 annuallyThe mediarsurvey Computer

organization spergjust under$1000

per computer,unchanged from 2006

The breakdown by ratio aligns pretty over
closely with past surveys, although it $3000
skews slightly lower than the 2004 and s N
2006 surveys. 3000
15% Under
$1000
$1000 50%
1700
22%
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Staff Training

The steady increase in the overall numbermmnprofit employees receivinigrmal technology

trainingcontinues in

thisurvey. At the organizational level, however, the trend is more

ambiguous First, the progress: weighted average based on the employaed training rates
represented in the samplestimates that32% of employees in Pittsburgh area nonprofits

receivedtechnology

training in 2008 B e c aweighted averdgs, this overall number is

heavilyinfluencedoy larger organizationsending ailgher proportion of their employees to

training.

Overall Training Rate

35%
30% 32%
. 30%
25% 27% —
20% 23% 23% —
15% —
10% —
5% I
O% T T T T 1
2000 2002 2004 2006 2008
We arrive at this rate by asking what #Technol .
proportion of each Staff Technology Training
oreceived fgy ntarlaitne
last yea® That breakdown for 2008
mirrors recent years pretty closely and Most
shows a pattern of a few specialized staff Some 12% Name
members receiving technology training. 10% 30%

Anecdotally, we have observed an increas
in allstaff training with the adoption of

Mi crosoft

and Office suite (2007).

0s | atest

Few
48%

Technology Skillsin Job

Descriptions

a)

The rate of nonprofitjobsin the region that have tech skills in their job descriptions is clearly on
the rise. After seeing a jump from to 36% in 2006, we see a giant leap to 50% in 2008.

Statistical anomalies in the sample mayggeaate the jump from 2006 to 2008, but the upward

3 Options for this question were: none;33% of staff, 346% and 6-100%
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trend is unmistakable. Again, this measure derives from a weighted average of responses, and
upticks in the job description rate or the staff size of the largest organizations can exert a large
influenceon the overall rate. Technology infuses so much of our work today that articulating
the skills necessary to carry out all kinds of jobs makes for better hiring and performance.

Tech Skills in Job Descriptions
% of all NP Jobs with Tech Skills in Descriptions

60%

50% —
50%

40% —

36%
30% -
°T 13194 31% 31%

20% L

10% —

O% T T T T 1
2000 2002 2004 2006 2008

Despite mixedrends in specific brackets (none,

few, some, mostwe can say agaim 2008that Technology Skills in Job

there are fewer organizationghan in any prior Descriptions

surveywith tech skills imojob descriptions and

more organizations including them in most {67

100%) of their job descriptions. None
Most 15%

When we drill further into the data, we see a 33%

discenible difference between the state of job

descriptions based on staff size. The smallest

organizations are the likelier than the larger one Few

to show the two extreme states. Nearly a Some S

quarter of staffs 10 and under have tech skills il 18%

no job descriptions.On the other hand, oer

35% of them list tech skills in most job

destriptions.

Two stories emerge. First, the smallest organizations may lack job descriptions altogether.

Second, if they have job descriptions, they acknowledge that at that size, most everyone will be

called upon to use technology in their jobs. At the other extrein the largest organizations,

we see a different profile. There are tech skil
organizations over 30 employees.
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The heaviest concentration is in the3B% brackettho. Again, two stories can be toldete.

First, the larger the organization, the more likely it iglthave positions that are consumed

with program delivery and have little office timehink performing artists, residential facility

staff and tutors. Someone is supporting the technologgt,raany people are using it, but not
everybody. Second, as the org chart grows, the functimsluding technologgemanding
functionsd sort themselves into bureaucratic order. A smaller proportion of people having tech
skills in job descriptions woulde consistent withmore specialized positions that can only come
with scale.

Tech in Job Descriptions by Staff Size

50%

45%

40%

35% —

30% —

yS NN B R O B ] L None

20% Ha e I | Few

15% — I | | ] | Some

10% ~— I I I L Most

5% — — —— —— —
0% T T T )
under 11 11-30 31-50 51+
FTEs
Tech Skills in Job Descriptions Related to Training Rate
Although the majority of our Tech Skills in Job Descriptions vs.Training
findings are descriptivepme
causal conclusions emerge. Agai
in 2008 the patternclearly shows o 35%
that organizations that list tech = 30% 33%—
skills in job descriptions are more 8 2506 |
likely to send their employees to o 20% 25% =
tech training. In organizations g2
with tech skill ge 1% 18% —
description, only 7% of staff got IT g g 10% —
training in the last year. In L5 504 41— |
. . . i . S O 7%

organizations in which most job <~ 0% . . . .
descriptions articulate required P
tech skills, a third of employees g None Few Some Most
got training. % % of Job Descriptions with Tech Skills
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Foundation Proposals

In 2006, we added questions to examine whether nonprofits inctadenology costs in their
foundationproposalsand what kind of success they have. The answerg wery surprisingin
2006and 20080s answers indicate that t hi

Included Tech in Foundation Proposal

(this year)

60%

50% 53%

40%
42%

30%

20% +——

10% +——

0% .

2006

2008

5%

Yes No

Don't Know/Not
Sure

S

Slightly more organizations included tech costs in foundation proposals in 2008006&n Zhis

is not where the surprises lie. For one thinjd rate tracks closely with the rate of budgeting
for technology. The 2008 data again confirmhgipothesis regarding the relationship between
tech budgeting and tech in foundation proposalsat those that track tech spending are more

likely to include tech costs in proposalsVhile not dramatic, thecorrelation between the two
factorsis significant 54%of the organizations that includech costs in foundation proposals

have tech line itemin their budgetys. 436 among those that do ngiut techcosts in their

proposals

Beyond whet her t
tech in a proposalthe surveyasked
how much of the proposal was for
technology. We found
concentrationsat the two extremes.
In justover half of the proposals,
tech constituted less than a third of
the budget We would like to think
that those proposalsisesomething
like the4-6% benchmark referenced
tech budgeting sectionAt the

other extreme are the altech
proposals (33%).

Tech Proportion of Foundation Proposal

100% of
proposal
%
33% <33% of
proposal
51%
67-99% of
proposal
6% 34-66% of
proposal

10%
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Finally, we asked about the success of
these proposalsWe thought 2006 was a

good year for technology funding from

foundations. It turns out 2008 was even

better: 89% had the tech portion funded

up from 75% in 2006 The majority

receivedthe full amountrequested.

Was Proposal Funded? | 2006 | 2008
Fully 52% 60%
Partially, Tech Funded 23% 29%
Partially, Tech Cut 2% 1%
No 23% 10%

In considering the above two questiongs

agairhad a hypothesis: the lower the size of the tech portion of a proposal, the more likely the
tech portion was to be fundedHere, finally, was the surprisédccording toboth our 2006 and

2008sampls, 100% technologproposalsget funded at last as often as small portion

technology proposalsin 2008 the technology in proposals was funded in 90% of both minority
tech and attech proposals. The aéch proposals were more likely to be funded completely by
a dramatic margin (81% vs. 52%gvery proposal that devoted the majority (but not all) of the
the tech funded.

budget to technology got

highly successful company) proposals were those that were about half tech. These autcome
run counter to the anecdotallreported practices of program officesh o say t hey

to continue funding atlechnology proposals

Tech Proportion of Proposal vs.Was Proposal Funded?

100% \

90% +—— R

80% +—— B

70%

67%

60% L

90%

Partially, Tech Funde

50% +—— > 90%—

No

40% +—— R

% of Proposals

30% R
20% +—— R

% +— 7
10% 0% 14%

0% T .

10%

<33% of 34-66% of
proposal proposal

Tech Proportion of Proposal

67-99% of
proposal

100% of
proposal
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Tech Costs in Contracts

Of course,nonprofits derive Tech Costs in Contracts
revenue from sources other than

. 40%
grants. Many offeresvices under .
contract, for instance to 35% 2006
government agencies. We were 30% 33% 33%— —
also interested in whether 25% 28% I _ b2008
nonprofits accounted for the cost 1 |
. 20%
of technology in these contracts.
15% +— — —
As the chart shows, many 10% +— — —
organizations do not provide 50 +— — — S
services under contract. If we 0% . . . 1

focus only on those that do (i.e. a

Yes or No answer to the Yes No Don't provide Don't know
. . . services under
guestion), we find a similar rate tc contract

tech in foundation proposals:

45% of serviceproviding

organizations include tech costs in those contracts. Again, budgeting for tech correlates with
working @sts into contracts: 5% of nonprofits thatnclude tech costs in contracts have a tech
budget versus 47%f those that do not include tech costs in contracts.

Although we examine links between the mission of the organization and many measures in the
survey, very few of these crosstabs produary interesting patterns. Thamparison regarding
tech costs in contracts does produce some intuitioonfirming correlations.

First of all, health and human service organizations are most likely to includedstshin

contracts. Nearly half of faitbased organizations do s@rts and environmental groups are

least likely to include tech costs in contracts.

