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Executive Summary 
   

 
As a sector,  we spend lit t le t im e consider ing t he investm ents that  nonprofit s m ake in inform at ion 
technology ( I T) .   Yet ,  no organizat ion today would be successful w it hout  any investm ents in 
technology.   I t  is an area that  raises quest ions t hat  are diff icult  for  any organizat ion to answer on 
their own:   How m any I T staff m em bers should we have?  What  should we budget  for  I T?  What  
salaries are appropriate?  How should our I T staff m em bers spend their  t im e? 

We undertook the 2006 Nonprofit  I T Staff ing Survey to m ore system at ically  understand t he nature 
of t echnology staffing in nonprofit  organizat ions.   As the first  survey of it s kind,  we received a 
t rem endous response.   More than 1,000 nonprofit  staff m em bers from  various types and sizes of 
nonprofit  organizat ions took t he t im e to answer detailed quest ions about  t heir staff,  salaries, and 
budgets. 

What  did we learn? 

!  Sa la r y  an d  b u d g et  ex p en ses:   Nonprofit sÕ I T salary and budget  investm ents varied widely.   
They didnÕt  j ust  differ  from  sm aller  organizat ions to larger  ones,  but  between organizat ions of 
the sam e size.   Larger organizat ions not  only  had m ore I T expenses,  but  invested m ore per  
em ployee as well.  

!  Tech n o lo g y  ad o p t io n  an d  i n v est m en t :   Technology ÒEarly  AdoptersÓ and ÒFast  FollowersÓ 
invested substant ially m ore in all aspect s of t heir I T infrast ructure. 

!  No n p r o f i t  I T st a f f i n g  lev el s :   Nonprofit s on average had about  one staff m em ber with som e 
IT responsibility  for every f ive organizat ional staff m em bers.  Sm aller  organizat ions had m ore I T 
staff per em ployee than larger ones. 

!  I T w i t h i n  t h e o r g an i zat io n :   Where does the responsibilit y for  I T live in nonprofit  
organizat ions?  Sm all nonprofit s m ost  frequent ly  answered t hat  they had no one w ith official I T 
responsibility .  Large organizat ions m ost  typically had a separate IT funct ion.  I t  was also 
com m on to consider I T part  of general operat ing funct ions,  or par t  of t he finance departm ent .    

!  St a f f  t i m e acr oss f u n ct i on s:   Nonprofit  I T staff spent  the m ost  t im e on desktop and 
applicat ion support ,  but  they devoted signif icant  t im e to m anagem ent  and st rategic issues as 
well.  

!  Th e u n d er st a f f ed  p er cep t io n :   The m aj or it y  of organizat ions felt  t hey were understaffed in 
the IT area.   While larger organizat ions were slight ly m ore sat isf ied w it h their  staff ing level, 
there was not  a substant ial gap between large and sm all organizat ions.  Organizat ions w it h 
higher turnover or lower salar ies were m ore likely  to feel they were understaffed.    

!  Sa la r y  b asel i n es:   The survey prov ides som e baselines for typical salaries.  Som e posit ions,  
like CTOs,  paid a wide range of salaries,  while others, like Webm aster, were fairly low  for  
everyone.   The salar ies were not  signif icant ly  dif ferent  by level of educat ion, issue area, or  
geographic region.    

!  Ou t so u r c in g :   Nonprofits t ended t o out source fair ly  t echnical t hings t he m ost  Ð the m ost  
com m only out sourced funct ions were websit e host ing,  t elephone services,  and custom  software 
developm ent . 

!  Or g an i zat i on al  d ig i t a l  d iv id e :   Sm aller organizat ions appear t o be notably behind on the I T 
adopt ion curve Ð indicat ing a substant ial organizat ional digital divide.     

Overall,  t he survey prov ided applicable benchm ark figures and a m ore posit ive picture of nonprofit  
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I T staff ing than we had expected.   ThereÕs no quest ion,  however, that  challenges exist :   in 
part icular,  how can we reduce the I T gap between large and sm all nonprofits?   

Over the next  several m onths, we will be releasing addit ional analysis of the data.   NTEN will 
conduct  a sim ilar  IT staff ing survey on an annual basis to begin t racking longitudinally key t rends in 
staff ing and investm ents.   With th is data on the changing state of I T staffing in the nonprofit  sector , 
we hope to lay t he groundwork for last ing solut ions t o nonprofit  t echnology challenges.    
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About NTEN 
   

 
NTEN (www.nten.org)  aspires t o a world where all nonprofit  organizat ions skillfully  and 
confident ly use t echnology  to m eet  com m unity needs and fulf ill t heir m issions.  We are a 
m em bership organizat ion of nonprof it  technology and program  st aff and t echnology  
prov iders. Our m em bers share a com m on goal of helping nonprofit s use all aspect s of 
technology m ore effect ively . 
 
We believe t hat  t echnology  allows nonprof it s t o work wit h great er social im pact .  Our goal 
is to enable our m em bers t o do t heir j obs bet ter , and t o help t heir organizat ions 
st rategically use technology so t hat  t hey, in turn,  w ill m ake t he world a bet ter , j ust , and 
equit able place.   
 
NTEN facilit ates t he exchange of knowledge and inform at ion wit hin our com m unity . We 
connect  our  m em bers t o each ot her , provide professional developm ent  opport unit ies, 
educat e our const it uency on issues of t echnology use in nonprofit s, and spearhead 
research, advocacy , and educat ion on technology issues affect ing our ent ire com m unity .  
 
For m ore inform at ion about  NTEN and m em ber  benefit s, go to 
http:/ / nten.org/ benefits.  
 

NTEN f aci l i t a t es t h e ex ch an ge o f  k n ow led ge an d  
in f o r m at ion  w i t h in  ou r  com m u n i t y. W e con n ect  
ou r  m em ber s t o  each  o t h e r,  p r ov ide p r o f ession al  
dev elop m en t  oppo r t u n i t i es, edu cat e ou r  
con st i t u en cy  on  i ssu es o f  t ech n o logy  u se in  
n on p r o f i t s, an d  spear h ead  r esear ch , adv ocac y, 
an d  edu ca t ion  on  t ech n o logy  i ssu es af f ect in g  ou r  
en t i r e  com m u n i t y.  
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About the Survey 
  

 
I n October 2006 NTEN conducted a survey on I T staff ing and investm ent  in nonprofits.   No survey of t his 
kind had ever  been done,  and we hoped to shed light  on the m ost  com m on quest ions:   what  level of 
investm ent  are nonprofit  organizat ions m aking in IT?  WhatÕs a typical salary?  How do sm all 
organizat ions com pare w it h large ones in the t echnology realm ? 
 
The survey was dist ributed in both paper form  and online.  The paper version was m ailed to 1000 
nonprofit  execut ives. An online survey was also widely  dist r ibuted t hrough em ail.   An invitat ion t o take 
the survey was em ailed t o the NTEN m em ber list  and discussion list ,  w ith a com bined circulat ion of about  
7,000.  Survey links were also included an em ail,  court esy of the The NonProfit  Tim es ,  w ith a circulat ion 
of about  100,000 people,  and dist r ibuted t hrough a num ber of nonprofit  capacit y building and 
m em bership organizat ions.  For  the t ext  and quest ions of t he survey,  please see Appendix  A. 
 
