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Best Practice in Action

Le Moyne College’s Research Department’s Close Relationship with 

Development Officers Yields High Campaign Returns

Having worked at Le Moyne College for over 20 years, 
Deborah Reinhardt Youmans has learned how to build value 
into a prospect research management program.  When she 
first started as Director for Advancement Research, the 
school was spending significantly on prospect research and 
screening tools but wasn’t applying the information in a stra-
tegic and team-oriented approach to realize strong returns 
on investment.  Today, her strategy involves routine donor 
and prospect screenings, ongoing prospect tracking, and 
more importantly, prospect management meetings in close 
coordination and communication with development officers.  
“The bottom line is that everyone involved in fundraising 
has to work as a team and that requires each individual to 
take responsibility for what he or she is here to do.  You hold 
yourself accountable for the role you play on the team, as 
should those around you,” says Reinhardt Youmans.

At Le Moyne, prior to any solicitation visit, the staff assigned 
(including the President and Vice President) meet with the 
Research Department and agree on the amount that will be 
asked.  “Yes, our profiles have the suggested ask and all the data and analysis to back it up,” says Reinhardt Youmans, “But, I 
have found that this simple process of meeting prior to a solicitation helps to build the team atmosphere, boost the confidence 
of those going out, and forces a meeting of the minds.  You may need to role play Scenario A and Scenario B with the staff 
assigned, while at the same time trust their ability to make the right judgment call during the visit.”

Routine Screenings Keep Campaign on Target from the Start
Le Moyne screens their donor database every two years and freshman parents on an annual basis.  Reinhardt Youmans sets her 
own internal gift capacity rating and then applies WealthEngine’s capacity and inclination ratings to validate matches and flag 
variances for further investigation.  She is a firm believer that “screenings should be used to confirm top level prospects and 
identify those up and comers for the next campaign.  If you are using a screening now to identify new major donors for your 
current campaign, you’ve missed the mark from a timing perspective.” 

Tracking is Key 
“I expect Research to continuously identify, screen and qualify prospects,” adds Reinhardt Youmans.  “But that is only one 
piece of the puzzle, as the most important step is moving those potentials into the pipeline to build relationships.  We have 
regularly scheduled meetings where those identified are added to portfolios based on the region assignments of our develop-
ment staff.  Portfolios are also built based on the level of giving, the specific passions of the prospect and in truth, the person-
ality and skill level of the development staff.  We include all relevant development staff in the meeting, as that heightens not 
only the team atmosphere, but forces open and honest communication.  You learn when to push and when to pull as those 
added to portfolios are tempered with those that need to be removed.  If you as a researcher are credible, your involvement and 
advice during these meetings is valuable and prized.” 

Le Moyne uses two different approaches when reviewing high-level prospects.  For Major Gift prospects ($50,000-$249,000), 
they focus on the specific ask amount derived from screening details and other research data.  For higher level Pacesetters 

($250,000+), they identify cultivation and solicitation strategies to better determine “what makes them tick.”

“We use routine screenings to identify new prospects 
and confirm targets. Screening results for our prospects 
are usually in line with our own gift capacity codes.  In 
reality, there should be no surprises because those at 
the top of the gift pyramid are monitored closely. On 
the other hand, screening plays a vital role in the identi-
fication of those up and coming.  

I would rather have my heart rate accelerate because a 
development officer on the road contacts me to let me 
know that the visit resulted in a gift coming in on target 
with our solicitation strategy, than the alternative. It 
is an affirmation that our process of calculating gift 
capacity ratings is right on the money.”

—Deborah Reinhardt Youmans, Director for 
Advancement Research, Le Moyne College
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Tracking helps Research evaluate how close their original capacity ratings were to the final ask, which the research team 
reviews and approves before it’s made.  Tracking the ask amount ensures that future requests are well planned and executed.  
“Close to 90% of the solicitations we make are returned with a gift,” shares Reinhardt Youmans,“because our donors have 
such strong loyalty to the school and we’ve experienced such a high return from our prospect tracking process, I want to make 
sure that our expectations are clearly on target with every gift received.”

Le Moyne’s success is also due to the donor relationships nurtured by development officers.  “We measure a development offi-
cer not by the number of donations they generate but by the number of visits they make to a prospect, because we have found 
a strong correlation between the frequency of visits and resulting gift,” says Reinhardt Youmans.  The industry standard is 
generally one donor for every three prospects.  Prior to May 2009, development officers at Le Moyne had a one to one result-
oriented success ratio and their strategy is currently generating a one gift per two visit response among prospects.

