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THE DONOR PYRAMID
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/’ WSU PROSPECTIVE DONORS: Alumni, Friends, \
y Students, Parents, Faculty, Staff, Corporations, \
Foundations, Associations, and anyone else with the
interest of WSU in mind and the financial means to give.

< BROADENING BASE OF SUPPORT >
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The result of hunger in Amer
necessarlily starvation, but rathes
malnutrition. Children who can’t .
in school. Young bones that aren’
Seniors who weaken and lose hope.

No one plans to stand in a food 1.
We don’'t expect to be the next one
or “right sized.” We can’t believe t
catastrophic 1illness will hit someor
family and threaten our financial st
Bad things do happen, even to peoples
and love.

No one expects to be hungry in
but the sad fact is that over 37 mi
women and children, young and old a

“Hungry In America?” Unthin

No longer. But you can help. Y
provide nutritious food for young c

You can help the thousands of senic
living in poverty. You can give hor
lies struggling to stay together. 2
encourage single parents as they st
provide for their children.

Your contribution to Operation
Search will help us supply food to
kitchens, food pantries and shelter
Missouri and Illinois that help fee
100,000 people each month, nearly 1}

are children.

One dollar provides $19 wort
of food...

Yes, because we are a private
sector solution to hunger, your

Women represent nearl
two-thirds of the adults
seeking food assistance



350,000 individuals in the bi-state
region are hungry. More than 157,000 are chil-
dren. Hungry, right here in the heartland!

Yes, 1t’s true! Please, send your check
today and be part of the solution in your own

community.

With gratitude,

QVNTL. ’

Sunny L. Schaefer
Executive Director

P.S. As you are thinking about writing that
check, imagine, just for a minute, coming home
after a day at work knowing only two of your
four children will eat dinner. The others will
have to wait for the school lunch tomorrow
before they can ease their hunger pains.
Please, give all that you can.
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Hurricane Katrina Update.

Operation Food Search is proud to be providing food and support to the thousands
of Hurricane Katrina survivors who have relocated in the bi-state region. An estimated
3,000 individuals are being served weekly through our network of agencies.

This is the new face of hunger here at home - infants, children, single parents,

families, seniors. They have lost everything - their homes, their possessions, and, in
some cases, their loved ones.

We will continue to respond to the needs of those displaced by Hurricane Katrina
while maintaining our commitment to the members of our community who battle
hunger every day. They all need our support. Please help us ensure that everyone in
our community receives the nourishment they need to rebuild their lives.

INSee T




Month
Month 1

Month 2

Month 3

Month 4

Month 5

Month 6

Month 7

Month 8

Chronology of the Creation of a Planned Giving Program

Internal Work
Budget
Contract
Current fund-raising effort
Analysis
Volunteer identification
Study of organization
Meet key people
Board treaty
Plan committees
Address confidentiality
Address ethics
Committee action plan
Prepare case statement
Marketing plan prepared

Define scope of program
Board treaty approval
Being marketing brochure

Marketing plan

Internal training lunch
Case .
Products

Seminars to attend
Volunteer book

Begin legal work
Prospect research
Core prospects; assign
Brochures, newsletters
Staff meetings

Legal work

Core group strategy
Bequest plan
Newsletter

Proposals

Legal work

Plan donor seminars, board

Seminar
Bequest plan
Proposals
Donor seminar
Board seminar
Legal documents
Marketing brochure

Source: The Nonprofit Handbook, Greenfield, 2001

External Work
Meet with consultants, interview, select
Review computer systems -~ data
Meet key people

Visit prospective members

Meet with selected marketing advisers
Survey of board; interview

Meet with marketing committee

Meet with volunteer committee

Meet with board members

Meet with technical advisers

Meet with marketing committee
Assessment of finance and administration
Meet with lawyers; select

Meet with financial community
Meet with public relations personnel
Meet with volunteer committees

Meet with marketing community

Meet with volunteer committee
Meet with lawyer
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and expense reports; final reports pertaining to cach appeal (users can de-
cide whether to file a hard copy regularly or rely on computer—generafed
reports as needed); periodic and annual scorekeeping reports; an ideas file;
and other files unique to your circumstances.

Should checks be photocopied, with the copies filed? Small and emerg-
ing organizations may want to, many not-for-profits still do. Organizations
with strong computer systems and backup procedures may rely on com-
puter records to check numbers, dates, amounts, use of fundsr and dor‘10r
information. The key here is the ability to extract the information
quickly . . . combined with the integrity of the backup procedures.

Remember, computer mail lists and donor records are among a not-for-
profit organization’s most important assets. So, BACK UP, BACK UP,

BACK UP! Periodically store a recent backup off site.
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Pros@Ject |dentification,
Res,e%larch, and
Segmentation
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D[[}grer1r strokes for different folks.

—Anonymious

X

Earlicr @Nc discussed the importance of a strong case for support. We
then establis,h ed an information system to record the key information about
our donorsii%lnd prospective donors. Now would be a good time to step
back and figire out who is most likely to support our cause. _

Ultirnaltf:ilS fundraising professionals will want to adopt a highly person-
alized approich. When they write, their letters should sound as if the ap-
peals are vs'r‘%,itten from one person to one person—not to a group of
supporters. YVhen they put together presentation materials for face-to-face
visits, they p'i rsonalize the cover sheet and tailor the case for support to the
individual iﬁ:q:crests of the prospective supporter.

However ‘:1before they can get to these highly personalized approaches,
developmcrit‘ professionals must put together a master list that identifies all
potential suﬁiporters. Most often, not-for-profit organizations can seek su p-
port from th:él‘ following broad classifications of donors:

+ Individijals

* Businesses/corporations
.

. Foundﬁ%ons

il

ofl
il
i




mon classifications to €O
raising software.)

the organization.

nering suppor

Constituents

Universities loo

prime constitu

The people who make

est to the organization
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Perhaps the only not- : ‘
support from their constituents are social service age

Government agencies

« Service clubs (Rotary, Kiw
» Churches and synagogues

he “type” code in the last cha . .
e ators de and enter into the “type” field in your fund

Now that the broad classifications an
tention can be turned to the task of identt

Board members and other key volunteel‘ts can h
important contacts. A Commum.ty Relaqushlps
CD-R.OM that accompanies this book. Th
organization to organization, but most not-
¢ from: constituents, board memmber
donors, vendors, people generous to sl
peers of organization members.

from former patients. Symphonies raise funds .
Churches raise funds from members of the congregatio
receive donations from conservationists. Not-

make an effort to record the names, a ; :
ents—the people who use their services.

cT IDENTIF’ICATION

Associations (professional associations and unions)

anis, Lions, Civitan, etc.)

pter? These are the most coni-

d markets have been considered, at-
fying those most likely to support

THe Best PROSPECTS

elp identify prospects and
Survey is included on the
e'best prospects will vary from
for-profits find success In §ar-
s, staff, current and lapsed
milar organizations, and affluent

k to support from their alumni. Hospitals seek support

from season subscribers.
n. Wildlife refuges
for-profit organizations should
ddresses and phone numbers of their.

for-profit organizations that cannot rely on financial

ncies that serve the poor.