Tech Costs in Contracts by Org Type

Arts Organization _ 29%I | I71% | |
Education_ 36‘|% l l 64% l |
Environmental _ 310/(|J l l 69% l |
Health _ l 69%| l |31% | No
Human Service_ l 54% l l 46°|A: |
Mutual benefit_ 4|2% l l 58% l |
Public, Societal Benef_ 4|14% l l 56% l |
Religion related_ 148% r r 52%{ r
100% 80% 60% 40% 20% 0%
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Technology Committee

Past surveys have shown an important link between having a technology committee and
adopting best practices in technology managem@aetch committees can draw expertise and
opinion from across the staff and from board membe8ill, having a tech comrtée remains a
distinctly minority practice. Tech committees declined slightly faomeightyear high o24% of
respondents in 2006 to 22% in 2008. The balance shifted nominally toward committees with at
least one board member.

Technology Committee

Yes, with no

Don't k Board
ONLKNOW - Member Yes, with
3% 'I

7% Board
Member
_-15%

No
75%

In 2000, the organizations that had a board technology committee tended to be sthalher
those that di dn o&flippedand the si2eddiffe2ende peaststs ip theogknierhl e
guestion ofwhether an organization hasgech committees The medan staffsize for

organizations witta tech committeds 15versus6 for those that do not. In 2006, aistinct

size differencemergedbetween those that have a board member on the committee and those
that do not. The pattern continues in 2008Boardtech committees hve amuchlower median

staff size (11.5) than staff tech committees)(4& similar ratio exists in budget {2M vs.

$4M). After a certain size, it seems that board members need not get involved with technology;
it becomes an operatital tool with adequate staff oversight.
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The size analysis matters becatise different committee profiles aligmith different adoption

rates fortech best practices. In 2004, board committees were superior to staff committees. In
2006, staff committees looked to be the cleaut winner. In 2008the results are more
ambiguous. Staff tech committee orgs are most likely to have dedicated sftlarsd to have a
written tech plan (90%!). The link between staffly tech committees and dedicated tech staff
makes sense because once a staff member is officially identified, there raay bedd for

board input. The link to tech planning jives hva staff group wantinigs marching orders

codified. A third measure, budgeting for technolpgyslightly superior in board tech

committees. Board authority may enable budgetary authority.

Tech Committee vs. Best Practice

38%
Dedicated Tech > 0
Staff L
48% )
No Tech Committee
Yes with no Board Membe!
46% )
Tech Budget 48% Yes with Board Membel
57%
33%

Tech Plan 90%

66%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

The combination of organizational size dictating the pneg of a committee and the differential
in the success rate of board vs. staff committees led us to delve deeper into the question. If
larger organizations are more likely to have a staff tech committee and staff tech committees
perform better, perhapsize is amore powerful factorthan the committee. Board members
may be helping out most frequently on the tech committees of the small and the struggling.

Because it would be difficult to analyze the micro effects of staff size along the increngénts lai
out in the Respondent Profile section, vagain use théhreshold of 20 fultime equivalent
employees and analybest practices on either side of that line, ignoring whether the
organizations had a tech committee or not. The result showed signifaagrg between the

large and the small.
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Staff Size vs. Best Practice

Dedicated Tech 34%
Staff 68%
‘ <=20 FTEs
43%
Tech Budget >
g 60% 20 FTEs
32%
Tech Plan
71%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80%

Although previous surveys had analyzed best practices in relation to this threshold without such
clear results, we next examined the trend in the gap between @@performance and under

20 performance over time. Ae chart below shows how the percentage point gap has widened
over the years of the survey. In other wordss time passeffie best practice adoption gap
between large and small organizations grows.

Tech Best Practice vs. Staff Size Threshold
Pct. Point Difference: Orgs with >20 FTE®rgs with <=20 FTEs

45%
40% 39%
35% D 34%
30%
25% -
20%
17%
15% —_—
10% -
Dedicated Tech Staf
5% Tech Budget
0% T . . —a—TechPlan |

2000 2002 2004 2006 2008

We should be sure not to let this fact get lost the detail: having a tech committee correlates
with higher adoption of best practices, and yet, 75% of organizations do not have a tech
committee.
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Computer Systems

Change in managing technology happens in a context of increasing speed and capacity of
technology tools. We look with interest at whether new technologies are being deployed in
area nonprofits. Nonprofits vary in the kinds of computers, software and connectivity they use.
Largely, they progress from survey to survey in adopting the toolsalia make them work

more efficiently and effectively.

Hardware

We sometimes use the analogy of an iceberg for technology spending. The tip of the iceberg is

user hardware. There are lots of expenses like ongoing network hardware and services,

softwarelicensing, maintenance and training costs that are less obvious. Any given user,

however, perceives the organizationds | T resour
fingers.

Although it dismays some nonprofit professionals who maintain aslei@the most efficient
useful life of a workstation is about three yearBhe thought of replacing machines every three
years can be difficult for thrifty leaders to acceplachines do not stop running on the first day
of their fourth year of course they do, however, start to have more and more small failures. In

addition, according to Mooreof6s | aw, hardwar eds
Software keeps pace with this supply ¢~
processing powerUpgrades become Computers by Type and Age

impossible on maxedut older
hardware. In a workplace, we concern

ourselves with more thajust one PC: older Macintosh 20/

machine In afleet of workstations, than 5 2%/

holding onto machines older than 3 yleﬁ,;s

yearscanstand in the way of A

standardized software across an PC: under

agency. 1 year old
16%

All this is to explain why wexamine
user hardwee by its age. We coul@

and didin the early survey8 break PC: 35
workstations down by processor speec years old PC: 13
and RAM, but in the end, we only usec 33% years old

those attributes to proxy for age. The 37%

chart shows that more than half (53%)

of the PCs in areaanprofits are under

three years old. A third are in that

period of creeping obsolescenceb3

years. Just over 1in 10 (11%) defy the odds at over 5 years old. The success of the iPod
notwithstanding, Macs make up a tiny sliver of user hardware inraveprofits. The cother6
category is dominated by three agencies using a large number of thin client workstations.
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The operating systems mirror these categories of user hardware. The chart below breaks down

the operating systems on all of the computeepresented in the sample. Windows dominates
with a few faithful Mac users. Among Windows users, versions before XP, which had some

share in previousurveyshave essentially disappeared. Only 4% of the computers in nonprofits

in the region have Vist@maded on them.One in five organizations has Vista loaded on at least
one machine, but i1itdés clearly

100%

Total Computers by Operating System

a minority

90%

89%

80%

70%
60%

50%

2004 —
2006
2008

40%

30%

20% -
10% -

4% 20,
2

0% 4%

0%

The breakdown of laptops versus desktops shows a noteworthy shift. Laptops make up just

Windows Windows Windows Windows Mac OS Other

98 or 2000 XP Vista
older

22% of all the usenardware in nonprofits in 200&ip from 16% in 2006. The overall
proportion has shifted because laptops make up well over a third (38%) of new workstations. In
2006, only a quarter of new machines were laptops. In addition, over 40% of Macs are laptops.
Increasing numbers of laptops represent both desktop replacement and equipping mobile staff.

Desktops vs. Laptops

T | | | | |
2008 All 78% 22%

1 | | | | |
o PC: under 1 year old 62% 38%
> 1 | | | | |
|_
g PC: 13 years old 84% 16%
< 1 | | | | |
% PC: 35 years old 75% 25%
2 1 | | | | |
§ PC: older than 5 years 87% 13%

: | | | | |

Macintosh 57% 43%
| | | | |
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Percentage of Total Inventory

Desktop% Laptop%
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The 2006 results depicted a stark trend. To understand the trend, we rustback the clock

to the context of the 20002002 surveys. Fear of the Y2K prebh motivated nonprofits to

invest in their IT infrastructure just before thaitn of the century. Sizable segnef

workstation inventories were replaced at once. Our first tech surveys, therefore, depicted

nonprofits awash in new hardware. By 200t pattern was clear, however: much of that user
hardware was aging in place. Thepdst 11 recession probably didnodt

We feared that the trend might continue in 2008. The results are slightly ambiguous, but at the
very least, we may have hit hom in 2006. The number of PCs older than 3 years has
diminished. Likely, these dinosaurs were just failing too often to keep around. A rollout of a
new operating system (Vista) and Office suite (2007) since the 2006 survey may have been the
death knelffor these older machines. The software simply will not run without minimum
specifications. That story would also account for a nominal uptick in brand new {lnglear

old) machines. The-8 year range is the one bar that follows the prior trend, ahdt looks

like organizations trying to scrape every bit of usefulness out of the machines they own.