Le Moyne’s current prospect tracking process is based on several closely monitored factors:

• Length of the average cultivation cycle

• Length from initial visit to the ask

• Proximity of the suggested ask to the final close and any variables

• Common occurrences among prospects, at varying gift levels 

“In the short term, it allows us a snapshot of where we are and where we are headed.  In the long term, it is an invaluable tool 
for strategic planning towards the next campaign,” explains Reinhardt Youmans.  “Our research and screening approach has 
given us more than 2,500 prospects with a gift capacity over $100,000.  We are fortunate to have more prospects than can 
be assigned and since we’re in the last year of our campaign we aren’t wasting time—these are the people to visit now,” says 
Reinhardt Youmans.  “Research should always be ahead of the curve, preferably two years out, and we need to start building 
the relationships now in preparation for the next campaign.”

Build Trust with Your Development Team
Le Moyne, established in 1946, has a relatively short history, compared to the other 28 Jesuit colleges and universities.  Le 
Moyne is just now coming into its own as a strong fundraising entity as prospects have reached the higher levels of giving.  Le 
Moyne’s last campaign, Tradition with Vision from 1996-2001, resulted in the achievement of $30.5 million to their goal of 
$25 million and garnered their first $1M gift.  Their current campaign, Achieving New Heights from 2004-2010, has experi-
enced far greater success, as the tally of $90 million to their goal of $50 million is currently a record and has netted their first 
$5M, $4M, $3M and $2M gifts.  And, at Le Moyne, says Reinhardt Youmans, “the gift is not counted until it is officially 
closed by payment or by signed documentation.  We were also fortunate to receive a $50M bequest in fall 2008, but the moral 
of the story is not the amount, it is the fact that in over 30 years of contact and stewardship with the prospect, no one dropped 
the ball.  That in a nutshell should be the outcome of prospect management.”

“Against all generally-stated campaign strategies,” says Reinhardt Youmans, “we moved on an inverted gift pyramid, mean-
ing that we hit the low-end and mid-sections first.  Excluding board members, we chose to leave our high-end prospects for 
the final years of the campaign.  In this time of uncertainty, we recognized that the ‘perception of enough’ from the donor’s 
perspective can outweigh the actual reality of their wealth.  As prospects are becoming more comfortable with the current 
economy and their ‘perceptions of enough’ are adapting, we have found that this is the best timing for solicitations at this level 
to be made.  We also kept moving forward during internal turnover: as our President left, an Interim served and our first lay 
President came on board.  In addition, we experienced two changes at the Vice Presidential level in our division.  You have to 
keep moving forward and remember the mission of your organization.” She advises, “The more that you can be a team player 
and work closely with your development staff, the better your response will be as you build trust and evaluate whether the 
gift capacity and actual ask amount are on target, time after time.  The technical skills, art and science required for Research 
should never be prioritized above the mindset of what you are doing this for.  These are some of the tools to help you get to 
the finished product; they are not in themselves the finished product.  Your finished product is a loyal and well-stewarded 
donor with the recognition that it took a team of individuals to make it happen.”
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Best Practice

8 Ethics and the Security of Your
Prospect/Donor Information 

The privacy of data is vital to an organization’s success.  In 
any organization, it is imperative all data pertaining to do-
nors, philanthropic prospects, students, parents of students, 
alumni, and others is protected and privacy is maintained at 
the highest level.  Sixty-seven percent of survey respondents 
have a security and privacy policy in place, jumping to 82% 
for HPOs.  

A security policy should outline data handling procedures 
within the fundraising entity, when working with vendors, 
as well as processes for communicating proper data handling 
procedures throughout the education institution.  The secu-
rity policy should outline:

• Who will have access to data

• What types of data are available 

• Data entry procedures to ensure data is factual, verifiable, 
reliable and relevant

• Data storage policies

• Secure data transfer methods

• Ethical guidelines

Security policies should comply with all federal, state and 
local laws.  In addition, they should comply with the Family 
Educational Rights and Privacy Act1 (FERPA), which gov-
erns record keeping within educational institutions.  (See box 
on page 26 for more on FERPA).  Policies should be reviewed 
frequently to address changes in technology, data handling 
methods, as well as institutional rules and all relevant laws.  