Current and Former Board Members

policy and guide the not-for-profit organization are

often the organization’s best supporters.
must set the pace. Not-

Chapter 1 stresses that those clos-
for-profit organizations find

tHE BESI FPRUDFELID =

it helpful to stressithe importance of this maxim. Gracious ways of en-

nd former board members to give generously are dis-

==

couraging current)

cussed in Chapter

==

il
t
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Key Volunteers

t] - . . . .
People who volunteer for the organization are involved. This involvement
gives volunteers anfin-depth understanding of the nonprofit’s services. The

i . .
volunteers often know the most moving stories about the people the orga-
nization serves. ‘

|
Some volunteeré? view financial contabutions as a natural extension of
their commitmen;fli:o an organization. Others feel that their volunteer time
is as much as theylcan afford to donate. The job of those responsible for
fund raising is to%ilézllcouragc contributions from volunteers—but never
make anyone feel ;.meomfortable if they cannot contribute.

|

o

Staff

Please don't overll‘: ok staff members as potential contributors. All staff
members are famﬂ@ar with the organization’s services and programs. All
staff members, by 1 lefinition, are employed. The best prospects are people
who are familiar thh a not-for-profit’s services and have the capacity to
make a financial c ntribution. So, staff members meet the nmost funda-
mental criteria for‘%-; nsideration as prospects.

Staff contributioif:‘ﬁs are among the most important contributions that can
be received. Board|members and other contributors are impressed when
they beconie awariiofgenerous staff contributions. Such donations bolster
confidence in the lﬁjlﬂanthropic community. Donors know that if the staff
is generous, the ofganization has inspired confidence in those most likely
to know its weakxfc%sses and strengths on an intimate basis.

Still, staﬂ”solicitégions must be approached with sensitivity. As with vol-
unteers, staff merrit%ers must be comfortable with their decision to do-
nate . . . Or not to Eionate.

i

Current Donors |

The most likely fu

ure supporters are current donors. One myth about
fundraising is “We:

an’t keep going back to the same people.” Fundraisers

ST e T T

iv
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‘ould be foolish to follow this advice. Professtonals don’t want to solicit
1e donor so frequently as to upset him or her. But ‘donors who believe in
1¢e cause expect to be asked for contributions more often than once a year.
Aost organizations tend to ask too few times, not too often.

.apsed Donors

A donor who supported an organization in the past but has not contributed
n the most recent 12- or 18-month period is generally considered a lapsed
lonor. Some fundraising professionals estimate that as many as 20 percent
of these lapsed donors can be persuaded to donate again. A thoughtful and
highly personalized approach helps. Phone solicitations combined with
mail appeals often work well. To be effective, development professionals
will want to restate the case for support and handle any objections that
might come up. Most of all, they can let the supporter know that his or her
past contributions made a big difference and the people served by the or-
"ganization miss that support and involvement.

Vendors

Businesses that sell goods and services to not-for-profit organizations often
donate when asked. ‘

Those Generous to Similar Organizations

A generous sponsor of one arts organization is often a good prospect for
other arts institutions to approach. Likewise, people who support one envi-
ronmental organization are frequently supporters of many other such causes.
Successful tundraisers find the names of generous philanthropists in their
communities through symphony progfam books; hospital annual reports;
university publications; on the walls of churches, libraries, hospitals, muse-
ums, and private schools. Donor lists are easy to come by. Addresses and
phone numbers take more work. However, dedicated volunteers often
can help look up readily available information. As important, many board
members have the names, addresses and phone numbers needed on their
personal contact lists.
Fundraisers should take the time to discover information about people
“c2we ee eimilar organizations and add that information to the fund-

PROSPECT RESEARCH 93

. i
raisin y y 1 1
g software systen). Record any information about their giving his-

tory to other orgamzag‘-i}_lons. Find someone in the organization who knows

the new prospect. Prgactively nurture relationships with these potential
supporters:

Affluent Individuals ith Whom Someone in the
Organization Has a !?_Ter Relationship

Il

When t%le subject of_";_:otential pace-setting donors comes up, volunteer
often t'}.uuk about thcjf" ealthiest people they have ever heard 'of. Kuowl—S
edge that someone is J‘l':ealthy might be meaningless. The aim is to dentify
and nurture relationsflx:gps with affluent people who might be expected to
suppprt the organ.izati@n. As mentioned, the prospect’s rationale for sup-
porting a specific organization might be an interest in similar causes. Somi—
t1me‘s the rationale fﬁr supporting an organization is merely a close
relationship with a bo: :rd member or major supporter,

People give to people. A variation of this point is to remember that a

wealthy person might'be a “suspect” at best. That person does not become
1 2] . 1§
2 prospect”™ until someone close to the organization with a peer relation-

ship with R .
ip with the phllantﬁ%foplst Is identified. Equally important, the person

close to the orgamzatls?in must be willing to make the introduction.
!
1

ProspEcT F?EU_:SEARCH

Some mature not-for%I rofit institutions have a sophisticated prospect re-
search office. Some srh’:'zﬂ emerging not-for-profit organizations have onl

one ftaff member to déj everything including: service delivery, fundraisin ‘
public relations, and gil eral administration, Whether the org;m'zacion isga'
gIassroots agency or ) large institution, those ‘who wish to raise moncfr

i
il
must focus on four kej areas of prospect research:

1. The prospectivT supporter’s relationship to the organization
2. The prospect’s it

oS} mnterests and hobbies, especially as they relate to the
organization . .|

. A
Networking—wiho i 1zation i
ing ]!ho in the organization is close to the prospect

C'japablllty—neflipzorth, ability to donate, and challenging contribu-
tlon amounts to‘[;"frequest

!
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« the early stages of prospect research, fundraising professionals Ashould
jentify as large a prospect pool as possible, capturing an.d recording th.e
ames of everyone who has a direct or indirect relationship to the orgaui-
ation. Board members and other key community leaders must be de-
nrieféd and asked whom to include on the master list of people to keep
nformed about the organization. .

As the master list is compiled, remember to get the names of decision
nakers at the corporations and foundations you wish to approach. To be
ffective, the fundraising database should include names of key contacts.
deople make decisions. No one succeeds in raising fu.nds“ﬁ'onl General
Motors by standing outside corporate headquarters yelling Hc?:, General
Motors, please make a contribution to this worthwhile cause.” And yet
numerous fundraising databases do not contain contact names.

As fundraisers develop more information about potential supporters they
segment the list based on capacity to give. As stated ear.her,, donors who al-
ready have given at generous levels are the organization’s best pr.ospf:cts.
But segmentation is not based on giving history alone. A ke?/ aim is to
identify wealthy people who have a relationship to your organization.

Next, the list must be divided into potential giving levels. Prospects have
vastly differing giving capacities. More research time sfllould' be spent on
those prospective donors at the very top levels—the major gift Pros'pec_ts.