Of t hese,  1311 par t icipant s prov ided at  least  dem ographic and salary  data,  and 1046 people com pleted 
the survey.    
 
This sam ple is sizeable,  but  with any research there are caveat s.  Those that  responded are very likely  to 
be m ore aware and concerned about  t echnology issues t han t he sector generally.  We present  our  data 
not  as a rigorous,  academ ic look at  the sector  but  rather, as a set  of benchm arks and figures to help 
guide those who are t hink ing about  nonprofit  I T infrast ructure. 
 
Who were the people who com pleted t he survey?  They were a diverse group,  from  Execut ive Directors 
of organizat ions w ith no annual budget  to CTOs of huge internat ional nonprofit s.   They represented 
organizat ions based in all f if ty  states,  and a few  count ries around t he wor ld.  About  48%  were technology 
professionals;  the other 52%  were execut ive directors,  m arket ing professionals,  developm ent  st aff and 
others.  For m ore dem ographics of the survey part icipants,  please see Appendix  B. 
 
Throughout  the report ,  weÕll be com paring figures based on organizat ion size.   These sizes are 
determ ined based on annual budget :  Sm al l  organizat ions are defined as organizat ions wit h a budget  of 
less than $500,000 per  year.  M ed i u m  organizat ions have a budget  of $500,000 to $3 Million per year;  
La r g e  ones between $3 Million and $10 Million;  those w it h a budget  over  $10 Million are considered 
Ver y  La r g e .  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 
 

Investments in Technology 
   

 

 Key  Fi n d in g :  Nonprofit sÕ I T salary  and budget  investm ents vary w idely.  
They do not  only  d iffer  from  sm aller organizat ions to larger ones, but  
between organizat ions of the sam e size. 

 
Survey par t icipant s report ed a t r em en d o u s r an g e  o f  I T sal a r y  an d  b u d g et  
co m m i t m en t s, from  zero dollars t o m ult i- m illions of dollars.   Sm all and 
Medium  sized organizat ions,  predictably,  had sm aller  budgets Ð but  a 
surprising num ber reported no budget  at  all.   For instance,  41%  of Sm all 
organizat ions reported no salary  expenses rated to t echnology,  and 20%  
reported an I T budget  of zero.   
 
On t he other hand,  Very Large organizat ions had a surprisingly large spread of 
budgets Ð t heir I T salary  expenses ranged from  zero into the m illions.  The 
chart  below sum m arizes the annual salary expenses reported by each size of 
organizat ion. 
 
Sp r ead  o f  Or g an i zat io n al  An n u a l  I T Sal ar y  Ex p en se, b y  Or g an i zat io n  
Si ze  %  ( n = 7 0 4 )  
 

 

  

Very Large 
organizations 
had a 
surpr isingly 
large spread of 
budgets Ð their  
IT salary 
expenses 
ranged from 
zero into the 
millions.    
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 Key  Fi n d in g :  Larger  organizat ions not  only  have m ore I T expenses,  but  
invest  m ore per em ployee as well. 

 
Unsurpr isingly , larger  organizat ions devoted m ore m oney to I T.   All the 
reported investm ent  f igures increased for  larger  organizat ions.   More 
int erest ingly, larger  organizat ions also invested m ore per em ployee.  For  
instance,  larger  organizat ions paid m ore in salar ies per  I T staff m em ber and 
budgeted m ore for IT per organizat ional em ployee.  There was one notable 
except ion:  sm aller organizat ions reported spending m ore per  em ployee in 
capital expenditures ( such as hardware)  t han larger ones. 
 
The table below  sum m arizes the expenditures by organizat ional size (because 
of an uneven spread,  the m edian has been used to sum m arize the t ypical 
value rather  t han average) . 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
Larger  
organizations 
paid more in 
salaries per  IT 
staff member  
and budgeted 
more for IT per  
organizational 
employee 
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Med ian  o f  I T Ex p en d i t u r es b y  Or g an i zat io n al  Si ze  
 

  Sm al l  Med iu m  Lar g e Ver y  La r g e 

#  o f  Resp on ses  137 316 330 176 
I T Sal a r y  Ex p en ses $2,700 $35,000 $52,250 $225,000 

I T Sal a r y  p er  I T st af f  
m em b er  $0 $35,000 $40,000 $54,595 

To t al  cap i t a l  sp en d i n g  $1,500 $10,000 $20,000 $100,000 

Cap i t a l  sp en d i n g  p er  o r g  
st af f  m em b er  $667 $625 $538 $459 

I T op er at in g  b u d g et  $2,500 $19,719 $46,000 $295,000 

Bu d g et  p e r  o r g  st a f f  
m em b er  $1,250 $1,250 $1,250 $1,571 

 n= 704 
 

 Key  Fi n d in g :  Technology ÒEar ly  AdoptersÓ and ÒFast  FollowersÓ invested 
substant ially  m ore in all aspect s of their  I T infrast ructure. 

 
The data showed a clear relat ionship between IT expenditures and how 
organizat ions ident ified them selves along a t echnology adopt ion curve.   Those 
who said their  organizat ion was an ÒEar ly  adopterÓ or  ÒFast  FollowerÓ invested 
substant ially  m ore than others in all aspect s of t heir  I T infrast ructure, as 
shown in t he data below.   For  instance,  those organizat ions who said they 
were ÒIn TroubleÓ with t echnology reported a m edian IT budget  of $667 per  
organizat ional em ployee, com pared to $2500 for those who said t hey were 
ÒEar ly  AdoptersÓ 
 
Med ian  o f  I T Ex p en d i t u r es b y  Rep or t ed  Tech n o l og y  Ad op t io n  
 

  
I n  
t r o u b le  

Lag g in g  
b eh in d  Av er ag e 

Fast  
Fo l l o w e r   

Ear l y  
Ad op t e r  

#  o f  Resp o n ses 33 160 258 183 55 

I T Sa lar y  Ex p e n ses $10,000 $36,000 $50,000 $98,675 $120,000 

I T Sa lar y  p e r  I T 
st a f f  m em b e r  $10,500 $23,750 $40,000 $50,000 $47,875 

Tot a l  cap i t a l  
sp en d i n g  $2,500 $10,000 $18,000 $35,000 $50,000 

Cap i t a l  sp en d i n g  
p er  o r g  st a f f  
m em b e r  $200 $457 $456 $691 $850 

I T op er a t i n g  
b u d g et  $3,000 $20,000 $40,000 $87,000 $100,000 

I T b u d g et  p e r  o r g  
st a f f  m em b e r  $667 $1,000 $1,100 $1,600 $2,500 

n= 704 

 

 

Those 
organizations 
who said they 
were ÒIn 
TroubleÓ with 
technology had 
a median IT 
budget of $667 
per  employee, 
compared to 
$2500 for those 
who said they 
were ÒEar ly 
AdoptersÓ 
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Th e N TEN  Per sp ect iv e 
!  The spread of budgets im plies that  m any organizat ions are either 

spending too lit t le or  too m uch,  or m ight  just  be a variance based on 
som ething other  t han size. Alternat ively,  it  could be a sign of a 
sector that  has not  reached m aturity  in th is area Ð som e are over-  
som e under- invest ing because t hey arenÕt  sure whatÕs appropr iate 
yet .   