An organization’s security policy should ensure that data 
storage/transfer methods are also covered for the following:

• Databases (centralized and/or decentralized)

• Peripheral documents/data such as correspondence, 
research and vendor supplied information

1    http://www.ed.gov/legislation/FedRegister/finrule/2008-4/120908a.pdf

• Internal communications

• Staff interactions via phone, email, and social media

Ethics

All development staff and fundraising volunteers should 
abide by one or more of the ethical guidelines set 
forth by the Council for Advancement and Support of 
Education(CASE), the Association of Fundraising Profes-
sionals (AFP) and the Association of Professional Research-
ers for Advancement (APRA).  In addition to following the 
ethical guidelines of these organizations, it is important to 
define internal ethical guidelines and make certain all staff 
abide by the policy.

The primary responsibilities for fundraising institutions are 
to ensure all staff and fundraising volunteers having access to 
sensitive information are attentive to the confidentiality and 
privacy of its donors, prospects, staff, students and their per-
sonal information, that they are accountable for proper use 
of said information, that staff make no false representations 
of themselves or their institution, nor enter into a situation 
where any conflict of interest would occur.

Protect the reputation of your institution by carefully adher-
ing to the various ethical guidelines relevant to your opera-
tion.  A security breach could result in professional sanctions 
and/or the loss of confidence of your constituents.  Every 
organization should be aware of the potential pitfalls of a 
security breach and should proactively institute a security 
policy if they don’t have one in place already.  Security poli-
cies should be updated on a regular basis.

Best Practice Bottom Line: An up-to-date and 
comprehensive security policy is a must for all 
higher education institutions.
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The Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) (20 U.S.C.  § 1232g; 34 CFR Part 99) is a federal law that 
was originally enacted August 21, 1974 to protect the privacy of student education records.  All schools that receive 
funding under an applicable program of the U.S.  Department of Education are subject to FERPA.  According to the 
law, parents and eligible students (those who have reached 18 years of age or attend a school beyond high school) 
have the right to review the student’s education records.  Parents and eligible students also have the right to 
request that the school correct inaccurate or misleading information within the record as well as opt-out of certain 
disclosures.  In 2008, FERPA was amended to include language regarding provisions of the USA Patriot Act and the 
Campus Sex Crimes Prevention Act, which added new exceptions permitting the disclosure of personally identifi-
able information from education records without consent and also clarified a number of terms written within the 
original law such as personally identifiable information, directory information, and education records.  The fundrais-
ing department is not exempt from FERPA and therefore any established security policy should conform to FERPA 
regulations in addition to other federal, state and local laws.

Tips for Protecting Your Data Within your Department

 Restrict access to data files (including donor and prospect information) to only those employees who require access.

 Ensure any printed/paper files are kept in a locked file cabinet or secure room.

 Educate development staff and fundraising volunteers, including trustees and board members, on the process and purpose of prospect 
research and their roles in protecting the data.

 Develop an implementation plan for data use and clearly outline who has access and what data should be entered into your donor 
management system (DMS).

 Don’t share passwords for your online research tools or your FTP site(s) unless necessary.  Only share this information with employees 
who need to know the information.  In cases of staff turnover, be sure to change passwords that grant access to sensitive data.

 Use encryption technology on computers that house or use confidential data on a regular basis.

 Outline consequences for data theft or negligence.

 Protect from outside technology threats such as computer viruses or phishing scams by updating anti-virus and anti-spam software 
regularly.

 Keep all data, including copies of checks and financial transactions, only as long as required.

 Properly dispose of electronic and hard copies.  Be sure to use a shredder when disposing of hard-copy data so that the information 
remains confidential.

Tips for Protecting Your Data When Sending Data to a Vendor

 Ensure that a single person on your staff is responsible for file submission.

 Only include data that is relevant to the service that the vendor provides.

 Do not transfer data via email; use secure methods such as file encryption or SFTP.

Tips for Protecting Your Data When Communicating With Your Constituents

 Be up front about your prospect research.  Consider posting a statement on your website or in your public privacy policy about data 
mining.  Transparency up front helps assuage issues later.

 Develop a policy statement outlining process/policies/FERPA compliance to be distributed to constituents who question research 
processes or practices.

 Allow constituents an opt-out option for fundraising activities.
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Conclusion
Effective prospect research has the capacity to transform 
fundraising results in higher education institutions.  Given 
the state of the economy in general and the outlook for fund-
raising in higher education specifically, it is more important 
than ever for prospect research professionals to rise to this 
challenge.  By taking a hard look at their processes and prac-
tices and making improvements, identifying efficiencies and 
introducing innovations where possible, prospect research 
professionals can lead their institutions to higher levels of 
fundraising performance.