Every organization has its own definition of a major gift. The institution
with a $60 million goal might consider contributions of $1 million or more
major gifts. The not-for-profit agency with a $100,000 f.undr?ismg goal
might consider any donation of $1,000 or more to be a major glft. In gen-
eral, fundraisers consider any gift of 1 to 1.5 percent of the goal to be a
major gift. o

It is especially important for small not-for-profit orgamzat.lons to de-
velop cost-effective prospect research methods. Larger institutions can af-
ford personnel dedicated to prospect research because the stakes are so
high. Stakes are high for smaller not-for-profit organizations as well, but
funding is very limited for prospect research. So, the research‘ has to be
highly focused and not too time consuming, given the organization’s other
priorities. The following is a prospect research strategy that even ,the small-
est not-for-profit organization can use. Although streamlined, this method

yields extremely useful information.

ProsrPecT RATINGS AND EVALUATIONS

Many not-for-profit organizations with relatively small fundraising staffs
find 1t difficult to con‘duct effective prospect research. Presuming that un-
limited resources for p:rospcct research are not available, the following tech-
uique niay be helpfuli to the research and major gift process.

First create a coversheet, Prospect Rating Form, and key page (see Ex-
hibits 6-1, 6-2, and 6§_:—3). The cover sheet is a way to comifort volunteers
who are supplying the information. It also provides an opportunity to sum-
marize the case for support. The key explains how the volunteers are to fill
in the columns on thfé prospect rating form.

Volunteers should be reminded to put their names at the very top of the
first page in the space !i)rovided. The information is somewhat useless with-
out knowing who supplied it. When dealing with the column about max-
imum capacity, it 15I helpful to say something like “If this were the
prospect’s favorite ch!41ity, pethaps their church or university, what might
be the most they could contribute? Please do not fill in a number that

i
represents what you expect the prospect to donate. Rather, focus on the

|
?
|
i :

EXHIBIT 6-1 SAMPLE COVER PAGE FOR RATINGS

PROSPECT

ABC Not-for-Profit has er?ﬁbarked on a Major Gift initiative to strengthen all of our
programs for the people|we serve . .. while at the same time maintaining our reputa-
tion for financial stabilit\}iand sound management. The information gathered on this
form will help us refine 'ofur plans. The campaign can succeed only with the generous
support of a limited number of pace-setting contributors.

The information derived from this and other ratings and evaluations activities will
be kept confidential andf:treated with the utmost discretion. The final decision con-
cerning the correct amount of contribution to request will be based on the prospec-

tive donor's capacity, phjilanthropic nature, and relationship to ABC Not-for-Profit. The
correct choice of solicitor can be determined only with knowledge of the prospect’s

network of associates. i

When rating capacity to ;give, keep in mind the prospect’s total means rather than
past giving patterns. In other words, please indicate the maximum potential.

Thank you for your help.| Your opinions are valuable to us.

ie
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EXHIBIT 6-2 SAMPLE PROSPECT RATING FORM
R S s : TR SRR

Staff fills in 300~400 names prior to the Volunteer review

VOLUNTEER'S NAME

Interest wilt
Donors & Prospects Maximum in Our Ypur .| Willing
N:?ne/Compan; Capacity | Organization | Relationship | " to Visit?

Mr. Ronald P. Abelson

Mr. Thomas N. Ackerly

Dr. & Mrs. Arthur Q. Adelle

Mr. & Mrs. Harry B. Allen it

American Widgets, Inc.

Mr. Stanley W. Ammson, Jr.

Aphorism Industries
Paul Epigram, President

Mr. & Mrs. Robért 0. Baxter

Mrs. Evelyn 7. Carter

Harold Charles, Esq. .

Mr. & Mrs. Russell Clinett

Mr. & Mrs. Steven Darnit, Jr.

Mr. & Mrs. William Derby
=

Mr. & Mrs. Frank Desstitute

maximum amount the person could afford to contribute.” It is also help-
ful to explain that a number of factors will help determine how much the
organization will request. In some cases—especially when the proAspe’ct h:.ts
~ wery clase relationship to an organization and when the organization is

PROSPECT RATINGS AND EVALUATIONS o7

3

SAMPLE “"KEY” PAGE

B A N e A S

, -
PLEASE USE THE FOLLOWING KEYS WHEN FILLING IN THE FORM

MAXIMUM CAPACITY
(Base Solely on Prqspective Donor’s Means)

Enter number 1 to 8 based on your best guess. Leave blank only if you have no
knowledge whatsoever,

1 $300,000 or mo:ré 3-year pledge (100k a year)

100,600 Or more{_‘3-year Dledge (33k a year)

75,000 or more (3-year pledge (z5k a year)

30,000 or more ;3-year pledge (10k a year)

15,000 or mare -year pledge (sk a year)

7,500 or more 3iyear pledge (2.5k a year)

3,000 or more 3;year pledge (1k a year)

Less than $1,oop‘ a year pledge potential

ON AU W N

LEVEL OF INTERES],'E IN OUR ORGANIZATION —AND PHILANTHROPIC TENDENCY

Enter letter A throqgh E based on your best guess. Leave blank if you have no

knowledge of prospect,

A High level of interest in ABC Not-for-Profit

B Moderate level bf interest {(probably donates or attends organization activities)

C Low level of intérest but with potential for cultivation (doesn't give or participate
yet but is interested in the goals of the organization)

D Little known interest in the goals of the organization but has demonstrable
civic pride !

E No interest andI no concemn for community

YOUR REMTIONSH!P TO PROSPECT
Enter number 1 tojs to indicate the phrase that best describes your relationship,
1 Best of friends,| relative, or close business associate
2 Acquainted and ‘friendly

3 Met once or twice

4 Never met |

5 Hostite relationship

|
engaged in a visionary campaign—the request amount will be equal to the

maximum capajé:'ity. In other cases, the appropriate request amount may be
somewhat less than the maximun the prospect can afford.

The column!that deals with interest in the organization and philan-
thropic tendenlcﬁes 15 self-explanatory based on the key. The staff might
wish to fill in irf}fo1mati0n about a prospect’s closeness to the organization
pror to having|volunteers fill out the form.

i
(
e

:




Having created the forms, the next step is to have the staff or a dcdi‘—

cated volunteer fill in the names of 300 to 400 top “suspects.” The list 1s
| composed of those thought to be likely prime prospects. Irfclude.d are cur-
rent generous donors; the largest local or national corporations l}kel.y'to be
approached; those who are generous to similar causes; wealthy individuals
who have a relationship to a volunteer or board member; and other afflu-
ent constituents.

Now that the 300 to 400 names are filled in, the list should be taken
to the board of directors or to a special committee composed of people
who know the community, especially professionals who are knowledge-
able about relative net worth of many of the prospects. To recruit such
2 committee look to bankers, real estate brokers, insurance agents, stock
brokers, and attorneys. Also recruit people who have lived in your city
a long time as well as community or national leaders. In short, recr'ult
affluential and influential “movers and shakers” to serve on the rating
committee.