Computers by Age/Type

PC: under 1 year
old
- = 16%
PC: 13 years old :
i | 37%
PC: 35 years old
i 33%
PC: older than 5
years
] L2 2000
Macintosh 2002
2% 2004
Other AU
204 2008
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

% of All Computers in Survey

A few bellwethers predict newer or older inventories in any given organizatiban

organization keeps computers for more than five years, their ggn€ infrastructure is more

likely to be out of date. If it uses Macs, its inventamgy be younger than the normin
organizations with any-$earold computers, old machines account for 24% of the computers,
more than twice the general rate. In Masing organizations, old machines account for 5%, less
than half the general rate. Arts, Membership and Public/Societal Benefit organizations have
slightly more Macs than other organization types.
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Donated Computers

Proportion of Computers that

A new computer is a highly useful donation t are Donated

a nonprofit. A computer that has run its

course in oneds home Some
burden more than a boon for the recipient. 7% M

. ost
Unfortunately, more of the donations we hea 706
about tend to be in the latter cagory. The
survey presents some good news on that
score. The number of organizations witio
donated computers is 62%, up from 58% in Few
2006. An additional quarter has donated 24%
computers, but they account for less than a None
third of their inventory. | t & s(7%) ta see 62%
an organization with mostly donated
computers.
Nonprofits that use
donated computersare
smaller by every measure: Average
budget, staff size and Proportion Budget Tech Budget | FTEs # of
number of computers. Computers
The more donated None $ 4523,065| $ 154,271 | 60.3 43
computers they use, the | Few 3,994,656 80,084 53 40
smaller the organizations | Some 2,115,958 9,623 | 245 25
get. Most 356,111 2,033 10.7 8

Peripherals

The survey asks about a large variety of peripheral itesae Appendix for complete list)The
utilizationprofile changesttle year to year for many items. A few shifts are worth highlighting.
LCD projectors continued their steady march and landed in the majority at 59% for the first
time in 2008. In our first survey in 2000, only 16% of nonprofits had an LCD projector.
Networked copiers and DVD players also crossed into the majority, following a path of steady
growth. There appears to be a shift from single bin, s@lime laser printers to mukibin
machines. After holding steady just above a quarter of all nditpr@all management systems
dropped to 21%. Stay tuned until 2010 to see if a bad news trentbi@rs of robot menus
continues.
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Peripheral Changes

LCD projector

59%
Networked copier
58%
DVD
52%
Multi bin laser printer
45%
Single bin laser printe
24% 2004
Telephone call 2006
management/automation 21% 2008

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%  70%

% of Organizations

The prevalence of other peripherals is essentially stable with a steady incrafigiéahcameras,
scanners and CD buers.

Other peripherals 2000 | 2002 | 2004 | 2006 | 2008
Scanner 60% 69% 65% 73% 79%
Digital camera 28% 48% 58% 67% 70%
Tape backup 48% 50% 42% 43% 44%
Ink jet or other color printers 78% 80% 66% 75% 75%
Telephone system with voice mail 68% 71% 73% 81% 80%
CD ROM burner 23% 55% 70% 75% 73%
Fax machine 93% 88% 83% 90% 86%

Connectivity

Local Area Networks

From an early low in 2000 of 72%, the proportion of nonprofits using a network of some kind

has grown to 86% in 2008. Variations in surgaynpleexplainvacillation in the proportion of

Client-server, peetto-peer and unknown network typesTheo Not Sur e What Kindoé r
has been getting more popular esspondents who are not techavvy can at least state that

they have some kind ofet wo r k . The vast ma jregporidéntg ha(@® 9 %) of O N
or fewer employees. Most likely, the majority can be assumed tpdsato-peer networks
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with a minority being leent-server networks.Gr owt h i n t he ONot Sureo

the drop in reported peerto-peer networks.

Local Area Networks

70%
2000
60% 2002
53% 2004
50% | 2006 |
2008
40%
30% 5504
20% -+
14%
10% -+ — — — =07
P 3%
O% T T T T 1
None Not Sure What Peerto-Peer Client-Server Macintosh

Kind

Survey Respondents use a variety ofwatk operating systems. Mostientsener networks
run Windows 2003 (3%6),Windows 2003 Small Business Server (27%) afiddows 2000
(19%). Windows NT networks diminishetbm 19% in 2006 to 11% in 2008:he migraion
away from Novell networks continues, droppistgadilyfrom 34%in 2000to 5% in 2008 A
very small numér of organizations use Linux ¢2).

Internet Connection

Hardware and networking has certainly changéd high rate over the course difze surves.
These changes, though, pale in comparison togiasion of the Internet imll areas of
personal and professional life. Fortunatesch survey has depicted enhanced Internet
connections and moréntensive use of the Internet by nonprofit staff.

Broadband connectivity continues to become more pervasive in area organizations
Respondents with broadband connections increased from less thiainda(82%)in 2000to a
plateau of 78B0% in20062008 In addition, 9% 02008respadents usaVireless Internet, up
from 3% in 2006.The data suggests thatoadband and wirelessonnectionshave all but
eclipsed diaup connections
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Internet Connection

None | 1%

We have it, not sure what kinc 6%

Dialup 500

*Dial-up modem on individual machine( | | 3%

*Shared modem | | 2%

Fixed wireless 9%
Broadband 79%
*Broadband Only 709
*Broadband + Other 10%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Internet Use
Internet Use by Nonprofit

As more usershave beertonneded via Employees

high speed connéions in prior surveys,

the average overall rate of Internet use 70%
among nonprofit employees has risen. 60%
The 2006 survey suggested a plateau int 50% —
overall Internet use rate, and the 2008 40% -

survey confirms it.The rate, derived using 30% -
a bracketmedan estimatehas risen just
four percentage poirgtfrom 20042008

and just one percentage point from 2006  10% 1
2008 0% . . . . .

2000 2002 2004 2006 2008

20% +— —

On the other hand, the number of

nonprofits that report Internet use as a total Proportion of Employees who Use

minority activity among their staff has the Internet as Part of their Jobs
dropped steadily.From over 4846 in2000, None

the numberof organizationshat indicated 1%

that few or none of their employeessed the

Internet in their jobs dropped tdl4% this Few

year. Almost three quarters (72%) of 13%
nonprofits indicate that most of their

employees use the Internet as part of their Some
jobs, the highest rate in any survey. 14%

How do we reconcilea steadily decreasing Most
number of organizations in which few or non 72%
of the employes use thdnternet for their

work with a stalled growth obverallinternet
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useamong all nonprofit employees? A bracket median estimate is a weighted average, giving
greater significance to the

responses of large )

nonprofits. Here, we see a Staff Size vs. Internet Use

unique sptibetween small

and large organizationdn o i
larger organizations, the = None
proportion of respondents " I <=2(
that indicate that Most (67 o Few >20
100%) of their employees 3E 1
S @
use the Internet as part of g2 Some
their jobs is much lower o -
than in smaller o= Most
organizations. A reverse 2 : : .
gap aI%Peafm the Some § 0%  20%  40% 60%  80%  100%
(34-66%) response. From S FTE Size

the Bayer Cer
experience, this can be
explained by the presence of fretihe program staff who work more outside of office settings
than in them.

Internal Emaiil

After holding steady around 78% in 20R@06,the proportion of organizations providing
internal email addresses to employees

jumped to 85% in 20080rganizations that Internal Email

do not provide internal emailra generally

smaller (median 4 FTESs) than those that c

(7.95. Although it may be explained by

samplevariation, this gap iataff size is a No
good deal smaller than in 2006. 15%
Yes
85%
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Remote Access

The surveyasksaboutremote access$or truly mobile staff membersThe 2008 results are very
similar to 2006 with the biggest leap coming in PDAs (9% to 16#ptops and cell phones

remain he most common tools provided to staff on the gé slowly-growingminority of
organizations grant their staff remote access to file servers or databases thaovayiety of
connectionsCitrix, PCAnywhereTerminal Serviesand VPNs. There has not been a rise in
ASP database access, as might have been expected given the Internet access and use trends
described abovelUSB Drive was added as an option in 2008.

Remote Access Tools
Laptop | I I I I 41%
Cell Phone_ | | | 33%
PDA | | 16%
USB Drive | | 16%
Terminal Services_ 10%
PCAnyWhere_ 6%
Citrix | 5%
Pager_ 5%
Outside ASP_ 4%
VPN | 4%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%
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Communication Modes

Although the most common communicatidools have changed little proportionally from 2006

to 2008, for the first time, email has tied print for popularity. Print had always eclipsed email
slightly. Phone is in a virtual tie at the top with email and pridlanaged email systems and
interacive web pages have grown in popularity. Podcasting, text messaging and video
conferencing have increased, although they are still firmly in the minority. The fax has dropped
slightly in popularity.

Communication Channels

Email- direct from you | ; 86%
Print | : 86%
Phone 85%
Web Site | 80%
Fax | 80%
Voice Mail | 76%
Conference calls: : 68%
Email managed email systel 61%
Text Messaging_ 29%
Interactive/ecommerce Web page_ 28%
Social Networking sites*_ 23%
Blog* | 20%
ICQ, Chat, IM, etc. | 17%
Video Conferencing_ 16%
Podcasting_ 11%
RSS Feeds 11%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

*added in 2008
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Communication Channel 2006 | 2008
Conference calls 68% 68%
Email - direct from you 91% 86%
Email - managed email system 52% 61%
Fax 87% 80%
ICQ, Chat, IM, etc. 15% 17%
Interactive/e -commerce Web page 22% 28%
Phone 92% 85%
Podcasting 3% 11%
Print 91% 86%
Text Messaging 16% 29%
Video Conferencing 12% 16%
Voice Mail 83% 76%
Web page 78% 80%

The survey delvebeyondwhether organizations us@ese tools and asks how frequently they

do. In this analysis, the minority technologies reveal themselves to be used frequently by very

few organizations. Thos organizations that use social networking sites, blogs, RSS feeds and

podcasting, usethemar el vy, not frequently. The phonebds fr
20062008. Managed email systems grew faster in frequency than direct email. Print frequency

held steady while fax frequency slipped slightly.