The Best Practices described in this study are based on the 
identified practices of organizations that are setting the bar 
in terms of fundraising success.  There are practices that 
highlight innovations in the field, efficient resource allocation 
and the creation of meaningful opportunities for teamwork.  
When implemented, these practices should help any organi-
zation reach new heights of performance and professional-
ism.  

It is our hope that this publication will enhance prospect 
research operations at individual institutions, contribute to 
the professional development of individual practitioners and 
managers, raise the perception of the value of research within 
the fundraising community, contribute to the body of knowl-
edge in the field, and serve as a springboard for future studies 
and research initiatives.
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APPENDIX 1: MEASURING RETURN ON INVESTMENT FROM WEALTH 
SCREENING
Every organization should make plans to evaluate the success of their wealth screening.  Has the returned information been 
put to use?  Has it positively impacted the organizations fundraising programs?  Has the investment in data and modeling 
paid off?  Is it an investment worth making again in the future?

In order to help organizations plan proactively for this important component of the screening process, WealthEngine suggests 
collecting and analyzing the data outlined in the attached worksheets:

• Major and leadership gifts

• Prospect/portfolio analysis

• Direct mail  

Depending on the components of your fundraising program, you may also want to measure your results in planned giving, 
annual fund leadership solicitations and other fundraising activities.

Major Gifts
For Major Gifts, we suggest you analyze the research findings by segmenting the data into three categories:  

• Prospects highly rated by the screening but not previously identified by your organization 

• Prospects highly rated by the screening and already under management by your organization 

• Prospects not highly rated by the screening but under management by the organization  

Screening data can help your organization improve your fundraising efficiency in all three categories of prospects.  By mea-
suring results with WealthEngine’s P2G Score and/or Capacity Ratings, you will quickly be able to see what segmentation 
strategy will be most productive for you to pursue in future screenings. The worksheet provided as Appendix 1a:Measuring 
Return on Investment from Wealth Screening—Major and Leadership Gifts will help capture the information necessary for 
this analysis.

Prospect/Portfolio Analysis
Collecting the information suggested in Appendix 1b: Measuring Return on Investment from Wealth Screening—Prospect/
Portfolio Analysis will enable you to compare the gift amounts you are receiving from prospects based on their WealthEn-
gine rating and their internal prospect research rating.  This will be invaluable as you evaluate the ability of your major gifts 
program to make appropriate asks and to obtain maximum gift commitments from prospects.  One of the most common 
shortcomings in major gift programs is “under-asking.”  It will also be useful benchmarking data when completing capacity 
studies or feasibility studies for future campaigns.

Annual Fund/Direct Mail
In annual fund, your screening will help improve your fundraising efficiency by:

• Identifying potential leadership givers

• Identifying high potential/low interest prospects that may be best engaged through the annual fund before cultivating for 
a major gift

• Segmenting your direct mail prospects.  

It is in conjunction with these direct mail efforts that we have provided Appendix 1c: Measuring Return on Investment from 
Wealth Screening—Direct Mail. Simply fill in the total pieces mailed, # of gifts received, and dollars raised for your choice 
of mailing segments, and the cost per dollar raised, average gift size, and response rate will be calculated for each segment.  
Again, this will quickly enable you to identify those mailing segments that are most productive and others where the return 
on investment is less than ideal.



28 | Appendices

APPENDIX 1a: Measuring Return on Investment from Wealth Screening

Major and Leadership Gifts

Gift 
Received

Amount
Date 
Received 

Estimated 
Giving 
Capacity

P2G 
Rating

Internal 
Rating

Stage at Screening (identification, 
qualification, cultivation, 
solicitation, or stewardship)

Length of 
Cultivation 
(in months)

Research 
Time Invested 
(in months)

Gift #

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30
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APPENDIX 3: IMPLEMENTATION PLANNING GUIDE
Every organization will develop its own unique implementation plan based on many factors.  These factors include the state 
of their existing fundraising infrastructure, the size of the organization, their challenges and opportunities, their staffing, 
the geographic distribution of their constituents, their fundraising objectives and goals and many other factors.  Below is an 
outline covering major points in an implementation plan used by WealthEngine.  It is intended to stimulate questions and 
discussion more than to provide a blue print or cookie cutter solution to implementing a wealth screening.