Since keys are being used—numbers and letters rather than dollar
amounts and specific information—many of the financial advisors find th.ey
can participate in the process without violating any ethical codes. If, for in-
stance, a committee member put a “1” in the maximum capacity column,
signifying that the dornor is capable of making a $100,000 or more annual
contribution, no specific information about the donor’s net worth has been
revealed. After all, the prospective donor might have a net worth of $6
million, $25 million, $60 million, or more. All that is known from the rat-
ing is that one committee member estimates that the prospect is capable of
“a contribution at the level indicated.

Anyone who has ever participated in 2 “talking” prospect rating meet-
ing will recognize the benefit of using this silent method of forms and keys.

Traditional prospect rating sessions usually turn out like this. The me‘et—
ing begins with an explanation of the importance of gathering information
about prospective supporters. Everyone is assured that the information
will be kept confidential. People are also told to please stay focused be-
cause there are numerous names to review. Now the fun begins. Mrs.
Abercrombie is the first name discussed. Someone in the room knows her.
All agree that she might well be capable of a $10,000 contribution, and
surely Mabel will call on Mrs. Abercrombie. Next the committee discusses

IVIT. QUL IVLLY. JULILL drciisin e, Unssamcnsn woeee -
live on the hill. No one is sure. Next come Mr. and Mrs. James Bigheart.
Mabel informs t;l}c committee that the Bighearts are getting a divorce.
“No!” exclaim the committee members, Next follows a ten-minute dis-
cussion of what éd to the divorce. The comumittee chair brings the com-
mittee’s attention back to the list. The next name is Thomas Boswell.
There is general(égreement that Mr. Boswell had a good year and should
be approached fc;r a $20,000 contribution. Feeling confident, the chairmai
moves on to thq{next name, Thelma Carswell. At this point it is discov-
ered that Mrs. Carswell is living with James Bigheart. The conumittee
never gets back on track.

While this m %1 be an exaggeration, it is safe to say that ratings conumnit-
tees rarely get through more than 25 to 50 names in an hour-and-a-half
meeting. On thé other hand, by using the forms in this book, a board of
directors or comfffn_ittee can review up to 400 names in 20 minutes.

This 20—minu:te concentrated period is among the most important times
in an organization’s history. By staying focused—and by not being swayed
by extraneous cq_‘hunents—an organization can quickly discover who omn its
list is most capable of generous gifts. Perhaps the most helpful information
obtained throug}:x this process is the knowledge of which volunteers have
close relationships to the organization’s best prospects.

Once dcvclolgment planners know who has a positive relationship with
potential suppotters, they can recruit volunteer solicitors more readily. To
broaden the knfdwledge about supporters, development officers also can
phone or meet lwith the committee members who have the relationship
with the supporter. Now is a good time to debrief the volunteers. The goal
is not to gather ititillating information; rather, it is to be sure to avoid em-
barrassment and; approach prospects graciously. Thus it is best to gather
sommne informaticli)fn in private rather than in group settings.

After the vol‘tfxnteers fill in the forms, the staff collects the forms, sun-
marizes the con}i;hlittee’s work, and creates the Compiled Prospect Rating
Form (see Exhibit 6-4).

Once the cO;mmittee’s work has been summarized in the Compiled
Prospect Rating Form, it becomes relatively easy to determine preliminary
request amountsand volunteer assignments. There are a few commonsense
ways of -going about this.

|
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'yi'E)‘VHVIBIT 6-4. COMPILED PROSPECT RATING FORM
mmﬁ?mﬁfﬂﬁ“ﬁ RIS RECASIM I 2 (e ¥ R E S
Maximum Interest in Your Willing

G

Name/Company Capacity Organization | Relationship | to Visit?

Mr. Ronald P. Abelson

Mr, Thomas N. Ackerly 6(Carr) B(Carr) g(carr)

5 (Harrison) C(Harrison) 2(Harrison)
3(Hagard)
2(Mitchem)
2(Whitt)

Dr. & Mrs. Arthur Q. Adelie 4(Carr) D(Herring) 2(Carr)
3(Herring) 2(Hagard)

2(Herring)

Mr. & Mrs. Harry B. Allen, Ill 7(Carr) 3(Carr)

) 3(Hagard)

American Widgets, Inc. 2(Harrison) C(Harrison} 2{Harrison)

3(Hagard)

Mr. Stanley W. Ammson, jr. 7{Liddy) C(Liddy) 2(Liddy) ‘
8(Mitchell) C(Mmitchell) z2(Mitchell) Y (Mitchell)
8(Carn) 2(Carn) Y(Carr)
8(Harrison) C(Harrison) 2{Harrison)

3(Hagard)
) 2(Michel 1)
Aphorism Industries 1(Liddy) B(Hagard) 2(Hagard)
Paul Epigram, President 2(Carr) A(Liddy) 2(Liddy)
2(Hagard) A(Carr) 4(Carr)

Mr. & Mrs, Robert Q. Baxter

Mrs, Evelyn T, Carter

Harold Chartes, Esq.

Mr. & Mrs. Russell Clinett 8(Harrison) C(Harrison) 2(Harrison)

3(Hagard}

Mr. & Mrs, Steven Damit, jr

Mr. & Mrs. William Derby

Mr. & Mrs, Frank Desstitute 8(Liddy) D(Liddy) 5{Liddy)
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Determining the “ldeal” Volunteer Solicitor

Using the forms and the compiled information, this step-by-step approach
to choosing the volunteer solicitor can be followed:

1. When only one volunteer fills in the “Willing-to-Visit?” column for
~=if~ meacnect. the assignment becomes antomatic,

llll--“‘

2. When two or more volunteers fill i that columin, recruit the volun-

| N .o . .
teer who rated the prospect’s giving capacity higher. That volunteer
will be more é"omfortable requesting a niore generous contribution.
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3. lftwo or morié volunteers filled in the “Willing-to-Visit?” colunm
and several rated the giving capacity equally high, choose the vol-
unteer who knows the prospective supporter better. '

(One note :of caution: If the volunteer places 3 “1” in the “Your

Reelationship ’;;:column, that means that the prospective supporter is
the volunteer[s best friend or a family member. This is ot the ideal
volunteer soh'jéicor. It 1s possible to be too close to the prospect for
a comfortable'solicitation. Volunteers who place a “2” in this col-
umn generall}:' make the very best volunteer solicitors. Again, seek

people with peer relationships with the prospective supporters.)

- L . :
4. I all factors are equal, assign the prospect to the volunteer with

fewer assignm"ents. The volunteer with many people to visit may not
be able to make all the face-to-face solicitations. And the volunteer
with few names has a smaller psychological hurdle to overcome in
beginning toémake the visits.

i

Ideally, when this process is through, each volunteer will have three to
five prospective sup‘lporters to visit. Also remember that, to the extent pos-
sible, team visits are to be encouraged. The most effective solicitations in-
volve a key staff m(%mbcr and a dedicated volunteer calling ou a generous
Prospect or generous couple. .

Often the “ideall’ volunteer solicitor for a particular prospect was not
part of the team tha:ti filled in the prospect ratings forms. In such cases speak
with one of the people on the ratings team who knows the prospective
supporter. The team member can tell you who knows the prospect well.
The volunteer could be asked: “Who are some of Mr. Prospect’s good
friends? Who on our team is close to Mr. Prospect? Who believes in our
cause that has the L'I{ght ‘chemistry’ to approach Mr. Prospect for a contri-
bution to our causef?"