Communication Channel Frequently | Regularly | Rarely
Phone 83% 14% 4%
Email - direct from you 74% 23% 3%
Email - managed email system 68% 22% 11%
Voice Mail 57% 34% 10%
Web Site 54% 34% 12%
Print 52% 38% 10%
Fax 28% 30% 43%
Interactive/eCommerce web page 24% 30% 46%
Conference calls 19% 40% 41%
Video Conferencing 15% 11% 74%
Text Messaging 13% 21% 66%
ICQ, Chat, IM, etc. 11% 18% 71%
Social Networking sites 11% 21% 68%
Blog 9% 27% 64%
RSS Feeds 6% 20% 74%
Podcasting 0% 9% 91%

Boldindicates the most populdrequencyresponsefor each channel

Software

The survey coversour categories of software: basic productivity, accounting ted&tabase or
list management and network/data management tag¥kile basic productivity software use is
consistently and increasinglpiform,the other three categoriesre handled in a variety of
ways, including manual systems, spreadsheets and outsourcing.
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Basic Productivity Software

Microsoft Officecontinues to dominate the basic productivity markéh 2006, we saw the last
non-Microsoft holdouts disappearAmong those who responded to the question, all but the
barest minorityof organizations use Microsoft Office (Word, Excel, PowerPoint, Access). Some
Microsoft usersalso use Corel Office (WordPerfect, Paradox, QuattroProe$entations) or

the Lotus Suite (Approach-2-3, WordPro), although these combinations are less frequent

with each survey All organizations that use an open source packagg OpenOfficeqlso use
Microsoft Office.

Basic Productivity Software

100% 929%
90% 2002 -
80% | 2004 -
2006
70% — -
fov 2008
50% |—
40% —
30% —
20% — o
0
10% — S i
0% T T 1

Microsoft Only  Microsoft + Corel/Lotus/Open Sourc€orel or Lotus Only

Many organizations (21%) useiltiple versions Minimum Office Suite
of the Office suite, and they use all manner of

combinations. To summarize the data simply, “g;c
the chart to the right captures the minimum 2
Office package being useHalf of _ 2000
organizations (49%) use a minimum of Office 11%
2003. One in five s 2007. The most 20007
popular single arrangement is 36% 19% X';’
organizations using only Office 2003. 16%
2003
49%
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Accounting Tasks and Software

Respondentsisea variety of accountingolutions ranging from manual systems to spreadsheets
to accounting softwarelncreases imutsourcing key accounting functions between 2004 and

2006 persist into 2008. Other than that, the trend is towambre respondentaising
accounting software for accounting task8hading indicates the max for the task for each year.

No Manually + Accounting
Task Response N/A Manually [Spreadsheet Spreadsheet [Software |Outsourced
2000
General Ledger 12% 2% 6% 1% 7% 60% 12%
/Accounts Receivable 17% 6% 7% 3% 7% 51% 10%
Accounts Payable 16% 3% 5% 2% 7% 56% 11%
Payroll 17% | 4% 5% 1% 6% 23% 44%
Budgeting 19% 1% 6% 11% 25% 35% 3%
Cash Flow 22% | 6% 5% 4% 17% 37% 8%
Inventory 29% |26% 12% 6% 10% 16% 2%
2002
General Ledger 10% 2% 7% 1% 6% 68% 7%
/Accounts Receivable 11% 7% 5% 1% 10% 62% 4%
Accounts Payable 9% 4% 7% 1% 7% 67% 5%
Payroll 12% | 5% | 4% 0% 6% 32% 41%
Budgeting 9% 2% 6% 3% 38% 40% 2%
Cash Flow 14% | 7% 9% 1% 24% 40% 5%
Inventory 19% |27% 11% 1% 16% 24% 3%
2004
General Ledger 7% 4% 4% 2% 8% 70% 6%
IAccounts Receivable 9% 6% 3% 1% 11% 63% 6%
/Accounts Payable 8% 6% 5% 1% 10% 64% 5%
Payroll 11% | 9% 2% 0% 5% 31% 41%
Budgeting 5% 2% 6% 3% 35% 45% 3%
Cash Flow 14% | 5% 8% 1% 22% 46% 4%
Inventory 21% [|23%| 12% 0% 19% 22% 4%
2006
General Ledger 8% 5% 4% 0% 7% 65% 11%
IAccounts Receivable 10% | 9% 7% 0% 8% 58% 8%
/Accounts Payable 9% 7% 8% 0% 8% 60% 8%
Payroll 11% | 8% 4% 0% 5% 30% 41%
Budgeting 10% | 5%| 5% 0% 26% 47% 6%
Cash Flow 11% | 8% 7% 0% 15% 52% 7%
Inventory 14% [33% 12% 0% 11% 26% 3%
2008
General Ledger 5% 3% 3% 0% 7% 72% 11%
Accounts Receivable 8% 5% 4% 0% 7% 66% 9%
Accounts Payable 7% 4% 5% 0% 7% 68% 9%
Payroll 7% 8% 3% 0% 4% 32% 45%
Budyeting 9% 4% 6% 0% 33% 44% 3%
Cash Flow 11% | 5% 8% 1% 23% 46% 6%
Inventory 12% |[30% 7% 1% 22% 25% 2%
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Organizations tend to use one software package across the accounting functions of general

ledger, receivables, payables and cash flQuickBooks still dominates this market, although its

share drops from a high of 6 28%6 iann d2 0S0a6g et/ oM|5P36% t5t
held essentially steady. Bl ackBaudds financi al
Dynamics GP (and its predecessor Great Plains) grew to 5%. Breathtaking diversity marks the

rest of the nonpofit accounting software marketith 68 different solutions used in a quarter of

the organizations.

Accounting Software
(GL, AP,AR,Budgeting, Cash Flow)

All Others (68

responses)
24%
Microsoft
Dynamics GP¥ QuickBooks
5% 53%
Sage/MIR

5%
BlackBaud/ Peachtree

Financial Edge 8%
5%

Payroll remains the mosikkely function to be outsourced, growing to ary@ar high of 4%.

Inventory remains a function that many organizati(atdeast 30%) on 6t need t o perfor

Database/List Tasks

A consistentsurvey finding hat matches the Bayer Centerds obsel
adoption isthat a surprising number of nonprofitacka proper database solution for data

management tasks. The tremolvard database softare thankfully continuefrom 2006 to

2008. Very few respondents outsource thesetaséss i n prior years, a few t
to a large number of respondents: Ticketing/Point of Sale and Quality AssurAleed ve onl vy
analyzedDutcomes Measuremerih the two most recent surveysMore organizations indicate

that theytrack outcomes tharsell ticketsor do Quality Assurancebut still less than fundraising,

client management and volunteers. Among those who track outconessl amajority report

using a database software for the task.
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Database Tasks

No Manually + Database
Task ResponseN/A [Manually [Spreadsheet SpreadsheeiSoftware (Outsourced
2000
Client Management (18% 16% (12% 2% 8% 43% 2%
Fundraising 18% 13% (19% 2% 15% 33% 1%
\Volunteers 20% 21% [28% 2% 8% 21% 0%
Ticketing/Point of Sal33% 47% [8% 5% 1% 5% 1%
Quality Assurance [34% 54% (6% 1% 1% 3% 0%
2002
Client Management (12% 10% (10% 3% 10% 55% 0%
Fundraising 13% 11% (14% 2% 15% 44% 1%
Volunteers 18% 18% [21% 2% 13% 27% 0%
Ticketing/Point of Sal28% 47% 6% 1% 4% 13% 1%
Quality Assurance  [34% 54% 6% 0% 2% 4% 0%
2004
Client Management (16% 13% 8% 3% 11% 19% 1%
Fundraising 15% 13% [11% 3% 16% 41% 0%
Volunteers 17% 18% [20% 3% 15% 27% 0%
Ticketing/Point of Sal29% 50% (8% 1% 3% 7% 1%
Quality Assurance [33% 53% 6% 3% 5% 0% 0%
2006
Client Management  10%  [16% [6% 1% 15% 19% 2%
Fundraising 7% 18% [12% 1% 19% 42% 1%
\Volunteers 10% [26% [19% 1% 19% 25% 1%
Ticketing/Point of Sale[16%  [55% 8% 1% 6% 11% 3%
Quality Assurance 21%  65% 2% 0% 1% 7% 0%
Outcomes Measuremel1l6%  [39% (9% 1% 14% 20% 2%
2008
Client Management 7% 12% (7% 1% 14% 58% 1%
Fundraising 6% 18% 11% 1% 17% 47% 0%
Volunteers 9% 26% [18% 2% 17% 28% 0%
Ticketing/Point of Sale|13%  [55% [6% 1% 6% 16% 3%
Quiality Assurance 21%  62% (3% 1% 5% 8% 0%
Outcomes Measureme(15%  33% [9% 2% 15% 23% 1%

Shaded responses in each table indicate the most frequent response.
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The most commondata management taskeserve some additional examination. If we remove
the organizations for which the task does not apply, we see a more realistic breakdown of how
organizations manage vital informatidror the first time in our survey, vertical market

databases (rathehtin custom solutions) represent the majority of the databased! ifour of

these functions. Ofthe-shelf options are improving at the same time that organizations are
tiring of the custom database development process. That said, market shares remadlims

most categories. There is no QuickBookke market leader in these functions. The majority

of customdatabases continue to be developed in Microsoft Access.