1. Define and/or establish quantifiable goals for the screening in each of the categories for which you have them1:

• Major gifts

• Planned gifts

• Annual fund leadership gifts

• Annual fund—general

• Corporate and foundation

• Other

2. Address questions regarding who should have access to the screening data and results:

• Identify a primary administrator

• Determine who should have access to the results

• Be sure you have the necessary donor privacy policies in place to cover the appropriate use of the sensitive data in a 
wealth screening and that those who are given access to the data are aware of the policies

• WealthEngine recommends that all who have access to the data, including FindWealth Online and/or WebConnect 
for DMS, sign a privacy statement.  This will help protect your organization should any data be wrongfully used by a 
staff member

• Determine who has permission to make changes in the results database

3. Address any training needs of staff:

• Provide access to training for anyone who will be working directly with the data/screening results

• Provide access to training for anyone who will use the FindWealth Online research tool

• WealthEngine provides free training and custom training options.  Visit the website at 
http://www.wealthengine.com/pub/trainingSchedule.jsp for available times and agendas

4. Integration of results with the donor management system (DMS):

• Determine if you will integrate your screening results into your Donor Management System (DMS)

• If yes, determine which pieces of data to integrate (see WealthEngine DMS/CRM Import File Layout Guide for sug-
gestions)

• Decide what data you will validate before you import it into your DMS

• Establish a timeline for the integration

• Provide documentation or training so all those with access to the data integrated into the DMS can understand it

• Contact your Client Service representative or WealthEngine Client Services at customerservice@wealthengine.com or 
301-215-5980, option 3

5. Develop a plan to validate data based on priorities established in #1:

• Will research validate data before prospects are distributed to field officers?

1    Suggested goals and metrics are included on page 27.
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• Can some prospects be qualified more cost-effectively with a phone call or field assessment by gift officer?

• Will only the WealthEngine data be validated, or will additional data be researched and incorporated into a profile?

• What is the average amount of time you will spend validating a record?

• Develop an order of priority for the validation process: 

• Choose high capacity/high interest/high affinity prospects first

• Will you validate major gift-level prospects only? In most cases, annual fund prospects do not require validation

• In order to push prospects into the pipeline quickly, you may want to validate those with high QOM and high 
P2G values first, as they will take less time

• Validate prospects with high Pinpoint stock values first.  These values are included in the Estimated Giving Ca-
pacity summary without a Quality of Match standard

• Validate real estate data only when warranted.  Real estate records are included in the Estimated Giving Capac-
ity calculation only if they are an exact Quality of Match of 9 or above.  Spending a lot of time verifying these 
matches may not be the most productive use of resources

• Validate prospects with high Dun & Bradstreet private company values and add these, or a portion of these, into 
estimated capacity ratings if warranted.  Use judgment concerning the value to include.  Dun & Bradstreet data is 
not included in the Estimated Giving Capacity calculation by default

• Do not validate records of constituents who are unlikely to be willing to engage with your organization—those 
with low or no interest or affiliation

• Develop a timeline for the entire validation project

6. Develop timeline and plan of action for implementing results in each program area1:

• Most organizations begin with major gifts or campaign needs;

• Follow with plan for planned giving and/or;

• Annual fund and/or;

• Corporate and foundation and/or;

• Other goals

7. Create buy-in among internal constituents:

• Will you introduce the screening to the front line fundraising staff? If so, provide at least limited training so they are 
able to understand the ratings and properly interpret the data they are seeing

• Plan to introduce the results of the screening to fundraisers, trustees, and top leadership as appropriate.  Non-re-
search-savvy staff and volunteers may need convincing of the value of the investment and reassurance of the reliabil-
ity of the data.  Be prepared to answer questions

8. Assigning qualified prospects to fundraisers’ portfolios:

• How will suspects/prospects/qualified prospects be assigned to gift officer portfolios?

• How will progress with the assigned prospects be tracked?

9. Measure results so you can assess progress towards the goals identified in #1—define and/or establish quantifiable goals for 
the screening in each of the categories for which you have them.  Some possible metrics are included on page the next page.

10. Evaluate the results of the screening by considering the following three categories:

A. Newly identified prospects highly rated by screening and not previously identified:

• Number assigned

1    A Sample Plan of Action and Timeline for a Major Gift Campaign is found on page 28.
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• Number cultivated

• Number asked

• Growth of pipeline

• Number of gifts received

• Dollar value of gifts received

B. Highly rated by screening and already identified by organization:

• Number where rating stays the same

• Number where rating goes up

• Number where rating goes down

• Does the data help verify or refine the ask amount?

• Does the data suggest new strategies for cultivation?

• Does the data help facilitate a sooner ask?

C. Not highly rated by the screening but identified as a prospect by organization:

• Number where rating stays the same

• Number where rating goes down

• Are these the best prospects on which to focus limited time and resources?

• Does the data suggest different strategies?

• Does the data affect ask amount?