Once the ideal solicitor has been determined, the next concemn is how
best to recruit him or her. Assuming that the volunteer is already a believer
in the organization:a gracious yet direct approach is appropriate. Someone
with a peer relatioxkship with the prospective volunteer solicitor calls and
makes an in—persongl appointment. Use the appoinunent to strengthen your

i
;
i
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bond with the volunteer. Ask if the volunteer would be comfortable in a
personal solicitation setting. Help these volunteers find their comfort lev-
els. Some will be comfortable allowing their name to be used when seek-
ing an appointment with the prospective donor. Others are willing to go
on the call but will want a staff member or fellow volunteer to ask for the
-contribution. Still others are willing to make an appointment, go on the
visit, and ask for a contribution at the predetermined level.

Determining the Capacity to Give

Using the Compiled Prospect Rating Form (Exhibit 6-4), it is easy to fol-
low the steps for choosing the volunteer solicitor. A more difficult task is
determining the appropriate request amount. Mastering this art is one of
the keys to fundraising success. The aim is to determine a challenging, yet
appropriate, gift amount or gift range to request prior o any solicitation visit
with a prospective supporter.

What first must be considered is how much the prospect can afford to
give. (The development professional and the team members may wish
to discuss ways of judging giving capacity before committee members fill
out the Prospect Rating Form.) Later what to request and what to expect
can be discussed. Capacity to give is one matter. Willingness to give is quite
another.

When considering capacity, remember that many people tithe and con-
tribute 10 percent of their earnings to their church or charity. Independent
Sector, an advocacy coalition for the nonprofit sector through its “Give
Five” campaign, encourages people throughout the United States to do-
nate 5 percent of their earnings to charity and to donate at least five hours
to the not-for-profit sector each week. Many figures indicate that Ameri-
cans tend to donate between 1.5 and 2.5 percent of their annual income to

charity. Other studies indicate that Americans tend to donate one-fifth of

what they can afford to donate. Stated another way, most Americans can
afford to give five times as much as they currently are giving without sub-
stantially changing their lifestyle.

From this information it might be assumed that a prospect with a fani-
ily income of approximately $100,000 might be capable of donating
anywhere from $7,500 ($100,000 x 1.5% X 5) to $12,500 ($100,000 x
2.5% x 5) to a not-for-profit organization. However, people tend to give

| S
not more tlm;h $1,500 ($100,000 x 1.5%) to $2,500 (100,000 x 2.5%).
So, what shoﬁ;ld be requested? Are gifts asked for at the levels the people
currently are !giving? Does one ask for as much as they can afford? Or are
there times When what seems to be more than the gift levels being dis-
cussed are 1sliled for?

So far the ffocus has been on aimual inconme and annual contribution
amounts. However, many people find it possible to make much langer
contributious“ to campaigns that encourage multiyear pledges. Additionally,
committed donors frequently make contributions from their assets.. They
believe so mitich in the cause that they donate generously from their life
savings or from their inheritances.

When disc!’hssing capacity to give, annual income and assets must be
considered. The prospective donor’s net worth is a better indicator ol
giving capacity than his or her current earning level. Not-for-profit orga-
nizations sometimes receive six- and seven-figure contributions from sup-
porters with modest careers. In one case, a retired schoolteacher donated
$250,000. The not-for-profit organization had discovered that the teacher
had inheritedja large block of stock in a successful company. The legacy al-
lowed the inlieritor to do what she loved best—teach.

Here are S(L'me general guidelines that can help deternine capacity to give:

1 . “qqe ~
* A person with a net worth of $40 million can aftord to donate $2 mil-
lion without changing his or her lifestyle.

c A person with a net worth of $25 million or more can aftord to do-
nate §1 ]1’1’1111101’1

« A person known to have contributed $5,000 to a political candidate
can affo1d to donate $100,000 to a multiyear c1p1t1l campaign (20
times tqc political donation amount).

« Most donors can afford to donate at least five times as much as they are
cun'entl!y giving. If the donor’s name appears on another organization's
donor lﬁsting,’ it can be expected that he or she can donate at least five
times'the amount being donated to that organization. In other words,
if a don'*or 1s giving your organization $100 a year, it can be assumed
that he or she can donate $500 a year; however, if the donor has do-
nated 151 000 to another organization, it is reasonable to believe that he
or she might be able to donate at least $5,000 to a cause.
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« Comunitted supporters often can afford to donate anl amount cqual to

10 percent of their annual incomes. At tines, they may be able to do-

nate even more. Such pace-setting leadership gifts are given from the

donor’s assets rather than from current inconie.

« Committed supporters often can afford to donate an amount equal to

three weeks of their salary.
« When planning a capital campaign with a three-
our organization often can afford to donate an
Jes their annual gift. Thusa $500-a-year donor
der a three-year pledge of $10,000 to the cap-

year pledge period,

current donors to Y
amount equal to 20 tin
might be asked to consi
ital campaign.

The ratings team can help determine how much a prospective supporter
; aits of capac-

afford to donate. However, tO ascertain the true upper lin
mselves be generous people. The sad
gine others donating generously- S0,
ty falls on

can
ity, committee members must the
truth is that miserly people cannot ima .
all the talk at the committee about how to rate maximum capact

. : 1 TO-
unreceptive ears. Generous people with knowledge of the community pro

vide the best assessment of giving capacity.

Help refine the information by looking at the organization’s -records.
Determine the largest amount the donor has given, then multiply that
amount by at least five to determine his or her capacity. AAs already men-
doned. committed supporters frequently can afford as much as 20 times
teir annual giving. By gathering information about salary ranges in your

'
area, development professmnals can get a good sense of the donors’ annual

salaries. Also, don’t forget reference materials. For examnple, corporate an-

nual reports or the SEC 8-K reports contain information about executive

remuneration and stock control.
Determining the Request Amount :

Once information about capacity to give has been gathered, the next step

is determining the appropriate amount to request.
Consider this most important premise: When deciding how muh to ask for,

it is far better to err on the high side than to ask for too little.

People aren’t insulted to be asked for a larger gift than they feel they can
ot To Eart manv people find it flattering that they are thought affluent

)
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There are two tfhings worse than asking too little. The first is not being,
specific in the request. As mentioned, frequently donors have no way of
knowing if $50 o $500,000 is needed. Such mmportant issues must not be
left unresolved. Offer the donor an opportunity to make a significant in-
vestment in your !cause.

The second—and most fatal—mistake is to not ask at all.

So, decide to always request a specific gift amount or gift range. Use the
information obtai[ned on the Prospect Rating Forms and the Compiled
Prospect Rating Form to help determine the appropriate request amount.