Database Tasks (No Response and N/A removed)
Manually + Database
Task Manually SpreadsheetSpreadsheet [Software |Outsourced
2000
Client Management 18% 3% 12% 64% 3%
Fundraising 28% 3% 21% 47% 1%
Volunteers 47% 3% 14% 36% 0%
2002
Client Management 12% 3% 13% 71% 1%
Fundraising 18% 2% 20% 58% 1%
Volunteers 33% 3% 21% 43% 0%
2004
Client Management 11% 4% 15% 69% 1%
Fundraising 15% 4% 23% 58% 1%
Volunteers 31% 4% 23% 41% 1%
2006
Client Management 9% 2% 20% 66% 3%
Fundraising 16% 1% 26% 56% 1%
Volunteers 29% 2% 29% 38% 2%
Outcomes Measuremen{ 27% 5% 19% 38% 10%
2008
Client Management 9% 2% 17% 72% 1%
Fundraising 15% 2% 22% 61% 0%
\Volunteers 28% 3% 27% 43% 0%
Outcomes Measuremen{ 20% 3% 20% 48% 9%

Bold indicates increase from 20@008. Shading indicates most popular solution for the task.
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Use of database softwafeather
than spreadsheets or manual
systems)}o manage client
informationreversed a nominal
decrease in the last survey to
reach an eighyear high of 72% in
2008.

After a steady tilt toward custom
databases, the majority client
managment databaseategory
shifted to vertical market software
(softwarebuilt specifically for the

Client Management Software Detail

Other
Vertical

Market (58
responses)
41%

Filemaker

taskd often called an ofthe-shelf Pro
solution). The 54%ff-the-shelf Other 2%
solutionsrepresents a stark Act! - Custom
p 2% Rclien Raisers 11%
reversal from the last two surveys 204 Edge 0
in which only 42%ised vertical 5%
DonorPro

market software. Despite the
overall growth in the use of off

4%

the-shelf client management solutions, there is no market leader here. RClient has 2% overall
market share, a figure eclipsed by fundraising softwaneg usedo manage clieninformation.
The 41% o0other vertical mar ket dé proportion
given solution.

The undraisingunctionsaw similar gains in the use of fundraising software to manage the
information. Manual and spreadséiesysems diminished to their 2004 levelblonprofits
increasingly favor ethe-shelf solutions (64%) rather than custom solutions fordraising, a

more standardized business process thamtlgzrvice delivery informationThe market leader
inthisgroupi s Bl ackbaudds Rai s & odwertical dngriet ugetsg buto o f
there are 2 other fundaising packages also in ug@onorPro, a local comany with a national
customer bae, has
significant market share
in the region. A small
group of organizations

Fundraising Software Detail

still uses GiftMaker Pro ol\t/lh;:(;/te(rgzsa !
despite that product 18%
being bought out by Sales Force
BlackBaud in early 2006. 204

Sal esforce.
donation program shows
up here with 2% of
organizations using the
ASP CRM package for Giftworks
fundraising tracking.nl 5%

Giftmaker Pra
2% Filemaker Pro

2%

Other Custom
8%

terms of trends, these Donor Perfect

results indicate a rise in 6%

vertical market Donorpro

fundraising packages 12%

from 51% to 58%.
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Manual systems for volunteer managememhainsteadyat almost a third oforganizations An
increase in database solutions brings the proportion back aboveli6%ear. The growth

there appears to be replacing spreadsheet and outsourced solutogowth in vertical

market software use (55%) puts custom volunteer management databases in a slight minority.
The majority of vertical market volunteer solutis are a module of an overall fundraising
packagealthoughd% ofall organizations use VolunteerWorks

Outcomes measurement is distinguished from thieer tasks by the fact that% of

organizations outsource this function to some thipdrty evaluator Nearly half (486)of those
that track outcomes irFhouse use a database produ@n the other hand, one in fivase
manuakystems. Théast two years saw alight majorityof custom applications (53%) ftip a
slight vertical market majoritys6%. The only vertical market solution that has market share is
Evaluation Station £8). Fundraising databases account for 7% of all solutions.

Network and Data Management Tasks

A similarcatchall category of network and data management tasks include theseésfof ani

virus protection, data backup and network auditing and the managemeiseofaccounts. The
surprisingly low numbers for these measures from 2G04 first year we asked about them,

have improved across the boawdth some hitting plateaufsom 20062008 A large majorityof
organizationdiave antvirus and backup solutions in placgrowing minorities systematically
audit their networks and manage user accourtkt all of these solutions are software

solutions, per se. Some atardwarebased. Somé most predominantly in data backdpare
manual, humadependent solutions. Some come as part of a workstation or network operating
system.

Network/Data Management Tasks

90%
"E’ 80% 2004
3 70% ) ) 2006
0
£ % 60% : ALY
S
o7 50% +—
€ o
% = 40% +—
X 2 300 - A 39%
>
S8 20% S S -
..C_) 10% +— — — — —
o
O\O 0% T T T 1
Antivirus Data backup Network User Account
Auiditing/Logging Management
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Anti-virus software remains

dominated by Norton and Antivirus
Symantec. They may account for

even more than half of the

organizations represented due to

the large number of respondents Other (19

who knew they had ant¥irus responses) N

software but <co Unknown 14% grgt;n

name. Likely many of these 10% o

respondents also use a Norton or Trend

Symantec product. AVG, which Micro

holds the net largest share, is a 50

free downloadable antiirus

solution. McAfee Symantec
7% AVG 24%

12%

More than 20% of organizatien

report a manual system for data Data Backup

backup. This statistic can send

chills down one

systems tend to fall off in the face

of mor e O sdegpieent Symantec

the fact that data loss tends to Other (31 16%

the tragic and unexpected. If we resggg}:'es)

add the Tape Backup, External Veritas

Hard Drive and Removable 11%

Media responseshere may be _

over a third of organizations Windows

depending on a human to RiﬂmZYible Tape 11%

remember to backup mission So/la Backup

critical dat. The Removable Unknown 10%

Media category includes USB 704 ————External

Drives, CDs and Zip drives. Hard Drive

Among the more formal 8%

solutions, Symantecds Backup Exec | eads the way.

Network auditing and user account management are largely executed within the operating
system (WindowsNovell) or a groupware system witMicrosoft Exchange being mentioned
most frequently.
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IT Adoption, Impact and Needs

The survey also collects hard data about soft topics. The more qualitative questions focus on
where organizations see themselves on teehnology spectrum, how they estimate the impact

of technology, their challenges and their IT dreams.

Challenges and Dreams

The most operended questions on the survey ask about biggest challengegth technology

and the
pour out a variety ofresponses, both prosaic and
surprising.

respondent s dnthdse few wideopes linesrespandents

steps.

Biggest Challenge | Responses

The most commortheme in thechallenges centers on| Funding 75
money: whether expressed as a lack of funding or th| Training/User Skill 68
high cost of IT tools.Our choice for most eloquet Staying Current 43
statement of this challenge@sBi g t ast s [ ackof IT People 37
b u d g A tlustér of challenges forms around peoplt Buy-in 27
User skill levels need to be raised through training. ["siization 26
lack of an IT Person is a frequent barrier. Finally-bu Maintenance >3
in is abarrier both in the form of users reluctant to Hard 21
change andecisionmakers who are not swayed by ardware

return on investment caseslhere is also a desire for

more time with which tostay current with advances and to maintain partially obsolete hardware

inventories.

h_‘ the challenges c_ierlv_e from lacking funds qnd the IT Dream/Next Step | Responses

right people and time in the dathe web dominates :

dreams. The vast majority of next steps focus on | W€D Site i

redesigning web sitegaining control to update web | Yser Hardware 44

content inhouseand making sites more interactive. | Database 38

Some believe specific online tools hold the secrets:| Network 36

0To be on soci al n e tungerr| Software 36 ch a yo
audi enceébd. A strai ght|Improved Utilization 23 dr eam:
| aptop on every st udent|OnlineFunctionality 21 desk. o
Some of the dreams and next steps could be

achieved with more money in budgets and more of that useribujecried above A set of

dreams revolvingraund integrating applications represents ngpneration efficiency hopes.

Some of these are wuphill battles: o0To unite 14
u mb r eSomasfill.yearn for Internet access or faster acca3thers involve integratig

offline data with interactive web tools.
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IT Adoption

A national organization of nonprofit techies, the Nonprofit Technology NetwR EN), has

conducted natiowi de research on various topics. I n rec
respondents to evaluate their IT adoption. The spectrum ranges from In Trouble to Leading

Edge.The results in the Bay eonthGreownnnernts)ttheygetv ey ar e
more interesting when compared withraational sample that NTEN collectéa 20074

The center of the

Southwestern Pennsylvania Organizational IT Adoption
distribution looks like a classic

bell curve, peaking at average g

and falling off equaltg the 45%
Fast Follower and Lagging 40%
Behind groups. Atthe 359
extremes, however, we are 30%
Lake Wobegort All the 2504
children are above average.  5qg -
15% -
Despite obsolete hardware, 10% 4
inadequate software and users g, |
who lack the willingness or 0% : : : |

skill to use IT tools to their fll

. In Trouble Lagging Average Fast Leading
pqtgntlal, very few people ar? Behind Follower  Edge/Early
willing to admit that they are in Adopter

technology trouble. Perhaps if
our survey was anonymous,
wedd have different resul ts.

IT Adoption: Southwestern PA vs. the Nation

Wh e t h eerplained Byaonymity or the diminishedef-concept of norPittsburghers, the

NTEN survey shows a different distribution. In the national sample, more than a quarter Lag

Behind, and a mere 10% are at the Leading Edge. Also, twice as many organizations admit

t heydr e Thenatonabdibt ebuti on aligns more closely wit
observations of nonprofit technology and with the harder data in the survey.