Metrics Appendix
Suggested Metrics for Major, Planned and Annual Fund Leadership Gifts Programs:

• Number of new suspects identified

• Number of suspects qualified as prospects

• Number of prospects assigned

• Number of prospects under cultivation

• Number of prospects solicited

• Number of gifts closed

• Dollar amount of gifts achieved

• Number of previously identified prospects disqualified

• Number of previously identified prospects upgraded (ask amount increased)

Suggested Metrics for Annual Fund Programs:

• Percent increase in renewal rate due to refined segmentation

• Percent increase in upgrade rate due to refined segmentation

• Percent decrease in costs due to refined segmentation

• Percent increase in acquisition rate due to refined targeting

• Percent increase in average gift amount
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Suggested Metrics for Corporate and Foundation Programs:

• Number of new funding sources identified

• Number of proposals submitted

• Number of proposals funded

• Dollar value of proposals funded

Suggested Metrics for Other Fundraising Functions:

• Number of new/potential board members identified 

• Number of new volunteers identified

• Number of fundraising event attendees identified

Plan of Action/Timeline Appendix
Sample Plan of Action/Timeline for Major Gifts/Campaign:

1. Identify suspects, prospects and qualified prospects (1-3 months)

2. Prioritize based on capacity, interest and affinity (1-3 months)

3. Pre-qualify suspects with minimum required research to confirm their validity (2-4 months)

4. Assign to DO’s (2-4 months)

5. Further qualify assigned prospects as necessary through assessment calls and visits (2-12 months)

6. Begin cultivation cycle with those qualified prospects who have interest and/or affinity (2-12 months)

7. For those with high capacity, but little or no interest or affinity, begin high-touch engagement process to include invita-
tions to events, special news alerts, personalized mailings, thank you telephone calls if a gift is made, etc.  Once they have 
engaged through an event or made a donation, they can be moved into the major gift cultivation track (2-24 months)

8. Continue to feed the prospect pipeline as new suspects are pre-qualified and assigned to DO’s (3 to 24 months)

9. Submit proposals and solicit gifts from cultivated prospects (6 to 24 months)

10. Steward donors in accordance with stewardship plan as part of new cultivation cycle (8 to 36 months)

11. Track metrics to measure value of screening and activities

Sample Plan of Action/Timeline for Planned Gifts/Campaign
For High-level Suspects/Prospects Warranting Individual Solicitation Strategies:

1. Identify suspects, prospects and qualified prospects (1-3 months)

2. Prioritize based on capacity, interest and affinity (1-3 months)

3. Pre-qualify suspects with minimum required research to confirm their validity (2-4 months)

4. Assign to PGO’s or DO’s as appropriate (2-4 months)

5. Further qualify assigned prospects as necessary through assessment calls and visits (2-12 months)

6. Begin cultivation cycle with those qualified prospects who have interest and/or affinity (2-12 months)

7. Continue to feed the prospect pipeline as new suspects are pre-qualified and assigned to PGO’s (3 to 24 months)

8. Submit proposals and solicit gifts from cultivated prospects (6 to 36 months)
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9. Steward donors in accordance with stewardship plan (8 to 36 months)

10. Track metrics to measure value of screening and activities

For Unassigned Suspects/Prospects Not Warranting an Individual Solicitation Strategy:

1. Identify list of Planned Gift prospects for marketing purposes (1-3 months)

2. Send mailings (annuity, bequest, newsletter, legacy society, etc.) 3-4 times per year as appropriate and as resources allow.  
Include response mechanism (suggested intervals: 3 months, 6 months, 9 months and/or 12 months)

3. Host events as appropriate and as resources allow (March-Sept)

4. Respond with quick, personal follow-up to any expressed interest from mailings or events

5. Include information concerning planned gift programs/societies in all institutional communications with this group

Sample Plan of Action/Timeline for an Annual Fund/Campaign
1. Identify annual fund prospects for upgrade, acquisition and renewal mailings (1-3 months)

2. Sort constituents by channel preference if possible (i.e., mail, phone, email, personal solicitation)

3. Contact 3-8 times per year per segment based on budget and strategy (1-12 months).  Include informational contacts as 
well as appeals

4. Measure outcome of contacts immediately (1-12 months)
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APPENDIX 5a: Survey Questions

Please Tell Us About Your Educational Institution:
1) How many FTE (full-time equivalent) students do you serve?

a) Undergraduate

b) Graduate  

2) Are you a:

a) 2 Year Institution

b) 4 Year Institution 

3) Are you a:  

a) Public Institution 

b) Private Institution 

4) How many satellite campuses do you have? (if any)  

5) Tell us about your fundraising staffing:  

a) How many FTE development officers do you have on staff? 

b) How many FTE prospect researchers do you have on staff? 

c) How many FTE campaign staff do you have? 