Here are the general guidelines for determining the request amount:
|
« Ifthe prospes.c’:t:ive donor has a close relationship to the organization,
and it is engaged in a visionary campaign with a large goal, request an
antount cquzgl to the donor’s maxinum capacity.
These doﬂllfors are the 1-As on the rating forms. Volunteers puta
“1” in the mi:{lximum capacity column, indicating extraordinary atflu-
ence. They or staff also put an “A” in the relationship to the organi-
zation column, indicating a close connection to the organization. The
1-As are tho;‘se closest with most assets—the organization's very best
prospects. )
Imagine ot‘onducting a $6 million capital campaign. A leadership
donation of $1 million is needed. By all means, graciously request that
cum from someone who has bonded with the organization who can
Afford to donate the pace-setting invesunent.

o If the donOl,‘. las a close relationship to your organization, and 1t 1s
engaged in %{n amiual campaign or other routine fundraising cttort,
request an aixhounc equal to the organization’s largest giving club or
gift level. I

Imagine donducting a $400,000 arinual campaign. Perhaps the top
giving leveliis the $50,000 Founders Circle. Even if one of the clos-
est supporters can afford a $1 million contribution, he or she can’t be
asked for thai\t every time. [n such a case, request the $50,000 contri-
butionr. Of ¢ouuse the relationship should be developed further with
the supporté'r informed about the not-for-profit’s visionary plans for

the future. i

. Ifthe donotlis not already closely associated with the organization, 1~
tensify the relationship nurturing activities and wait to request a
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higher level gift. 1f the campaign has a pressing deadline aud moien=~
L= 9

tum is needed, consider l'cquesting an aniount one or two levels

below the prospective donor’s ‘capacity.

o If the prospective supporter is 2 foundation, request an atount i its

al or average gift range—preferably an
dget. 1f the foundation sontetimes donates
gift range, form a relationship with the giving

elp in securing grants at the higher levels.

amount closely tied to a

gener
amounts

realistic project bu

greater than its average

officers and seek their h
. 1f a strong volunteer with a peer relationshi
er has been recruited, ask for the maximun
volunteer is comfortable requesting. Encourage su
“think big.” Even when prospective supporters have not
nship to an organization, they can be enc
imum capacity levels if they have a strong r
ity leader who asks for the contribution.

p with the prospective
support 1 amount that the

ch volunteers to
yet devel-

oped a close relatio ouraged

to donate at their max
tionship with the comn

ela-

Know THE PROSPECTIVE DoNOR

AS A PERSON

Speaking of suspects, prospects, ratings, and evaluation sounds somewhat

cal—maybe even clinical. All that fondraising jargon is helpful when
of the research process. However, it

supporters as pCO-

analyti
describing the “nuts and bolts”
s the heart of the issue. We must know our
understand their likes, dislikes, and philanrhropic motiva-
know what each prospective supporter cares about.

» written and said about sources of information. Profes-
sional prospect researchers know how to access a great deal of library and
on-line information. An alternative available to all not-for-profits 1s to de-
ple who can be relied on for background in-
who are long-term residents of the region

tend to know a great deal about prospective supporters. With this in mind,

the prospect researchers’ best tool is the telephone. The amount of
1gged in confidants can provide s

really misse
ple. We must
tions. We must

A lot has beer

velop a small network of peo
formation. Community leaders

prospect information three to five plu
amazing,
After getting information through teleph

additional research with corporate reports. Th
iew of the corporation’s business and econonu

one contacts; the next step 1
e annual report gives a broad
¢ condition. The 10-K

!
report is a detailecii? annual financial report that also shows salaries and other
compensation fori_'principal officers. The proxy statement gives detailed in-
formation on excf(::utive compeusation and control of stock. The 8-K re-
port details sales c!:_flarge blocks of stock.

A piethora of information about foundations is available at each state’s

foundation center. Look at foundation reports, The Grants Index, and a va-
N

riety of foundation directories.
.lnforl?lation 01]&; individuals can be found in Who's Who in America and
e o e sceening s ot il o foprft i
‘ ! tron able not-for-profit institu-
tions to. identify prime prospective supporters who are already on the in-
house list but whio_ have not yet given at leadership levels.

One final poinft?before leaving this discussion of prospect research. All of
the prospect resea‘r'rch in the world is of no value if it does not directiy sup-
port the solicitation process. During a tour of the administrative offices of
a not-for-profit institution on the West Coast, this author was shown a
large room with file cabinets filled with prospect research information. 1;1
response to a positive comument about the organization’s prospect research
the tour guide saiy’d, “We don’t do much prospect research anymore F01,'
years we collcctefd and stored a lot of information about wealthy pe;)ple
But no one fromithe development office ever seemed to use this infonm-.
tion, so we stopped collecting it.” ‘

In sun'nmry, fgcus on the key information that will help determine the
challenging yet appropriate amount to request, the right solicitor to go on
the call, and the p}roject the prospective donor would be most likely togsu -
port. And see thap the volunteers and staff members making the visit }
the prospect research information. ; Slsuse




$4 Million Gift Pyramid

Standard of Investments Necessary to Achieve $4 Million Goal
Number of Gifts Investment Level Annual Value
Required Three-Year Pledge Period Amount

- 1 1,000,000 333,334 1,000,000
1 500,000 166,667 500,000/1,500,00
2 250,000 83,334 500,000/2,000,000
2 125,000 41,667 250,000/2,250,000
3 100,000 33,334 300,000/2,550,000
4 75,000 25,000 300,000/2,850,000
5 . 50,000 16,667 250,000/3,100,000
10 25,000 8,334 250,000/3,350,000

- 25 10,000 3,334 250,000/3,600,000
40 5,000 1,667 200,000/3,800,000
50 2,500 834 125,000/3,925,000
75 1,000 334 75,000/4,000,000




'Fundraising Governance

L Board of Directors
+ Ensure adequate resources (personal involvement in fundraising)
+ Determine organizational mission, purpose and strategic objectives

+ Select and support the executive director, review his/her performance
and establish personnel policies

Ensure effective management and planning

Ensure effective fiscal management and legally compliant operations
Organize the board so that it works effectively

Approve budgets and determine and monitor the organization’s
programs and services '

Select and orient new board members

+ Enhance the organization’s public image

+ Evaluate the board’s own performance

* & & o
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2. Executive Director

+ Determine organizational mission, purpose and strategic objectives
+ Ensure adequate resources and staff to carry out programs and
fundraising

¢+ Oversee fundraising function
+ Monitor fundraising performance
+ Personal involvement in fundraising

3. Development Director

+ Draft fundraising plan that accomplishes organization’s strategic
objectives

Determine fundraising techniques

Organize and carry-out fundraising plans

Monitor and report on fundraising performance

Lead staff and volunteer involvement in fundraising functions

* & & o

4. Marketing Director

+ Support fundraising function through outreach efforts in community
+ Build visibility and donor base for the organization
¢ Active involvement in fundraising effort

5. Volunteer Director

+ Support fundraising function through availability and invoivement of
volunteer resources

¢ Active involvement in fundraising effort

6. Staff
+ Active involvement in fundraising effort
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Assessing Fund-Raising
Effectiveness:

Questions to Start With

Assessment of a fund-raising program is the first step in im-
proving fund-raising effectiveness. In many cases, a good as-
sessment will provide spccific direction for how a program can
be improved. In other cases, how to improve a program may
not be so obvious. Since a full-scale programn assessment and
improvement model is beyond the limits of this book, we have
provided references for further reading on most topics.