!  The fact  t hat  larger organizat ions pay m ore per em ployee is 
int erest ing;  we would have expected to see t he opposit e based on 
econom ies of scale.   This im plies t hat  larger organizat ions m ight  be 
tak ing their  infrast ructure m ore seriously  t han sm aller  ones. 

!  The data on I T adopt ion speaks for  itself:  Either  m ore m oney causes 
m ore t echnology adopt ion, or those who ident ify  them selves as 
ahead of the curve spend m ore m oney.  We suspect  the lat t er as 
com parable data from  the private sector is show ing the sam e 
general t rends.    

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

2 0 0 6  Non p r o f i t  I T St af f in g  Su r v ey  Rep or t  5  
 

Nonprofi t IT Staffi ng  
   

 

 Key  Fi n d in g :  Nonprofit s have about  one staff m em ber w ith som e IT 
responsibility  for every f ive organizat ional staff m em bers.  Sm aller  
organizat ions have m ore IT staff per em ployee t han larger  ones. 

 
This survey offers an init ial indust ry baseline for  I T staffing:   nonprofit s 
report ed an average of about  one staff m em ber with I T responsibility  for every 
five organizat ional staff m em bers.   The rat io var ied substant ially based on t he 
size of t he organizat ion:   Sm all organizat ions reported about  one I T- related 
staff m em ber for every t hree em ployees,  while Very Large ones reported 
about  one I T- related staff m em ber for every nine em ployees. 
 
The num bers shown below include part  t im e staff and those wit h inform al 
responsibility  for I T.  As such,  t hey are not  actual headcount  num bers.  For  
instance,  the num ber of I T staff for Sm all organizat ions is surpr isingly  large.   
This num ber is substant ially  increased by about  20 organizat ions that  report ed 
about  the sam e num ber of I T staff as organizat ion staff.   Perhaps in m any 
sm all,  t echnically  savvy organizat ions,  every staff m em ber has I T 
responsibility?  
 
St a f f i n g  Lev el s b y  Or g an izat i o n  Si ze 
 

 #  
Av g  #  I T 

St a f f  
#  Or g  St a f f  p er  I T 

St a f f  Mem b er  
Av g  #  I T 

Co n su l t an t s 

Sm al l  241 1.2 2.7 1.15 

Med iu m  459 3.97 5.0 1.61 

Lar g e 277 5.01 9.2 1.90 

Ver y  Lar g e 328 14.36 8.7 3.52 

Tot a l  1305 6.37 5.2 2.05 
n= 1305 
 
There was no substant ial relat ionship between I T staffing levels and 
geographic region, issue area, or the reported level of technology adopt ion by 
the organizat ion. 
 

 Key  Fi n d in g :  Where does t he responsibility  for IT live in nonprofit  
organizat ions?  Sm all nonprofit s m ost  frequent ly  answered t hat  they had no 
one w ith official I T responsibilit y.  Large organizat ions m ost  t ypically  had a 
separate IT funct ion.  I t  was also com m on to consider  I T par t  of general 
operat ing funct ions,  or par t  of t he finance departm ent .   

 
We asked survey part icipants where the responsibilit y for  I T was located 
with in t heir organizat ion.  The m ost  com m on responses were that  IT was par t  
of general operat ions or  adm inist rat ion,  or that  it  was a separate departm ent .   
 

 
 
 
 
 
Small 
organizations 
repor ted about 
one staff 
member  with 
some IT 
responsibility 
for  every thr ee 
employees, 
while Very 
Large ones 
repor ted about 
one IT-related 
staff member  
for every nine 
employees 
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However,  as one would suspect , the locat ion var ied depending on the size of 
the organizat ion:  

!  With in Sm a l l  organizat ions, the m ost  com m on answer (at  37% )  was that  
they had no one w it h official I T responsibilit y.   This was followed by ÒI T 
as par t  of general operat ions or  adm inist rat ionÓ (29% ) .   

!  With in M ed i u m  organizat ions,  44%  of organizat ions answered that  I T 
was par t  of general operat ions or  adm inist rat ion.  17%  had a separate I T 
departm ent ,  while 14%  had no one wit h official I T responsibility. 

!  With in La r g e organizat ions,  36%  reported IT as par t  of general 
operat ions or adm inist rat ion, followed by 31%  who reported a separate 
IT departm ent . 

!  With in Ver y  Lar g e  organizat ions,  54%  had a separate I T division.   I T as 
part  of general operat ions or  adm inist rat ion was next  m ost  com m on 
(21% ) , followed closely  by IT as part  of the Finance departm ent  ( 17% )  

 

Th e N TEN  Per sp ect iv e 
!  This data allows nonprofit s for  t he first  t im e to have a staff ing 

baseline to work from . 
!  The difference in staffing rat ios suggests t hat  a m inim um  level of I T 

staff ing is required for  even Sm all organizat ions,  and perhaps larger 
organizat ions can support  their  staff m ore eff icient ly  due to 
econom ies of scale.  Econom ies of scale allow  bigger organizat ions to 
be m ore efficient  in using resources,  as they can, for instance,  have 
specialists in par t icular  areas,  support  a bigger pool of people at  
once,  and spend less t im e by percentage in m aking decisions vs.  
just  im plem ent ing those decisions. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
37%  of Small 
and 14%  of 
Medium 
organizations 
had no one with 
official IT 
responsibility 
 
 
 
54%  of Very 
Large 
organizations 
had a separate 
IT department 
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Staff  Time Across Functions 
   

 

 Key  Fi n d in g :  Nonprofit  I T staff spend the m ost  t im e on desktop and 
applicat ion support ,  but  they devote signif icant  t im e to m anagem ent  and 
st rategic issues as well. 

 
IT staff report ed that  the biggest  percentage of their t im e is spent  on Desktop 
and Applicat ion support  Ð about  40%  of t im e,  across organizat ions.   Within the 
support  category,  sm aller  organizat ions spent  a greater percentage of t im e 
support ing part icular program s, while larger organizat ions spent  m ore t im e on 
basic desktop support . 
 
Organizat ions reported that  I T Managem ent  and Know ledge Managem ent  take 
up about  22%  of their  I T staff t im e.   Curiously,  Knowledge Managem ent  
appears t o m ake up a larger  percentage of I T work for  Sm all organizat ions 
than for large ones.    
 
I nfrast ructure funct ions, such as Network and Telecom  support , m ade up an 
addit ional 20%  of staff t im e.   Larger  organizat ions spent  slight ly  m ore t im e on 
these funct ions than sm aller  organizat ions.   Applicat ion Developm ent  and End-
user Training rounded out  t he funct ions, at  about  9%  and 8%  of I T t im e 
respect ively. 
 
Per cen t  o f  Ti m e Sp en t  o n  I T Fu n ct i o n s,  b y  Or g an i zat i on al  Si ze 
 

 
n= 1132 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Organizations 
repor ted that 
about 40%  of 
their  time was 
spent on 
desktop 
suppor t, while 
about 22%  was 
spent on IT 
management 
and strategy 
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Th e N TEN  Per sp ect iv e 
!  Fur ther  research would be useful t hat  includes a m ix of tasks m ore 

specif ically  geared towards st rategic vs.  support  funct ions. 
!  The m ix of t im e is en par w ith other indust r ies from  other  data t hat  

we have seen,  albeit  w it h a som ewhat  h igher percentage focused on 
Desktop and Applicat ion support .  This could be due eit her  t o the 
need for  m ore support  for front - line staff,  t he fact  t hat  we included 
program  support  in th is category, or a com binat ion of both.    