6) Who else is involved with fundraising? (Select all that apply)

a) Students

b) Board Members

c) Trustees

d) Deans

e) University President

f ) Other (If Other, please specify)

7) Are your fundraising operations:

a) Centralized

b) Decentralized 

8) Please tell us about your 2008 fundraising goals/achievements. Please enter responses as whole numbers:

a) FY 2008 Major Gifts

i) Goal $

ii) Actual $

b) Planned Gifts

i) Goal $

ii) Actual $

c) Direct Mail

i) Goal $

ii) Actual $

d) Telethon (student driven) 

i) Goal $

ii) Actual $

e) Corporate and Foundation 

i) Goal $

ii) Actual $

f ) Other 

i) Goal $

ii) Actual $ (If Other, please specify)

9) Please tell us about your 2009 fundraising goals. Please enter responses as whole numbers:

a) FY 2009 Major Gifts

b) Planned Gifts

c) Direct Mail

d) Telethon (student driven)

e) Corporate and Foundation

f ) Other (If Other, please specify)

10) What is your minimum major gift amount?

11) Total percentage (approximate, if necessary) of Major Gifts raised from the following sources:

a) Parents

b) Alums

c) Friends

d) Corporations/Foundations

e) Other
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12) Are you currently in a campaign? If yes, please indicate stage: 

a) Planning

b) Quiet

c) Public

d) Post-Campaign Wrap-Up

e) Not currently in or planning for a 
campaign

13) What type of research practices does your organization engage in?

a) Proactive Research

b) Reactive Research

c) Both

d) Other (If Other, please specify)

e) We do not conduct prospect re-
search at this time.

14) What are some of your research sources? Please mark all that apply:  

a) Free Internet Resources (specify):

b) Subscription-based Internet Resources (specify):

c) Other Resources (specify):

d) What is your budget for research resources?

15) Please tell us what methods of data collection and/or analysis you employ:  

a) Statistical/Predictive Modeling 
(in-house)

b) Statistical/Predictive Modeling 
(with consultant)

c) Peer Screening

d) Demographic Overlays

e) Wealth or Asset Screening

f ) None

g) Other (If Other, please specify)

Tell Us More About Your Experience With Screening And/Or Data Mining Data:
16) Have you ever screened your data? (Go to Question 22 if question 16 is No).

a) Yes

b) No

17) Which constituent segments do you screen and how often?

a) Parents

i) Never

ii) Annually

iii) Every 3 Years

iv) Every 5 Years

v) Other

b) Alumni

i) Never

ii) Annually

iii) Every 3 Years

iv) Every 5 Years

v) Other

c) Friends

i) Never

ii) Annually

iii) Every 3 Years

iv) Every 5 Years

v) Other

d) Donors

i) Never

ii) Annually

iii) Every 3 Years

iv) Every 5 Years

v) Other

e) Reunion Classes

i) Never

ii) Annually

iii) Every 3 Years

iv) Every 5 Years

v) Other

f ) Faculty/Staff

i) Never

ii) Annually

iii) Every 3 Years

iv) Every 5 Years

v) Other

g) Other

i) Never

ii) Annually

iii) Every 3 Years

iv) Every 5 Years

v) Other
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18) Tell us more about your experience with your most recent screening and/or data mining data:

a) What month/year did you com-
plete your most recent screening?

b) How many names were submitted?

c) How many new prospects were 
identified?

d) How many existing donors/prospects 
capacity ratings were upgraded?

e) How many existing donors/
prospects capacity ratings were 
downgraded?

f ) How many of the screened donors/
prospects were visited by personnel 
or volunteers?

g) How many donors/prospects from 
screening made a major gift?