“ONonprofit | T Sst,afRecnrgui tSitnadg,f i Fhegt eLretviedn and Out souci |
Enterprise Network and The NonProfit Times, 2008. Download at www.nten.org.

® Lake Wobegon is the fictional hometown of public radio personality and author Garrison Keillor. He

ends his weely stories aboutthe goinggn t here with the tagline that in La
are strong, all the men are good looking, and all théddrenareabove average 6
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Organizational IT Adoption

50%
45%
40% BCNM —
35% s ONTEN —
30%
25% -
20% -
15% ——
10% +——

5% -

0% T . . .

In Trouble  Lagging Behint  Average Fast Follower Leading

Edge/Early
Adopter

IT Adoption by Organization Size

As with other measures, the respondent pool exhibits great variety. If we distiliebalts to

those who are ahead and those who are behitifferent patternsemergeby organizational

size. In both budget and staff size, the pattern continues that larger organizations are better off.

If we collapse the Fast Follower and LeadingEdgee gor i es i nto an O0OAheaddé g
relationship between budget size and IT adoption follows an upward curve with a plateau in the

middle.

IT Adoption by Budget Size

70%
60%
50%
40% —
30%
20%
10%

0% . . . . . .
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499,999 999,999

% of Orgs that are "Ahead"

A comparison of staff sizes by our familiarZ0E threshold shows that far more of the leading
edge perception is in larger organizations. These organizations may be comparing themselves
not to their other large peers but to the majority akegionalnonprofits, which are smaller than
them.
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IT Adoption by Staff Size
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Paradoxically, the less optimistic profile in the NTEN survey represented the perceptions of
| arger organizations t haMTEMGs Bagmrpl ldgmk ewdD smwsah

t han t he Ba¥pherrecipizetnt er A< T

pool was made up of their member

organizations, discussion board member: Range BCNM | NTEN
and the Nonprofit ’[Small <$500K 36% 15%
newsletter subschers. We can assume | Medium $500K-2.99M 39% 39%
that the NTEN pool includes a higher Large $3MVF10M 15% 23%
proportion of national nonprofits and that /ey Targe | >$10M 9% 23%

the individuals responding are more tech
savvy. After all, they are either members of national association of nonprofit techies or read its

discussion baas or they have subscribed electronically to the electronic content provided by a

national nonprofit news outlet. The NTEN survey was distributed virtually completely via email,
whereas the Bayer Centerds sur vatiespomses.thd el ectr or
paradox lies in the fact that the more one knows about the potentials of technology, the less
sanguine one may be about an organizationds rel &

IT Adoption by Technology Decision-Maker

NTEN examined theperceptionof IT stafinglevelson perception of IT adption. Their survey

found a direct connection between whether an organization felt adequately staffed and their

perceived level of IT adoption. The responses ranged from 89% of organizations In Trouble

feelirg understaffed to only 37% of Leading Edge organizations feeling In Trouble. Interestingly,

the lowest IT Staff to User ratio (1:17) was in the In Trouble organizations.

The Bayer Centerds survey, without Iaddffi ng respor
exhibits a similar patternHaving at least a feiiime tech staff person making the decisions about
technology correlated with the highest- rates of
time techie was about equivalent to having anidental Techie or outsourcing the function.
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The | argest group of organizations that feel 0be
Members or Volunteers make tech decisions.

IT Adoption vs.Tech Management

Other ] 33% : I I I 33%I
Outsourced 1 17% | | | | 22%I
BoardNqunteer(s)_ 45% | | | | 23%I
Finance Departmem_ 17% | | | | 45%I
Executive Director_ 23% | | | | 31%I
Accidental Techie_ 16% | | | | 19%I
PT Tech Staﬂ- 20% | | | | 22%I
FT Tech Staﬂ_ 4% | | | | 63%I
MIS Dept_ 13% I I I I 58%:

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Behind & Average 0 Ahead

Impact

It is one thing to ask where the organization is on the IT adop8pactrum. It is another thing

to ask what impact technology has had. The survey asks people whether they agree with the
statement O0OTechnology has substantialty changed
point scale that forces respondents to cordewn on one side or the other.

Fewer than 20% will disagree at Technology has Substantially Changed

all with this statement.The vast how we Operate

majority agrees, and the most 40%

common response (by a smidge)

is Strongly Aree. While the 30%

percentage that disagreéas 20%

held steady from 2002008, the 10%

agreement has eroded slightly ?

from strong toward mild. In 0% . . . . .
2004, for example, 34% agreed Strongly Disagree Mildly  Mildly — Agree Strongly
strongly versus 29% this year. Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

An interesting pattern emerges when impact is measured against size. Larger organizations
cluster at both extremes more than their smalleounterparts. The Bayer Center has

witnessed this on the ground. Above a certain scale oaoization, two things happen: either

tech becomes nomegotiable, olacquiring and maintaining adequate technology becomes such a
burden that the impact seems exhibit diminishing returnsin the former case, the culture has
shifted in a way that is unlikely to reverse. In the lattéwe bigger the bucket, the smaller the

drop.
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IT Impact by Staff Size
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A Final Wordéfrom the Nonprofits Them:

A selection of Technology Dreanad Next Steps may be the best way to summarize uneven
progress. Some are predictable. Many are ambitious. Others are surprisingly minimal for 2008.
Taken together, they represent the current moment in nonprofit technology.

What i s vy ourTeohrolggy DreamartNexoBigiStsep?

OFully functional website with a competent web r
00Online registration for 50,000 membersé

0éto be on soci al net working sites to reach a yc
OA | aptop on every studentds and teacherds desk¢

Oéabitbitpynvert documents to PDFO
oUni form back end data store for all deployed de

0Just went throug hiring an
ft

h T personéwho has
more computers and some so r 5

I
war eo

7

OMore staff efficiencyo

oLapttohp Pwoiwer Poi nt software and projectorod

OWE got a printer and copier since your |l ast sur
0l want records | can use as a management tool 6
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Appendices
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Appendix A: Survey Instrument
ORGANIZATIONAECHNOLOGSELFASSESSMENT

THANK YOU FOR PARFATING IN THIS SURMEHICH WILL HELP BAYERCENTER FORONPROFIMANAGEMENT UPDATERPSNNUAL
BENCHMARKS FOR AMARIETIES OF AGENGPE SIZE AND OTHER FARSO (PLEASE RETURN COMREEFORM BAUGUSTL5,2008r0 BE
ENTERE IN A DRAWING TONAIDIGITAL VIDEOMERA

425SXTHAVENUESUITE261Q PITTSBURGHPA 15219 4123976000FAX 4124711366 WWWRMUEDUBCNM

Organization Name Date

Completed by Title
Address

Web Site URL: E-mail:

Phone: ( ) Fax: ( )

Part A: About your organization: Please complete this section to the best of your knowledge. For questions 1

through 4, your answers should be consistent with your age
1) Our overall agency operating budget is $ for the figvantbAreanying  /
2) Our tehnology budget is $ oo Awe donét track technol 0gy expe

3) Number of Ftiline Equivalent (FTE) empldidés = total hours worked by all staff/40)

4) Organization can best be classifi€hask(all that apply. These categories are taken from the National Taxonomy of Exempt Enti
(NTEE). Additional informatiohtip#tnccs.urban.orghueedex.him

A Arts, Culture, and Humanities A International, Foreign Affairg

A Education A Mutual/Membership Benefit ROBERT

A Environment and Animals A Put?lig, Societal Benefit %1811%/%1&51‘%!

A Health A Religion Related

A Human Services A Unknown, Unclassified Bayer Center for

Nonprofit Management

5) Our founding year/ 501(c)(3) ruling year is . Nonprofit Technology
6) How would you describe your organizatiolfpés ISpve¥dopt | on?

A Leading Edge/Early Adopter A Lagging Behind

A Fast Follower A In Trouble

A Average

7) We have aritten technology plan that is integrated into the overall strategic plan and mission of theak gahyzajtien. (

A We have a strategic plan that addresses technology A We have neither a strategic plan nor a technology plan
Awe have a strategic plan, buADohotokmsowtnetddsess techno
A We have a teology plan independent of our strategic plan

8) Internally, technology management in our organization is the resfoasilfilith@frimary source of internal technology decision
making; who decides what gets purchased and what gets thrownkaalbtyfat@pply

ADoné6t know/ not sure A A designated staff person wittipartechnology responsibilities
A MIS Dept with two or more employees A Unofficial staff interested in technology
A Finance Department A Executive Director

A A staff person withiiolle technology responsibilities A Other
9) We wish to make the following changes in our computectsyskeastigh@t apply
A No changes are necessary; Hardware Software Training/Utilizatioo Web Site
everything is under control. Minor improvementir A A A A
Major improvementir A A A A




10) For what percentage of staff positions are required technology skills listed in job descriptions and includgtirs2@plmee eva
position# the required technology skills are a written part of their job description and their supervisor regukskiysevaluates those

A None A 133% A 3466% A 67100%
11) Have you included technology expenses in a foundation pyeao’sd'\tMes A No ADono6t Know
12) If yes, what percentage of the proposal was for technology? %

13) If yes, was proposal funded?