The following lists of questions are designed to facilitate
and stimulate reflection about the qualitative aspects of a fund-
raising program. The lists do not include questions regarding
critical financial and technical aspects of a program.

The Pre:ident/';E,\_I(’( e —\’l € e ) ov/C L O

1. Does the president provide strong leadership for fund-rais-
ing efforts?

2. Does the president see fund raising as a major responsi-
bility of his or her position?

3. Does the president encourage and facilitate the setting of
institutionwide priorities for fund raising?

4. Does he or she effectively articulate the institution’s mis-
sion and case for support to all constituents, internal and
external?

3. Is the president enthusiastic about fund raising?

6. How extensive is the president’s actual fund-raising ex-
perience?

- _ .
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7. Does he or she ellectively rely on the fund-raising exper-
tisc of the chicf development oflicer and stafl’ memnbers?

8. How much time does the president spend on fund-raising
activities? Is this amount of time sullicient?

9. How does the president’s participation in fund raising aflect
the fund-raising staff?

10.  Are the president’s goals for the institution clear to the
fund-raising staff?

1. Is the president an eflective fund raiser? Does he or she
ask for gifts directly?

(For information about the president and fund raising, see
Adams, 1989; Association of Anerican Colleges, 1975; Daven-
port, 1989; Fisher and Quehl, 1989; Rowland, 1986a, 1986b.)

Trustees

1. Are trustees donors?
Do trustees participate in the identification and solicita-
tion of donors?

3. Do trustees demonstrate a clear understanding of the im-
portance of fund raising in their policy making?

4. Are the president and chief development officer trying to
nurture and expand trustees’ involvement in fund raising?

(For information about trustees, see Pocock, 1989.)

Resource Allocation and Acceptance of Fund Raising

1. Are the resources allocated for fund raising suflicient for
ineeting fund-raising goals?

2. Isthe need for fund raising widely understood and accepted
on campus?

3. Who are the pcople on campus who have a clear under-
standing of the need for fund raising? Who arc the peo-
ple lacking in this understanding?

4. Are efforts under way to develop and enhance under-
standing of fund-raising goals, efforts, and costs across
campus?

L
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How will increased understanding among internal con-
stituents facilitate fund-raising efforts at this institution?

Niche and Image

What are the unique contributions of this institution to
the higher education community?

How widespread, internally and externally, is the shared
understanding of what this institution stands for?
What are the iniplications and consequences for fund rais-
ing of the institution’s being in this particular niche? What
obvious but overlooked donor constituencies eicerge? What
particular fund-raising approaches arc especially indicated?
Should any specific fund-raising approaches definitely be
avoided?

Are fund-raising cflorts and resources focused and differen-
tiated to rellect the mstitution’s particular character and
nceds?

Are efforts under way at the institutional level to enhance
and cominunicate an attractive image?

How well defined and well communicated is the institu-
tion’s image?

Are fund raisers articulate and accurate in cominunicat-
ing the institution’s niche and image?

(For information on institutional niche and image, see Kotler
and Fox, 1973.)

Fund-Raising Priorities and Policies

Have institutional priorities for fund raising been set and
widely communicated?

Is there broad consensus that these priorities are the right
ones for the institution at this time?

Do fund-raising priorities reflect the overall institutional
mission and goals?

Are expectations for fund-raising results neither overly
grand nor too limited? Do these expectations accurately
reflect the institution’s potential for fund raising?

L
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5. low do institutional fund-raising prioritics provide diree-
tion and focus for fund-raising planning and cflorts?
6. How arc competing interests regarding proposal subinis-
sions handled?
7. Arc proposal submission policics well defined and well un-
derstood by units with potentially compcting interests?
8. Have formal agreeinents and understandings been nego-
tiated with funding organizations that restrict proposal suly-
missions?
9. Have proposal submission policics been clarified with out-
side funding organizations?
10.  How are proposal submission policies and guidelines com-

mnunicated to faculty members and all other people with
fund-raising interests?

(For information on institutional prioritics, sce Whetten and
Caineron, 1985.)

Chief Development Officer

Does the chief developuient officer understand and value
higher education?

Is the chief development officer an articulate representa-
tive of his or her institution and the fund-raising ficld?
Docs the chief development officer convey not only under-
standing of but also respect for the philanthropic process?
Does the chief development officer have high professional
standards for himsclf or herself and the stafl?

Is the chief development oflicer comnmitted to fund-rais-
ing programs designed for the long-term benefit of the in-
stitution?

To what extent does the chief development officer empha-
sizc fund-raising prograins that rellect the distinct character
and needs of the institution?

Docs the chief developinent officer function at an excen-
tive level as a college/university oflicer?

Does the chief development officer have fund-raising ex-
pertise and direct fund-raising responsibilities?
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10.
11.

12.

13.

14.

Effective Fund Raising in Higher Education

Does the chief development officer effectively control or

delegate internal management duties?

Does the chief devclopment oflicer function as a inentor

to new stall members?

Does the chief development officer function as an entre-
prencur?

Are the chief development officer’s abilities and skills the
right “fit” for the institution? In what areas does he or she
excel? What areas does he or she need to strengthen?
Is the chief development oflicer’s overall fund-raising phi-
losophy consistent with the institution’s current needs and
character?

Is the chief development officer an effective lcader?

Centralized Fund-Raising Programs

Are there a central office and staff to reflect the institu-
tion’s commitment to institutionwide fund-raising priori-
ties? How does the central office support college or unit
fund-raising efforts?

What is the organizational structure of fund raising at the
institution, and how does the structure reflect institutional
character and fund-raising needs?

Is the present organizational structure the appropriate one
for this institution?

Who supports the structure? Who wants to see the struc-
ture changed?

What problems could be resolved with a change in orga-
nizational structure? What new problems would result?
What case can be made for a change in the organizational
structure?

Regardless of organizational structure, how are problems

‘involving communication, coordination, and negotiation

of competing interests handled?

. (For information on organizational structure, see Desmond and
m Ryan, 1985; Hall, 1990; Sandberg, 1985.)

A2 1
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10.

11
12,
13.

Successful Fund-Raising History

What is the history of fund raising in this institution? How
does this history aflect today’s progratn decisions and pro-
gram character?

What is the institution’s level of maturity in fund raising?
How will current fund-raising efforts increase the level of
maturity?

What fund-raising programs already under way arc serv-
ing the institution well? What prograins need to be im-
proved? What new prograins nced to be developed?
Are formnal programs or efforts under way to solicit gilts
from all major donor groups (alumni, nonalumni, corpo-
rations, and foundations) and to solicit all major types of
gifts (annual, capital, inajor, and planncd)?

How well does the mix of programs at this institution
reflect institutional priorities and assets? What program
areas need to be improved or abandoned?

Have there been previous major campaigns? At present,
is the institution planning a campaign, actually involved
in one, or between campaigns?