!  The cur iously  h igh percentage of t im e spent  on Knowledge 
Managem ent  in Sm all Organizat ions m ay be a direct  result  of the 
Òdata painÓ of sm aller  organizat ions that  has been docum ented 
elsewhere, m ost  notably  t he recent  DotOrganize survey.  Fur ther 
research needs t o hone in this key aspect  of I T m anagem ent  and 
staff ing in these organizat ions.   
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Do Nonprofi ts Have Suffi cient IT Staff? 
   

 

 Key  Fi n d in g :  The m ajor it y of organizat ions felt  they were understaffed in 
the IT area.   While larger organizat ions were slight ly m ore sat isf ied w it h 
their staffing level, there was not  a substant ial gap between large and sm all 
organizat ions.    

 
Many organizat ions reported t hat  they were understaffed.   When asked how 
they would describe their  I T staff ing sit uat ion,  not  a single respondent  felt  
their I T t eam  was overstaffed,  and over  half of organizat ions in every budget  
range felt  they were understaffed.   Larger  organizat ions were slight ly m ore 
sat isfied with t heir staffing situat ion, in general,  but  there was not  a dram at ic 
gap between large and sm all organizat ion.   
 
I nt erest ingly, organizat ions w ith m ore IT staff were m ore likely to say they 
were understaffed. 
 
Per cep t i o n  o f  St af f i n g  Si t u at io n  b y  Bu d g et  Si ze 
 

 
 ( n= 509)  

 
Nonprofit s are not  unique in feeling they are understaffed in t he IT area.  I n a 
2006 CI O Magazine survey1, 66%  of those who responded Ð pr im ar ily CI Os 
and CTOs of businesses with revenues over  $50 Million Ð said t hey were 
ÒInadequately  Staffed,Ó w ith only 2%  saying they were ÒOverstaffed.Ó 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Those who said 
they were 
staffed Òabout 
r ightÓ paid 
notably higher  
IT salaries than 
those who 
repor ted they 
were 
understaffed 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                        
1 Johnson, Carolyn, Ò2006 Mid Year Staffing Update.Ó CIO Magazine, Oct 2006, 
http://www2.cio.com/research/surveyreport.cfm?ID=111 
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 Key  Fi n d in g :  Organizat ions w ith h igher turnover or  lower salar ies were 
m ore likely  to feel t hey were understaffed.    

 
Organizat ionsÕ percept ion of t heir staffing situat ion was direct ly  related to both 
the average length of t enure of their  I T staff and the average salary  t he 
organizat ion paid t o an IT staff m em ber.  Those who said they were staffed 
about  r ight  paid notably  h igher average IT salaries in general.  Those who were 
understaffed also reported that  their  I T staff had som ewhat  less t enure t han 
those who felt  their  staff ing was adequate.   There was not  a substant ial 
correlat ion between length of t enure and salary.  
 
Organizat ions in the Southeast , West  Coast ,  and Mideast  were m ore likely  t o 
feel they were understaffed,  even t hough these three regions had t he largest  
organizat ions on average.   The concerns about  staffing are par t icular ly  notable 
for the Mideast  region,  which also had a reasonably  high average IT salary.  
There were no substant ial dist inct ions in staffing sit uat ion across different  
nonprofit  issue areas or  sub-sectors. 
 
Part icipants were also asked if  t hey were sat isfied with their  recruit ing 
process.   Regardless of organizat ion size, about  60-70%  of respondents 
report ed they were at  least  som ewhat  sat isf ied.  This d iffered very lit t le 
between region and sector. 
 
 

Th e N TEN  Per sp ect iv e 
!  Not  surpr isingly,  pay ing higher salar ies is a way to at t ract  and retain 

adequate staff.  
!  We will be releasing addit ional data on background and educat ion 

levels as well as corresponding salaries for  regions and sub-sectors 
in the near future to shed addit ional light  on who I T staffers are in 
the nonprofit  sector. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Organizations 
in the 
Southeast, 
West Coast, 
and Mideast 
were more 
likely to feel 
they were 
understaffed  
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Salar ies 
   

 

 Key  Fi n d in g :  Our data provides som e baselines for  t ypical salar ies.   Som e 
posit ions, like Chief Technology Officer  (CTO) , pay a w ide range of salaries,  
while others,  like Webm aster,  were fairly  low for  everyone.    

 
I t  appears that  nonprofit  t echnologists are, for  t he m ost  par t , earning a living 
wage.   Only 6.7%  of staff m em bers in a t echnology specific posit ion m ade less 
than $25,000 per  year.   9%  -  m ost ly  CTOs and Technology Directors -  m ade 
m ore t han $100,000 per year. 
 
I tÕs interest ing to look at  the spread of salaries for  each posit ion.   Som e 
salaries,  like for  CTOs,  range dram at ically  from  $0 up to t he substant ial six  
figures.  Others posit ions,  like Webm aster/  Web developer, cluster at  the low  
end of the scale,  as per  the chart s below. 
 
Sp r ead  o f  Sal a r i es b y  Po si t io n  ( n = 5 9 2 )  

CTO/  CI O

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

$0- 24,999 $25,000-
39,999

$40,000-
59,999

$60,000-
74,999

$75,000-
99,999

$100,000-
119,999

$120,000
or more

 

I T Direc t o r

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

$0- 24,999 $25,000-
39,999

$40,000-
59,999

$60,000-
74,999

$75,000-
99,999

$100,000-
119,999

$120,000
or more

 

Project Mgr/ Tech Specialist 

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

$0-24,999 $25,000-
39,999

$40,000-
59,999

$60,000-
74,999

$75,000-
99,999

$100,000-
119,999

$120,000
or more

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6.7%  of staff 
members in a 
technology 
specific position 
made less than 
$25,000 per  
year.  9%  made 
more than 
$100,000 per  
year. 
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Systems/ Network Admin

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

$0-24,999 $25,000-
39,999

$40,000-
59,999

$60,000-
74,999

$75,000-
99,999

$100,000-
119,999

$120,000
or more

 

Database Mgr

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

$0-24,999 $25,000-
39,999

$40,000-
59,999

$60,000-
74,999

$75,000-
99,999

$100,000-
119,999

$120,000
or more

 

Webmaster or Developer

0%
10%

20%
30%
40%

50%
60%

$0-24,999 $25,000-
39,999

$40,000-
59,999

$60,000-
74,999

$75,000-
99,999

$100,000-
119,999

$120,000
or more

 

PC Techn ic ian /  I T Suppo r t

0%
10%

20%
30%
40%

50%
60%

$0-24,999 $25,000-
39,999

$40,000-
59,999

$60,000-
74,999

$75,000-
99,999

$100,000-
119,999

$120,000
or more

 
 
Unsurpr isingly , larger  nonprofit s pay notably  bet ter  than sm aller  ones for  all 
posit ions.  Posit ions that  im ply  m ore responsibility,  such as a CTO or  I T 
Director,  are paid m ore than support  role posit ions.   Average salaries are 
highlighted in the table below.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Larger  
nonprofits pay 
notably better  
than smaller  
ones for all 
positions 
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Av er ag e  o f  I T Sal a r i es b y  Or g an i zat i on  Si ze*  
 

Role # Small Medium Large 
Very 
Large All orgs 

Chief Technology 
Officer or Chief 
Information 
Officer 44 $27,400 $74,200 $69,400 $120,800 $95,900 
IT Director/ 
Technology 
Director 268 $44,400 $51,800 $59,100 $82,100 $64,100 
Project Mgr/ 
Technical 
Specialist 97 $29,300 $46,900 $56,700 $75,300 $53,000 
Systems or 
Network 
Administrator 83 $22,300 $43,100 $46,000 $61,600 $48,200 
Database Manager 27 $20,300 $44,500 $54,900 $56,800 $45,000 
Webmaster or 
developer 39 $20,300 $42,400 $49,700 $55,700 $43,700 
PC Technician or 
IT Support Staff 34 $27,800 $34,700 $42,300 $55,300 $41,300 

(n= 592)  
 
*  Part icipants choose a salary  range as opposed to giving an actual figure.   
This table averages the m idpoint  of those ranges.    
 