AFuIIy APartiaIIy,Tech included APartiaIy,Techcut A No ADondét Know/ Havend
14)Do you include technol ogy c os t(eg.witmgowermmentagences) cy 6 s contr ac
A Yes A No ADonot provide s ADwindes Knmaver ¢

15) Do you have a technology evaluation and planning cahoniseeP ity esoption if your agency has a technology committee AND ¢
least onboard membparticipates in any capacity.)

A Yes, and at least one board member particip&’lies/es, but no board member participatesA No ADonét know

16 Technology has subs#digtchanged how we opef&tbeclonly ondox where 1 = strongly disagree and 6 = strongly agree.)
Strongly Disagreé\ 1 A2 A3 As As Aes Strongly Agree
17) Our biggest challenge with technol@psiwilfe the issues and challengesyffatingr or gani zati onds use o

18)What is your organizationds technology dream or next big

Part B:Technology Inventory and Resourdégou feel that you have a good understanding of how technology is used in your
organization, please complete this section. If you are unsure, pleasechledemark in question #1 and return the survey.

1) A 1 am not comfortable answering these questions and am returning the survey at this time.

2) Last year, what percentage of staff received some formal technology training as gasimhtheandi ¢lassroom or computer
based, but there needs to be a curriculum. Chech only one.
A None A 1-33% A 3466% A 67.100%

3) What percentage of staff use the Internet (Wetaénasepart of their joNgRat percentage of staff twophire and use Internet access
as part of their work for the agency? Check only one.
A None A 133% A 3466% A 67100%

4) We use the following types, ages and quantities of comgidaté¢sth¢ number of machines in use in any administigtave or
delivery capacityncluding clieatiented computer lab. Age should indicate date of manufacture, not date received.)
Type of Computer Desktops Laptops
Macintosh
PC: older than 5 years
PC: & years old
PC: 13 years old
PC: under 1 year old
Otherglease spedjfy

5) What percentage of your computers were donated to your organization?
A None A 1:33% A 3466% A 67:100%
6) What percentage of your computers use the following operating system(s)?:

% Windows 2000 %WindowME % Windows XP
%Vindows Vista % Mac OS % Othesgpecify




7) Do you provide remote access for truly mobile staff (idvobesRo work the majority of their time in the field, not in a satellite offic

A Laptop A pPDA A cell Phne A USB Drive
A Citrix A Data Access through AP Pager
A Terminal Services A pcAnywhere A Othelspecify)
8) What type of Internet connection does your organization have?
AWe donot have athistima.t er % of computers with alwaygs % without alwaysn
access access Speed
We have one, but 1 édm no

Dialup modem on individual machine(s)
Shared modem (multiple staff share modem from th
Fixed wireless

Broadband (ISDN, DSL, Cable, T1, etc.) ) )
Do you have a firewall? If yes, what kindficdwall?A Hardwareéd Software

9) We provide internal email addresses t(C$teék Yes if staff have addrestea standardized domain namegergi@orgname)jrg
A Yes A No ADond6t Know/ Not Sure

10) We use the following Local Area Network (LAN) Network Operating@ystenuysinuters connected for file and print sharing? If
more than one fixg@te, indicate number of sites that use the partigular NOS

A None Awe have a L AN, but Il &m not sure wha
A Windows NT A Windows petrpeer
A Windows 2000 A Windows 2003

A Windows 2003 Small Business Server A Macintosh  Version:
A Other (Linux, Novell, etc.) specify:
11) What hardware does your organizatiq€heeR all that apply)

A Telephone system with voic€@haitk if your orgatian uses voice mail)

A Telephone call management/auto(@atlaenter, automated attendant, or other advanced telephone system features. )
Fax machir(@t least one staalbne fax machiheombination printer/fax machines qualify. )

ScannefAny scanner for Optical Character Recognition (OCR) or imaging.)

CD ROM burné€an you make your own CDs anywhere in the agency?)

Single bin laser prinf@ny laser printer that uses only one tray at a time. )

Multi bin laser priritémcluding envelope feed@esers can specify one of several available paper trays for their print jobs.)
Ink jet or other color prinfarg ink jet or bubble jet type printer)

Networked cop{€opier that allows printing capability fronesigers d

LCD project@Any projectors for computer or video)

Digital camer@ny still or motion picture camera producing electronic images)

Tape backufrhe ability to back up data from one or more computers to tape)

DVD(Digital Video Dislrner or player)

Othel(please specify)

12) We use the following communication channels to maintain contact with key constituent groups (organizatioentsinbard, donors,
staff, advocates, et)ease check one and only one box to indicate your level of use for outgoing communications. If your orgai
not use a given channel, please check N/A.)

I>: I > I > I > I T P D D >

Frequently Regularly Rarely N/A Frequently Regularly Rarely N/A

Print A A A A Phone A A A A
Fax A A A A Web site A A A A
Email direct from yo A A A A Email managed email systt A A A A
Podcastin = “ = = Interactive orac®mmerce n n “

’ A A A A oriented web page A A A A
Chat, IM A A A A Video Conferencing A A A A
Conference Calls A A A A TextMessaging A A A A
Voice Mail A A A A Social Networking sites A A A A
Blog A A A A RSS Feeds A A A A


mailto:userid@orgname.org

13) What basic productivity software packages are in regiacluakthét appif you have standardized on a package, check)only one.
A Microsoft Office (Word, Excel, etc.) version: A Corel Office (WordPerfect, Quattro, etc.) version:

A Lotus Office (WordPro/AmiPro, 123, etc) version: A Open Source (Star Office, OQffiice, Google Apps)

For the next three questj indate how your organization haamtieantin(4) database managemehtgdtechnology managenfa®t

i ssues. I f you don 0are appoprate forarmrhaddr ant penc#)d spraadsheetdsolutions. IRIeake indicaxeghe

software or vendorSoftwarandOutsourcesblutions

14 How does your organization manage the fatlosuingngasks?%ee instructions abo@ammon software packages inGueket
PlainsQuickBooks, Peachtreé others.)

Accounting Tasks Tools

N/A  Manually Spreadsheet Accounting Softwarspecify)  Outsourcedspecify)  Other(specify)

General Ledger A A A
AccountReceivable A A A
Accounts Payable A A A
Payroll A A A
Budgeting A A A
Cash flow A A A
Inventory A A A

15) How does yoarganization manage the follolatabase/list manageméasksZTommon software packages iridhrdw Perfect,
eTapestry, ResultsPlus, MSAaedsthers. The t&3k/RUefers tQuality Assurance/Resource Utilization)

List Management Tasl Tools
N/A  Manually Spreadsheet Database Softwa(specify) Outsourcedspecify)  Other(specify)
Client Management A A A
Fundraising A A A
Volunteers A A A
Ticketing/point of sale A A A
QA/RU accreditation A A A
Outcomes Measureme A A A

16) How does your organization handle the ftéldwiakpgy managemeasks?

Tech Management Tasks Tools
N/A  Manually Hardware/Softwafepecify)  Outsourcedspecify)  Frequency
Data Backup A A
Antivirus A A
User Account Managertrenork/workstajio A A
Network Auditing/Logging A A
17) We use the following resource(s) for technologyWhamagtoes staff go for training wciimelogy they use in their jobs?)
Awe donét have a formal training plan; people | earn on
A Peer support
A Commercial classreomsed providespécify )
A Internebased or distance learningrigagimovidersgecify )
A Computer Based Training (CBT) orsydeiy( )
A Books, periodicals,-palfed learningpgcify )

18)What Techni cal Support -®saution fdreamyprobdems witlotechnolegg?? ( What 6s t
A We have no formal approach to support; staff do the best they can. A Inhouse MIS staff

A We contract for technical support omeedzsbasis. A Volunteers to our agency
A Technical support contracts with one or more providers A Friends and family of staff
(specify )

Thank you for yowassistance.

t

he



Appendix B: Respondent Organizations

Organizations ifbold print responded to all four surveysOrganizations irtalicsresponded irmore

than one.

A Second Chance, Inc.

accessAbilities, Inc.

ACHIEVA

Adult Literacy Action Penn State Beaver
Advantage Credit Counseling Services
Affordable Comfort, Inc.

African American Chamber of Commerce of W.
PA.

AGEHR Areal ll

Air and Waste Management Association
Airport Corridor Transportation Association
Aliquippa Alliance for Unity & Development
Allegheny County Bar Foundation
Allegheny County Literacy Council Inc.
Allegheny County Special Olympics
Allegheny Health Choices, Inc.

Allegheny Intermediate Unit

Allegheny Mountain Rescue Group
Allegheny Valley Association of Churches
Allegheny Valley School

Alle-Kiski Area HOPE Center, Inc.

Angels' Place, Inc

Armbrust Wesleyan Church

Armstrong County Community Foundation
Armstrong County Council on Alcohol and Other
Drugs, Inc.

Armstrong Educational Trust

Arsenal Family & Children's Center

Art Commission

Arthritis Foundation, Western PA Chapter
Arts Education Collaborative

ASSET Inc.

Association of Directory Marketing

Attack Theatre, Inc.