What external and internal indicators are used to deter-
mine when the institution is ready to undcrtake a major
campaign?

Is there an understanding on campus of the difference be-
tween a campaign to meet specific needs and purposes and
a campaign to change the level and scopce of fund raising?
What is the history of major campaigns at this institution?
What have these prior cainpaigns, successful or unsuccess-
ful, taught the institutional community about fund rais-
ing for this institution?

What outside professional services are being used or being
considered? What is the rationalc for using outside scrvices?
How are outside services selected?

Are these services meeting institutional needs?

How are results and costs associated with purchased scr-
vices evaluated?
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14.  How do services provided by outside firms reflect the in-
stitution’s character and valucs?

(For inforination on campaigns, see Bornstein, 1989; Davis,
1986; Dove, 1988; Dunn and Adam, 1989; Gurin, 1986; Mcln-
tosh, 1986; and Stehle, 1990.)

Entrepreneurial Fund Raising

1. In what ways are fund-raising programs entrepreneurial
for this institution?

2. Who takes risks in fund raising? Who supports risk taking?

3. What fund-raising efforts that do not conform tv conven-
tional wisdom about fund-raising success are cllcctive in
this institution?

4.  What entrepreneurial fund-raising approaches can be de-
veloped for this institution?

(For information on entrepreneurial fund raising, see Taylor,
1986.)

Volunteers

1. Do volunteers play a large part in the fund-raising program?
Does this institution use volunteers extensively in capaci-
ties other than fund raising?

3. Are there volunteers already active on behalf of the insti-
tution in other areas who can be recruited for fund raising?

4. Is developing or enhancing a strong volunteer cadre for
fund raising feasible for this institution? Would develop-
ing such a cadre be worth the effort?

(For morc on the role of volunteers, see Goodale, 1987.)

Emphasis on Management

1. Do the people in charge of fund-raising have professional
management skills and abilities?

2. Is management of the fund-raising process taken seriously,
or is management considered a “necessary evil,” something
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3.

4.

How are the fdnd-raising and management responsibili-
ties balanced?

What are the management strengths in this fund-raising
elfort? How can they be enhanced?

What are the management shortcomings in this lund-rais-
ing eflort? How can they be improved?

What is the management style in the development oflice?
How does this style reflect management style throughout
the institution?

Is teamwork valued and supported in this institution or
is the emphasis on individual perforimmance?

(For information on management of {und raising, sec Bennett,
1987; Soiller, 1989; Sorensen, 1986; Tuckinan and Johuson,
1987; Young, 1987.)

Information and Communication Systems

How eflective are the systems to collect, store, retrieve,
and disseminate information?

Is information about donors and prospects, activitics un-
der way, and progress toward goals readily available and
widely shared?

Are clear expectations and directives available to all fund-
raising stafl members? Do all fund-raising stall members
have sullicient information about expectations and progress
ol other stafl members?

What procedures or policics support and cnhance com-
munication between all fund-raising stafl members, between
the fund-raising stall' and other institutional units, and be-
tween the fund-raising stall and external constituents?

Planming, Goal Setting, and Evaluation

What is the strategic mission of the development oflice?
Does this mission fully reflect the institution’s fund-rais-
ing potential?

Are fund-raising program plans oriented toward a mar-

let annraach rather than an annrnach haced on the ineri-
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3. Are goals set for fund raising? How specific and concrete
are these goals? How measurable are these goals?

4.  Are fund-raising goals concrete and specific with respect
to activities and dollars raised, based on percentage in-
creascs, or arc the goals conceptual?

5. Is the planning done appropriate for this institution?

6. Is fund-raising planning formal or informal? deliberate
or intuitive? autocratic or participative? Should the way
planning is now done be changed to better support fund-
raising goals and expectations?

7. Who participates in fund-raising planning? How much in-

put do institutional leaders, external constituents, and

fund-raising staff members have in planning and goal set-
ting?

How is fund raising evaluated?

9. How are goals determined? How are percentage increases
determined?

10. How are economic conditions, past fund-raising history,
and overall fund-raising potential considered in fund-rais-
ing goals?

11.  Which other higher education institutions are appropri-
ate fund-raising peers for this institution> What can be
fearned froin the experiences of these other institutions?

[a2]

(For information on planning, goal setting, and evaluation see
Dunn, Terkla, and Adam, 1986; Frantzreb, 1986; Loessin and
Duronio, 1990; Loessin, Duronio, and Borton, 1988; Nahin,
1986; Whaley, 1986.)

Staff Development, Training, and Evaluation

1. Is staff turnover a problem? 1f so, why? How can prob-
lems leading to high turnover be resolved?

2. How well do the values and attitudes of staff members
reflect the institution’s character and needs?

‘3. Do stalf members attend either in-house or outside train-
ing and professional development programs?

4. How is staff communication facilitated?

5. How is staff performance evaluated and rewarded?
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Staff Commitment to Institution

1. Do stail inembers have strong personal ties to the institu-
tion? How do these personal tics enhance fund raising;.

2. What are fund-raising stall cormmitted to: the institution?
the fund-raising field? fund-raising idcals and values? per-
sonal success and achievernent? How do these comnmit-
ments enhance fund raising?

3. How can staff commitment more supportive of institutional
goals and values be developed?

(For more information on issues concerning {und-raising stall
members, see Boardman, 1989; Carbone, 1987; Carter, 1989;
Clewis and Panting, 1989; Levine, 1989; Moran and Volkwein,
1988; Turk, 1986.)

Constituent Relations

1. Are fund-raising ellorts designed to respond to the nceds
and interests of donors?

2. How are donors cultivated, solicited, acknowledged, and
recognized?

3.  What efforts are under way to keep donors informed and
involved in the life of the institution?

4. How do alumni relations programs facilitate fund raising?

5. Does the institution have a distinctive role in or relation-
ship with the community or region that is fully utilized
for fund raising?

6. Is there an internal campaign to solicit faculty and stalf
members?

7. How does the fund-raising staff develop and naintain close
relationships with deans and faculty members and cdu-
cate internal constituents about fund raising?

(For information on constituent rclations, see Lecd, 1987; Mel-
chiori, 1988; Trachtman, 1987.)

Reviewing these questions should not only provide an
overall view of the fund-raising program under consideration
but should also clearly identify major strengths and weaknesscs
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in the program, as well as the more obvious and feasible arcas
for improvement. The results of the research reported in this
book indicate strongly that successful fund-raising programs do
not have outstanding characteristics in all areas. Instead, suc-
cessful fund-raising programs have been designed to fully uti-
lize and build on current institutional strengths. No institution
that continues to survive is excluded from the possibility of iin-
proving its performance in fund raising, provided that human,
financial, and material resources are used wisely. Sustained
growth and good performance in fund raising arc neither a
matter of luck nor even a matter of past history. Success in
fund raising is, more than anything else, thie end result of peo-
ple asking other people for gifts. The assessment questions should
give some indicators about how that basic process of people
asking other people for gifts can be strengthened and mproved.
Good luck! .