I n look ing carefully  at  the salary  data,  itÕs as int erest ing t o look at  what  d id 
not  affect  the salary  data as what  did:  
!  The level of educat ion of the par t icipant  had no significant  effect  on the 

salary they received.    
!  Geographic region and issue area also had lit t le notable relat ionship with 

salaries. 
 

Th e N TEN  Per sp ect iv e 
!  Since th is is t he first  detailed data of its kind, we are hard-pressed 

to m ake t oo st rong a statem ent  about  whether  t hey prov ide 
adequate benchm arks.   They are useful as such Ð an init ial snapshot  
of what  salary levels look like.   

!  Based on com parable for-profit  sector data, nonprofit  I T 
com pensat ion st ill lags significant ly  behind.  We will be conduct ing 
furt her  salary  research in 2007 to determ ine whether  other  factors 
such as j ob sat isfact ion, work loads,  work/ life balance, and benefits 
m ake up for  t he lack of pay,  as viewed by nonprofit  I T staffers. 
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Consultants and Outsourcing 
   
 

 Key Finding: Nonprofits routinely outsource IT 

 

Nearly  all nonprofit  organizat ions who responded outsourced at  least  one 
technology funct ion (only 2.5%  reported doing ev er y t h i n g  in house) .  The 
m ost  outsourced t hings were,  as one would expect ,  fairly t echnical in nature Ð 
websit e host ing, telephone serv ices,  custom  software developm ent , and 
technical t raining for  I T staff.    
 
 

%  o f  A l l  Or g an i zat io n s W h o Ou t sou r ce  Par t i cu la r  Fu n ct io n s ( n = 1 0 5 0 )  
 

    

 
A few organizat ions out sourced the ent ire I T funct ion.  3.5%  of all 
organizat ions and 10.1%  of Medium  sized organizat ions said t hat  t he prim ary 
responsibility  for I T in their  organizat ion was out sourced Ð either  to a 
consultant ,  a f irm ,  a volunteer,  or  a par tner ent ity.   
 
There was lit t le correlat ion between t he am ount  that  organizat ions outsourced 
and size,  region,  or  sector  Ð apparent ly the decision of how m uch t o out source 
is one t hat  is separate from  these dr ivers. 

 
 
 
 
Website hosting 
was the most 
commonly 
outsourced.  
Software 
recommend-
ations wer e the 
least likely to 
be completely 
outsourced. 
 
 

3.5%  of all 
organizations, 
and 10.1%  of 
Medium sized 
organizations, 
said that they 
outsourced the 
pr imary 
responsibility 
for IT in their  
organization  
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The Impact of Organization Size 
   

 

 Key  Fi n d in g :  Sm aller  organizat ions appear to be notably behind on t he I T 
adopt ion curve Ð indicat ing a substant ial organizat ional digital divide.     

 
Sm all organizat ions appear to have a part icular st ruggle w ith t echnology and I T 
staff ing.   For instance,  when asked how they would descr ibe their  organizat ionÕs 
IT adopt ion, 47%  of Sm all organizat ions that  responded said they were ÒI n 
TroubleÓ or  ÒLagging BehindÓ Ð com pared to only 23%  of Very Large 
organizat ions.   The whole picture of IT adopt ion by organizat ional size is 
descript ive, as per  t he chart  below. 
 
Pe r cen t  o f  Or gan izat i on s  b y  I T Ad o p t i o n  an d  Or g an izat i o n  Si ze 
 

 
         ( n= 1051)  
 
There are a num ber of other danger point s as well,  as noted above.    37%  of 
Sm all organizat ions and 14%  of Medium  organizat ions reported that  they have 
no one w it h official I T responsibilit y.   41%  of Sm all organizat ions reported no 
salary expenses rated to t echnology,  and 20%  reported an I T budget  of zero. 
 
These figures are st riking in com parison to the num ber of nonprofit s that  have 
invested in a large and highly professional I T infrast ructure.   33%  of our  
respondents felt  t hey were a ÒFast  FollowerÓ or  ÒEar ly  AdopterÓ on the 
technology curve.    21%  reported that  their  organizat ion has an I T operat ing 
budget  of $250,000 or  m ore,  and 16%  reported m ore than $250,000 in IT 
salary expenses.   Clearly nonprofit s can and do invest  in h igh caliber  I T 
infrast ructures. 
 

 
 
 
Almost 50%  
of Small 
organizations 
said they wer e 
I n Trouble or 
Lagging 
Behind with IT 
 
 
 
 
 
21%  of the 
organizations 
who responded 
have an IT 
operating 
budget of 
$250,000 or 
more   
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Th e N TEN  Per sp ect iv e 
!  As we suspected and as som e init ial other data has shown, there is 

a growing organizat ional digital divide where sm aller  organizat ions 
increasingly lag behind in I T sophist icat ion,  spending,  and 
investm ents.   

!  Clear ly,  t his t rend should m ake us pause, especially g iven t he rapid 
grow th of the nonprofit  sector  where indeed m ost  organizat ions are 
sm all.   I t  is clear that  consolidated and pooled resources,  increased 
educat ion, bet t er  t ools,  and m ore appropriate st rategy for  sm all 
organizat ions needs t o be on t he forefront  of our work and t hat  of 
other interm ediaries. 
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L ooking Forward 
   

 
Overall,  t he survey prov ided a relat ively  posit ive v iew of t he sector.   While 
salaries are lower t han in the corporate realm , t hey are st ill respectable.  While 
the m ajor it y of nonprofit s,  like t heir corporate brethren,  feel they are 
understaffed in the I T area,  sm all nonprofit s did not  appear t o be having 
substant ially  m ore t rouble staffing IT funct ions t han others.    33%  of our  
respondents felt  t hey were a ÒFast  FollowerÓ or  ÒEar ly  AdopterÓ of t echnology,  
and a substant ial num ber reported very sizable and professional IT 
departm ents.     
 
ThereÕs no quest ion, however,  t hat  challenges exist .   I n part icular,  t he sm all 
nonprofits in our survey were st ruggling w ith technology:  t hey were furt her  
behind on t he t echnology adopt ion curve than larger  ones,  frequent ly  had no 
one responsible for I T, and appeared to be invest ing less in t echnology per  staff 
m em ber t han large organizat ions. 
 