Auberle

August Wilson Center for African American
Culture

Bach Choir of Pittsburgh

Beaver County Association for the Blind
Beaver County Genealogy & History Center
Beaver County Historical Research & Land
Marks Foundation

Beaver County Humane Society, Inc.
Beaver County Rehabilitation Center

Big Brothers Big Sisters of Grtr PGH
Borough Of New Stanton

Borough Of Sharpsburg

Boys & Girls Club of Western Pennsylvania
Brighton Heights Citizens Federation
Brownsville Area Revitalization Corp.
Building New Hope

Butler County Federated Library System
Calliope: The Pgh. Folk Music Society
Cancer Caring Center

CareerLink

Center for Coalfield Justice

Center for Community Resources, Inc.
Center For Creative Play

Center for Hearing & Deaf Services, Inc.
Center for Nonprofit Excellence

Center for Theater Arts

Charleroi Area School District

Chartiers MH/MR Center

Chatham Baroque

Children's Museum of Pittsburgh

City of Duquesne

Coalition for Christian Outreach
Communities in Schools

Community Child Development Ctr.
Community Design Center of Pittsburgh
Community Development Corporation of Butler
County

Community Foundation of Westmoreland
County

Community Health Challenge
Community Human Services Corporation
Community Technical Assistance Center
Conemaugh Health Foundations
Connellsville Cultural Trust

Construction Junction

Consumer Health Coalition

Contact Beaver Valley

CONTACT Pittsburgh

Cranberry Township

Crisis Center North

Crohn's & Colitis Fnd. of America W. PA
Delta Gamma Pi Multicultural Sorority, Inc.
Diversity Business Resource Center
Dollar Energy Fund, Inc.

Dress for Success Pittsburgh

Duquesne University Tamburitzans
Earth Force

Earth Mother Enterprises

East Allegheny Community Council
Eden Hall Foundation

Elder Care Services

EMMCO East, Inc.

Fair Housing Partnership Of Greater Pgh, Inc
Faith Based Network

Faith Christian School

Fame

Family House of Pittsburgh
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Family Services of Blair County

Family Services of Western PA - PGH
FamilyLinks

Fayette County Conservation District
Findlay Township

First Tee of Pittsburgh

FISA Foundation

Flying Mammal Wildlife Rehabilitation Center
Focus on Renewal

Freedom Unlimited, Inc.

Frick Art & Historical Center

Friends of the Pittsburgh Urban Forest
Friends Of The Riverfront

Gateway Rehabilitation Center

Gateway to the Arts

George Junior Republic

Gerri Holden Ministries, International
Gilda's Club of Western Pennsylvania

Girl Scouts Western Pennsylvania

Girls Hope of Pittsburgh, Inc.

Glenshaw Public Library

Good Grief Center

Grantmakers of Western PA

Grapevine Center

Greater Pittsburgh Arts Council

Greater Pittsburgh Community Food Bank
Green Building Alliance

Greene County Watershed Alliance
Group Against Smog and Pollution

Heinz History Center

Heritage Health Foundation, Inc

Holy Family Institute

Homeless Children's Education Fund
Hosanna Industries

Hoyt Institute of Fine Arts

Independence Conservancy

Institute for Entrepreneurial Excellence
Interfaith Hospitality Network of the South Hills
Interfaith Volunteer Caregivers of Fayette, Inc.
Jewish Family & Children's Service of Pittsburgh
Jewish Residential Services

Junior Achievement

Just Harvest

L.LLV.L.LN.G Ministry

Lark Enterprises, Inc.

Laughlin Children's Center

Lawrenceville Corporation

Lawrenceville United

League of Women Voters of Greater Pittsburgh
Lemington Community Services

Lifespan, Inc.

Light of Life Ministries

Lincoln Highway Heritage Corridor, Inc.
Little Sisters Of The Poor

Local Government Academy

Long Run Children's Learning Center

Longe Dominica

Lydia's Place

Macedonia Family & Cmnity Enrich.Center
Magee-Womens Foundation

Marian Manor Corporation

Mario Lemieux Foundation

Mars Home for Youth

Ma's Pantry Food Bank

Massey Center for Business Innovation &
Development

McKees Rocks Community Development
Corporation

Mental Health America - Allegheny Co.
Mental Health Association In Beaver County
Mental Health Association in Butler County
Mental Health Association of Washington
County, Inc.

Mentoring Partnership of Southwestern PA
Meridian U.P. Church Day Care
Metamorphosis Foster Homes

Metro Family Practice, Inc.

Miryam's

Mon Valley Initiative

Mon Yough Community Services, Inc.
Monessen Business Center

Mountain Watershed Association, Inc.

Mt. Lebanon Christian Church

Mt. Lebanon Montessori School, Inc.
Myasthenia Gravis Association, W. PA
Nazareth Housing Services

NEED

Neighbors in the Strip

Neurofibromatosis Clinics Assoc.

North Hills Community Outreach

North Hills Youth Ministry Counseling Center
North Side Christian Health Center

OASIS

Ohio Valley General Hospital

Old Economy Village

Onala Club, Inc.

Operation Better Block, Inc.

Outreach Teen & Family Services

Pace School

Parental Stress Center

Partners in Progress

Peer Support and Advocacy Network
Pennsylvania Association for Sustainable
Agriculture

Pennsylvania Cancer Control Consortium
Pennsylvania Legal Aid Network
Pennsylvania Trolley Museum
Pennsylvania West Soccer Association
Pentecostal Temple Development Corporation
PERSAD Center, Inc.

PHDA Inc.

Pittsburgh Action Against Rape

2008 Southwestern Pennsylvania Nonprofit TechnolBggvey 60
Bayer Center for Nonprofit Management, Robert Morris University



Pittsburgh AIDS Task Force

Pittsburgh Ceili Club

Pittsburgh Community Reinvestment Group
Pittsburgh Downtown Partnership
Pittsburgh Film Office

Pittsburgh Harlequins Rugby Football
Association

Pittsburgh Musical Theater

Pittsburgh Partnership for Neighborhood
Development

Pittsburgh Pastoral Institute

Pittsburgh Planned Giving Council
Pittsburgh Presbytery

Pittsburgh Regional Minority Purchasing Council
Pittsburgh Social Venture Partners
Pittsburgh Symphony Orchestra
Pittsburgh Zoo and PPG Aquarium
POISE Foundation

Polish Hill Civic Association

POWER

PowerLink

Present Help, Inc.

Prime Time Adult Care

Private Industry Council Wesm'd/Fayette
Providence Connections, Inc.

Radio Information Service

Rainbow Christian Missions

Rainbow Kitchen Community Services
Rankin Christian Center

Rebuilding Together - Pittsburgh
Redeemer Lutheran School
Redevelopment Authority of Fayette County
Renewal, Inc.

Residential Care Services

Richard King Mellon Foundation

River City Brass Band

Rock The World Youth Mission Alliance
Safety Kids Inc.

Salvation Army/East Liberty

Sarah Heinz House

Schenley Heights Community Development
Senior Computer Associates

Seton-La Salle High School

Sewickley Valley Historical Society
Shady Lane

Shakespeare in the Schools

Sharp Visions, Inc.

Shepherd's Heart Fellowship

Sisters Place, Inc.

Slippery Rock Pregnancy Center

Small Seeds Development, Inc.

Smart Futures

SMC Business Councils

Society for American Music

Society for Contemporary Craft

South East Asia Prayer Center

South Hills Chamber of Commerce
Southwestern PA Human Services
Southwinds, Inc.

St. Agnes School

Staunton Farm Foundation

Steel City Biofuels

Stepping Stones Children's Center
Sustainable Pittsburgh

Sweetwater Center for the Arts

The Aircast Foundation

The Allegheny Regional Asset District
The Children's Aid Home Programs

The Children's Home of Pittsburgh & Lemieux
Family Center

The Early Learning Institute

The Emmaus Community of Pittsburgh, Inc.
The Grable Foundation

The Hispanic Center of Pittsburgh

The Lighthouse Foundation

The LOGOS Ministry

The Minerals, Metals & Materials Society, Inc.
The Pittsburgh Experiment

The Pittsburgh Project

The Presbyterian Church, Sewickley

Three Rivers Adoption Council

Three Rivers Center for Independent Living
Three Rivers Community Foundation

Three Rivers Connect

Three Rivers Youth

Time-Out Ministries, Inc.

Tobacco Free Allegheny

ToonSeum

Transitional Employment Consultants
Transitional Services, Inc.

Treasure House Fashions

Tri-City Life Center, Inc.

Turtle Creek Watershed Association, Inc.
Union Project

United Cerebral Palsy of Pittsburgh

United Jewish Federation of Greater Pgh.
United Way of Butler County

United Way of Lawrence County

United Way of Westmoreland County
University of Pittsburgh Office of Child
Development

Urban Farming Initiative

Urban Impact Foundation

Urban League of Pittsburgh

Urban Youth Action, Inc.

Venture Outdoors

Villa St. Joseph Nursing Care Facility
Vintage, Inc.

Visiting Nurses Association of Butler County
VOICe- Victim Outreach Intervention Center
Voluntary Action Center of Beaver County, Inc.
Volunteers of America PA/Working Order
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Ward Home, Inc

Washington City Mission, Inc.

Watchful Shepherd USA

Western Penn Hills Community Action, Inc.
Western Pennsylvania Humane Society
Westmoreland Bar Assoc/Fdn
Westmoreland Casemanagement and Support
Westmoreland Fayette County BSA
Westmoreland Museum of American Art
WestPACS

Whitehall Public Library

With A Golden Spirit, Inc.

Womansplace

Women's Center Of Beaver County

YMCA of McKeesport

YMCA Sewickley Valley

YouthWorks, Inc.
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