What  can we do t o address t hese challenges?  To begin w ith, the large 
nonprofits in our sector  clear ly have a lot  of knowledge about  successful and 
professional approaches to nonprofit  I T.   By facilitat ing com m unicat ions between 
large and sm all nonprofit s, we can encourage the shar ing of knowledge and best  
pract ices to cont inue t o professionalize I T even in sm aller organizat ions.   I t  also 
clear that  thereÕs a signif icant  role for  effect ive t echnology educat ion and 
support  that  focuses on the tact ical realit ies of sm all nonprofits.   

This survey is the f irst  of an annual ser ies of I T staff ing surveys.   We hope to 
be able to prov ide a longitudinal look at  the changing state of I T staffing in the 
nonprofit  sector.   Wit h a solid foot ing in t he data and a st rategy for  IT 
know ledge sharing, we w ill lay  t he groundwork for  last ing solut ions to nonprofit  
technology challenges.   
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Appendix B:  Survey Text 
 

 
 

1 . W h at  is  t h e p r im a r y  issu e a r ea  o f  yo u r  o r g an iza t io n ? 

Arts , Cultu re, Humaniti es   �   
  

Educati on   �     

Environment    �     

Animal- relate d   �     

Health  Care  �   

Menta l Health  and Crisis I nte rventi on   �    

Diseases, Disorders and Medical Disciplines   �    

Medical Research  �   

Crime and Legal- relate d  �   

Employment   �   

Food, Agricultu re and Nutr iti on  �   

Housing and Shelte r   �    
Public Safety , Disaste r Preparedness and 
Relief  

�  
 

Recreati on and Sports   �   

Youth  Development   �   

Human Serv ices   �    

I nte rnati onal, Foreign Affairs, Human Rights    �    

Civ il Rights , Social Acti on and Advocacy   �    
Community  I mprovement and Capacity  
Building  

�  
 

Philanth ropy, Volunta rism , Grant making  �   

Foundati ons  �   

Science and Technology  �   

Public and Societa l Benefit    �    

Religion- relate d   �    

Mutu al and Membership Benefit    �    

Oth er, please specify :       

2 . Ho w  m an y  t o t a l  s t a f f  ar e  em p lo y ed  b y  yo u r  o r g an izat io n ? 

None   �     

One person less th an full- ti me   �     

One person full- ti me   �     

Betwe en one and two  people full- ti me   �     

3-5 people full- ti me   �     
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6-10 people full- ti me   �     

11 -29 people full- ti me   �     

30 -99 people full- ti me   �     

100 -249 people full- ti me   �     

250 -500 people full- ti me   �     

more th an 500 people   �     

3 . W h er e  is  yo u r  o r g an izat io n  lo cat ed  
( i f  m o r e t h an  o n e lo cat io n , yo u r  
h ead q u ar t er s) ? 

                                     Please wr ite  your 
response:   

4 . Ho w  m an y  o f f ice  lo cat io n s d o es yo u r  o r g an iza t io n  m ain t a in ? 

1   �    

2 to  4   �    

5 to  8   �    

9 to  15    �    

more th an 15    �    

5 . W h at  is  yo u r  an n u al  o r g an izat io n al  b u d g et ? 

Less th an $10 0,000    �    

$100,000 t o $250,00 0   �    

$250,000 t o $499,00 0   �    

$500,000 t o $999,99 9   �    

$1 m illion to  $2,999, 999    �    

$3 m illion to  $9,999, 999    �    

$10 m illion to  $24,99 9,999    �    

$25 m illion to  $50 m illion   �    

Over $50 m illion   �    

6 . W h at  is  yo u r  j o b  t i t le  ( p lease ch o o se t h e o n e clo ses t  t o  yo u r s) . 

Executi ve Directo r/ CEO   �    

Syste ms or Netwo rk Adm inist rato r   �    

I T Directo r/ Technology Direct or   �    

Chief Technology Officer or Chief 
I nformati on Officer   

�   
 

Webmaste r/ Web adm inistr at or   �    

Online Com municat ions Manager/ Str ate gist    �    

Online Com munity  Manager   �    

Data base Manager   �    

I nformati on Arch ite ct    �    

Programmer   �    
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Web Developer   �    

PC Technician or I T Support Sta ff   �    

Circuit Rider   �    

Project Manager   �    

Program Analyst    �    

Oth er, please specify :      

7 . W h at  is  yo u r  g r o ss an n u al  sa la r y  ( r an g e) ? 

$0 -24,99 9   �    

$25,000 - 39,999    �    

$40,000 - 59,999    �    

$60,000 - 74,999    �    

$75,000 - 99,999    �    

$100,000 -119,9 99    �    

$120,000 or more   �    

8 . W h at  is  yo u r  h i g h est  le ve l  o f  e d u cat io n ? 

High School   �    

Some College   �    

Bachelor of Arts    �    

Bachelor of Science   �    

Maste r 's of Arts    �    

Maste r 's of Science   �    

Ph.D. or equivalent    �    

9 . W h er e  is  t h e  r esp o n si b i l i t y  f o r  I T p r i m a r i l y  lo cat ed  i n  yo u r  o r g an izat io n ? 

We have no one wi th  off icial I T responsibility    �    

With in Finance departm ent    �    
With in Marketi ng or Com municat ions 
departm ents    

�   
 

Part of general operati ons or adm inistr ati on   �    

Part of Development/ Fundraising   �    

Separate  I T departm ent wi th in organizati on   �    

Oth er, please specify :      
 
1 0 .  Ho w  m an y  p eo p le  ar e  o n  yo u r  p ay r o l l  ( n o t  co n su l t an t s)  w h o  a r e,  in  an y  w a y , 
r esp o n sib le  f o r  su p p o r t in g  o r  m ain t a in in g  in f o r m a t io n  t ech n o lo g y  in  yo u r  o r g an iza t io n ? 
 
Please  co n sid e r  p ar t - t im e st af f  in  f u l l - t i m e e q u iv a len t s. 
 

None   �    

One person less th an full- ti me   �    

About one person full- ti me   �    
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About two  people full- ti me   �    

About 3-5 people full- ti me   �    

About 6-10 people full- ti me   �    

About 11 -20 people full- ti me   �    

About 21 -40 people full- ti me   �    

About 41 -80 people full- ti me   �    

More th an 80 people full- ti me   �    

1 1 .  Ho w  m an y  o u t s id e  co n su l t an t s d o es yo u r  o r g an iza t io n  w o r k  w i t h  w h o  su p p o r t  o r  
m ain t a in  yo u r  in f o r m at io n  t e ch n o lo g y ? 

None   �    

One consulta nt or provider f irm    �    

2   �    

3 to  5   �    

6 to  10    �    

11 to  20    �    

More th an 20 consulta nts  or f irms   �    

1 2 .   W h at  is  t h e p er cen t a g e o f  yo u r  I T 
st a f f  ass ig n ed  t o  p ar t i cu la r  f u n ct io n s? 

 

 

 

 
 10%    20%    30%    40%    50%    60%    70%    80%    
90%    100%  

Netwo rk ing                                                              �       �       �       �       �        �      �        �      

�        �   

Applicati on Development                                        �       �       �       �       �        �      �        �      

�        �   

Program Support                                                     �       �       �       �       �        �      �        �      

�        �   

Helpdesk/ Deskto p Support                                     �       �       �       �       �        �      �        �      
�        �   

Applicati on Adm inistr ati on                                       �       �       �       �       �        �      �        �      

�        �   

I T Management                                                       �       �       �       �       �        �      �        �      

�        �   

End-user Training                                                    �       �       �       �       �        �      �        �      

�        �   

Telecom / Audio-Visual                                              �       �       �       �       �        �      �        �      

�        �   

Knowl edge Management                                         �       �       �       �       �        �      �        �      

�        �   

1 3 .  I s  r ecr u i t in g  o r  h i r in g  I T st a f f  p a r t  o f  yo u r  j o b  d escr ip t io n ?  
 
( I f  No , p lease  sk ip  t o  q u est io n  1 9 )  

Yes   �    

No   �    
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1 4 .  Ho w  d o  yo u  r ecr u i t  f o r  I T st a f f ? Ch e ck  a l l  t h at  ap p l y . 

Word of mouth    �    
I n-house promoti on/ t ransfer of 
responsibilit ies   

�   
 

Recruite r   �    

Direct mailing to  select audience   �    

Online email list s   �    

Online job site s   �    

Local newspapers   �    

Nati onal newspaper   �    

Do not know/ NA   �    

Oth er, please specify :      

1 5 .  Ar e  yo u  sat is f ie d  w i t h  yo u r  I T r ecr u i t in g  p r o cess? 

Very unsati sf ied   �    

Somewh at unsati sf ied   �    

Somewh at sati sf ied   �    

Very sati sf ied   �    

1 6 .  Ar e  t h er e d i f f er en ces in  t h e r e cr u i t m en t / r e t en t io n  p r act ices  f o r  yo u r  I T st a f f  as 
co m p a r ed  t o  t h o se f o r  yo u r  o t h er  s t a f f ? Ch eck  a l l  t h at  ap p l y . 

No difference   �    

Higher pay scale th an for oth er sta ff   �    

Lowe r pay scale th an for oth er sta ff   �    

Higher salary increases th an for oth er sta ff   �    

Lowe r salary increases th an for oth er sta ff   �    

I nte rval betwe en salary increases shorte r 
th an for oth er sta ff   

�   
 

I nte rval betwe en salary increases longer 
th an for oth er sta ff   

�   
 

Special bonuses or incenti ves   �    

Telecom muti ng   �    

Do not know /  N/ A   �    

Oth er, please specify :      

1 7 .  Ho w  w o u l d  yo u  d escr i b e yo u r  cu r r en t  I T st a f f in g  co n d i t io n ? 

I nadequate ly  sta ffed   �    

Adequate ly  sta ffed   �    
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Oversta ffed   �    

1 8 .  W h a t  is  t h e a ve r ag e  t en u r e  o f  yo u r  I T st a f f ? 

  
( I f  yo u  d o  n o t  h a ve d ed i cat ed  I T st a f f , t h e a ver ag e  t e n u r e f o r  a l l  s t a f f  r esp o n sib le  f o r  
t ech n o lo g y  su p p o r t  an d  m a in t en an ce)  

less th an 6 month s   �    

6 month s to  1 year   �    

1 to  3 years   �    

3 to 5 years   �    

5 to  10 years   �    

more th an 10 years   �    

 

1 9 .  Ho w  im p o r t an t  a r e t h e  f o l lo w in g  
co n sid er at io n s f o r  h i r in g  I T st a f f ? 
 
( On  a sca le  o f  1  t o  4 )  

  
  
  
1  ( Least  
im p o r t an t )  

 

 

2  3  4   ( Mo st  
im p o r t an t

)  
 

Degree or formal educati on �   �   �    
Past tr aining or cert if icati ons �   �   �    
Past experience in nonprofit wo rk 
environment  

�   �   �    

Past experience in te chnology �   �   �    

Personality  or Atti tu de �   �   �    

2 0 .  W h a t  a r e yo u r  o r g an izat io n Õs I T 
o u t so u r cin g  p r a ct ices? 

  
  
  
1  2   3   

No t  
o u t so u r ced  

Par t ia l l y  
o u t so u r ced  

Co m p let e ly  
o u t so u r ced  

Technical tr aining for I T sta ff �   �   �   

Technical tr aining for organizati onal sta ff �   �   �   

Netwo rk adm inistr ati on/ support  �  �  �  
Security  and Backup �  �  �  
Website  design �  �  �  
Website  development  �  �  �  
Website  hosti ng �  �  �  

Website  mainte nance �  �  �  

Website  conte nt management  �  �  �  

Data base host ing/ mainte nance �  �  �  

Hardwa re recom mendati ons �  �  �  

Softwa re recommendati ons �  �  �  
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Hardwa re insta llati on �  �  �  

Softwa re insta llati on �  �  �  

Hardwa re mainte nance �  �  �  

Programm ing/ cust om soft wa re development  �  �  �  

Telephone serv ices �  �  �  

Email hosti ng and mainte nance �  �  �  

Helpdesk �  �  �  
 

2 1 .  W h a t  a r e yo u r  o r g an izat io n ' s  t o t a l  
sa lar y  e x p en ses f o r  t h is  f isca l  yea r  f o r  
a l l  s t a f f  m ain t a in in g  an d  su p p o r t in g  
t ech n o lo g y , in clu d in g  p ar t - t im e  st af f  ( in  
US $ ) ? 

                          Please provide your dollar 
amount:   

2 2 .  W h a t  is  yo u r  o r g an izat io n ' s  t o t a l  
sp en d in g  f o r  t h is  f isca l  yea r  f o r  ca p i t a l  
t ech n o lo g y  ex p en ses ( in  US $ ) ? 

                          Please provide your dollar 
amount:   

2 3 .  Do  yo u  h a ve  au t h o r i t y  o ve r  an y  d iscr et io n ar y  I T b u d g et ? 

Yes   �    

No   �    

2 4 .  I f  yes,  w h at  is  yo u r  d iscr e t io n ar y  I T 
b u d g et  in  US $ ? 

                          Please provide your dollar 
amount:   

2 5 .  Please in d i cat e  w h et h e r  t h e r e h as  
b een  an y  ch an g e b e t w e en  t h e l ast  f isca l  
yea r  an d  t h e cu r r en t  f isca l  yea r  in  yo u r  
act u a l  ex p en ses f o r :  

  
  
  
1    2            3   
Decr ease d   St aye d  t h e 

sam e 
I n cr e ased  

Outsourced I T consulti ng �   �   �   

Technical tr aining for I T sta ff �   �   �   
Technical tr aining for oth er organizati onal 
sta ff 

�   �   �   

Hardwa re �   �   �   

Softwa re �   �   �   
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I T sta ff ing/ payroll �   �   �   

Website  design/ development  �   �   �   

Website  mainte nance �   �   �   

Telephone/ mobile �   �   �   
Consti tu ency management and data base 
development  

�   �   �   

Oth er custo m softwa re development  �   �   �   

Netwo rk adm inistr ati on/ support  �   �   �   

Security  and backup �   �   �   

Help desk support  �   �   �   

2 6 .  Do es  yo u r  o r g an izat io n  p r o v id e t ech n o lo g y  t r a in in g  f o r  yo u r  s t a f f ? 
 
( I f  No , p lease  sk ip  t o  q u est io n  3 0 )  

Yes   �    

No   �    

2 7 .  W h a t  k in d  o f  I T t r a in in g  d o  yo u  
p r o v id e ? 

                                                       Please 
describe:   

2 8 .  W h ich  o f  t h e f o l lo w in g  a r e  u sed  f o r  s t a f f  t ech n o lo g y  t r a in in g ? 

Staff tr ainers   �    

Exte rnal tr ainers, including tr aining cente rs   �    

Online tr aining   �    
Sta ff are expecte d to  tr ain on th eir own  
( read manuals, etc .)    

�   
 

Oth er, please specify :    �    

2 9 .  W h a t  is  yo u r  o r g an izat io n ' s  t o t a l  
sp en d in g  f o r  t h is  f isca l  yea r  f o r  I T 
t r a in in g  f o r  a l l  s t a f f  ( I T an d  n o n - I T 
st a f f )  in  US $ ? 

                            Please provide th e dollar 
amount:   

3 0 .  Ho w  sat is f i ed  ar e  yo u  w i t h  t h e I T t r a in in g  av ai l ab l e  t o  yo u r  o r g an izat io n  an d  st af f ? 

Very sati sf ied   �    

Somewh at sati sf ied   �    

Somewh at unsati sf ied   �    
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Very unsati sf ied   �    

3 1 .  Ho w  w o u l d  yo u  d escr i b e yo u r  o r g an izat io n ' s  I T ad o p t io n ? 

Leading edge/ early  adopte r   �    

Fast followe r   �    

Average   �    

Lagging behind   �    

I n tr ouble   �    

 

3 2 .  Do es  yo u r  o r g an izat io n  h av e a  f o r m al ,  o r g an izat io n - w id e  t e ch n o lo g y  p l an  o r  s t r a t eg y? 

Yes   �    

No   �    

Not sure   �    

3 3 .  W h a t  p r o f essio n al  w e b  s i t es, 
m ag azin es, b lo g s,  o r  n e w slet t er s 
r e la t ed  t o  I T d o  yo u  r ea d  r o u t in e l y? 

                                                                
Please list:   

3 4 .  W h a t  p r o f essio n al  asso ci at io n s d o  
yo u  b e lo n g  t o ? 

                                                                
Please list:   

3 5 .  Ar e  t h er e o t h er  q u est io n s w e sh o u ld  
h ave ask ed  in  t h is  su r ve y ? 

                                                      Please 
comment:   
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Thanks!  
  
WeÕll be giv ing away 1 0  g i f t  I - Tu n es an d  Am azo n  g i f t  ca r d s to random ly 
selected part icipant s of t his survey. 
  
I f  you are int erested in th is offer , p lease give us your em ail address below  so 
that  we m ay enter  you into the draw ing. 
  
Thank you,  again, for  your t im e!  We w ill m ake results available to NTEN 
m em bers in early  Novem ber and release public results by Novem ber 15,  2006. 
I f  you would like a personal em ail announcing key results,  p lease give us your 
em ail address below. 
  
I f  you are not  already a m em ber of NTEN, the m em bership organizat ion of 
nonprofit  I T staff,  p lease join now by going t o www.nten.org/ join 
  

Please  g i ve u s yo u r  em a i l  h e r e t o  g et  
en t er ed  in t o  t h e  d r aw in g  an d  g e t  p r e-
r e lease  r esu l t s :   

 
 

Appendix B:  Demographics 
 

 
Su r v ey  Resp on d en t s b y  Or g  An n u al  Bu d g et  Si ze 
Sm all:   Less than $100,000 5.41%  Sm all:   $100,000 to $250,000 6.25%  Sm all:   $250,000 to $499,000 6.71%  Medium :   $500,000 to $999,999 10.29%  Medium :   $1 m illion to $2,999,999 24.70%  Large:   $3 m illion to $9,999,999 21.11%  Very Large:   $10 m illion t o $24,999,999 12.04%  Very Large:   $25 m illion t o $50 m illion 5.34%  Very Large:  Over $50 m illion 7.62%  (blank)  0.53%   
Su r v ey  Resp on d en t s b y  Or g  St a f f  Size  
None 0.84%  One person less than fu ll- t im e 1.68%  One person fu ll- t im e 2.21%  Between one and two people full- t im e 4.95%  3-5 people fu ll- t im e 9.38%  6-10 people full- t im e 12.27%  11-29 people fu ll- t im e 19.44%  30-99 people fu ll- t im e 22.03%  100- 249 people fu ll- t im e 12.42%  250- 500 people fu ll- t im e 7.77%  m ore t han 500 people  7.01%  
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m ore t han 500 people  7.01%  
 

Su r v ey  Resp on d en t s b y  No n p r o f i t  Sect o r   
Hum an Services 17.45%  
Social Just ice and Advocacy 17.00%  
Heath Care or  Mental Healt h 14.02%  
Educat ion 11.43%  
Philanthropy/  Capacit y  Build ing 10.44%  
Arts, Cult ure, Hum anit ies 7.70%  
Youth Developm ent /  Recreat ion 6.86%  
Environm ent  or  Anim al Related 5.56%  
Diseases/  Science/  Medical Research 4.57%  
Internat ional/  Hum an Right s/  Disaster 2.74%  
Mutual and Mem bership Benefit  2.21%  

 
 

Su r v ey  Resp on d en t s b y  Geo g r ap h i c Reg i o n    
Mideast  27.21%  
West  Coast /  Far West  18.98%  
Great  Lakes 15.24%  
Southeast  12.73%  
New England 8.54%  
Plains 6.55%  
Southwest  4.73%  
Rocky Mountains 3.13%  
Outside US 2.67%  
(blank)  0.23%  

 
Su r v ey  Resp on d en t s b y  Job  Ti t l e  
Execut ive Director/ CEO 23.63%  
IT Director/ Technology Director 21.11%  
Operat ions/  Program s 11.66%  
Market ing/  Developm ent  8.23%  
System s or  Network Adm inist rator 6.33%  
CFO/  COO 4.04%  
Project  Manager 4.04%  
Chief Technology Off icer  or Chief I nform at ion 
Off icer 3.58%  
PC Technician or  IT Support  Staff 2.82%  
Other Director  level 2.67%  
Webm aster/ Web adm inist rator 2.29%  
Database Manager 2.06%  
Other Board/  CXO 1.60%  
Online Com m unicat ions Manager/ St rategist  1.37%  
Inform at ion Archit ect /  t echnology specialist  0.99%  
Online Com m unity  Manager 0.53%  
Web Developer 0.53%  
Program  Analyst  0.38%  
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Circuit  Rider 0.30%  
Accidental Techie 0.23%  
Webm aster/  Web adm inist rator 0.23%  
Consultant  0.08%  
Intern 0.08%  
Other 0.08%  
Program m er 0.08%  
Volunteer 0.08%  
(blank)  0.84%  

 
Su r v ey  Resp on d en t s b y  Hi g h est  Lev el  o f  
Ed u cat io n  Ob t ai n ed    
High School 1.07%  
Som e College 15.08%  
Bachelor  of Ar t s 23.08%  
Bachelor  of Science 19.12%  
Master's of Ar ts 17.67%  
Master's of Science 15.99%  
Ph.D.  or equivalent  6.47%  
(blank)  1.52%  

 
 
 