19) Did you have an implementation plan for your most recent screening? If so, did it contain any of the following elements?

a) No Implementation Plan

b) A time line for utilizing the results?

c) Plans to determine which pieces 
of data to integrate into Donor or 
Client Management System?

d) A method to qualify or validate 
the prospects?

e) A method to assign new prospects 
to fundraising managers?

f ) A moves management program to 
track prospects through system?

g) A policy to determine who would 
have access to results?

h) Other (If Other, please specify)

20) Tell us about your success with screened donors/prospects:

a) Estimate the dollar amount raised by 
screened donors/prospects that you 
identified PRIOR to your screening.

b) Estimate the dollar amount raised by 
newly identified donors/prospects.

c) What was the time frame for cul-
tivating your previously identified 
donors/prospects?

d) What was the time frame for 
cultivating your newly identified 
donors/prospects?

e) How long did it take to validate 
the screening results?

f ) How long did it take to validate 
one record? (Average)

g) How many records were validated? 
(% of total)?

h) Did you present the screening results 
to your leadership/board of trustees?

i) Yes

ii) No

i) How many people have access to 
the screened data?

j) Did you train or recommend train-
ing for MGO’s and other front 
line fundraisers who have access to 
data?

i) Yes

ii) No

21) Please tell us if you used your screening results in the following fundraising programs:

a) In Major Gifts

i) Yes

ii) No

b) In Planned Gifts

i) Yes

ii) No

c) In Annual Fund

i) Yes

ii) No

d) In Corporate & Foundation Giving

i) Yes

ii) No

e) In Homecoming 

i) Yes

ii) No

f ) In Alumni Direct Mail 

i) Yes

ii) No

g) In Reunions

i) Yes

ii) No

h) In Special Events

i) Yes

ii) No

i) In Peer Screening Efforts 

i) Yes

ii) No
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22) Please tell us about your Donor/Client Management System:

a) What Donor or Client Management System do you use? (Choose one):

i) BSR Advance

ii) CDM Pro

iii) CMS

iv) Datatel (Benefactor)

v) Datatel (Colleague Advancement)

vi) Denari

vii) Donor2

viii) Donor Central (Amergent)

ix) Donor Central (Portfolio)

x) DonorPerfect Online

xi) DonorPerfect Visual

xii) DonorQuest

xiii) ebase

xiv) eTapestry

xv) FileMaker Pro

xvi) Fundraiser

xvii) GiftMaker

xviii) GiftWorks

xix) IMIS

xx) ISI

xxi) Kintera

xxii) Lifeline

xxiii) Microsoft CRM

xxiv) MissionAssist

xxv) mPower Systems MPX

xxvi) Paciolan

xxvii) Patriot Systems

xxviii) PIDI - DonorDirect

xxix) PledgeMaker CS

xxx) PledgeMaker Online

xxxi) Prosper 9 (Brickmill Marketing)

xxxii) Raiser’s Edge

xxxiii) Results

xxxiv) ROI Solutions

xxxv) Sage (Millennium)

xxxvi) Sage (Paradigm)

xxxvii) Sage (Rainbow)

xxxviii) Salesforce.com

xxxix) SCT Banner

xl) Senior Systems

xli) Team Approach

xlii) Telosa Exceed

xliii) Tessitura

xliv) Tickets.com Provenue Max

xlv) WinFunds

xlvi) Home Grown System

xlvii) Not using a DMS

xlviii) Other (Specify)

b) If other, please specify:

c) How many records are in your Donor/Client Management system?

23) If you integrated your screening results into your Donor or Client Management System, which fields did you import?

a) Did Not Integrate Results

b) Giving Capacity

c) Financial Details

d) Vendor Scores

e) Biographical Data, Career, 
Education, etc.

f ) Other (If Other, please specify)

24) What is the overall composition of your constituent database? Please fill in the appropriate percentage for each of the fol-
lowing:

a) Current Students

b) Alumni

c) Former Parents

d) Current Parents

e) Faculty/Staff

f ) Friends/Community Members

g) Corporations/Organizations/ 
Foundations

h) Other

25) How many constituents/prospects are:

a) Rated

b) Assigned

c) Unassigned

d) Identified (not yet rated/qualified)
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Tell Us About Data Security At Your Institution:
26) Does your institution have a formally written policy as it pertains to constituent, donor and prospect records for data 

security?

a) Yes

b) No

27) Are those with access to sensitive information required to sign off on security procedures and/or receive additional train-
ing?

a) Yes

b) No

28) If possible, please share some pertinent details of your security policy:

29) Do you have measurements in place to rate your fundraising effectiveness? (Go to question 33 if question 29 is No).

a) Yes

b) No

30) How frequently do you generate and distribute reports?

a) Monthly b) Quarterly c) Annually

31) Do your reports measure:

a) Dollars Raised

i) Yes

ii) No

b) Proposals Submitted

i) Yes

ii) No

c) Number of prospects 
in each stage of cultiva-
tion/moves manage-
ment

i) Yes

ii) No

d) Number of prospects 
visited and/or signifi-
cant contacts

i) Yes

ii) No

e) Other

i) Yes

ii) No

32) What other measurements do you capture in your reporting?

33) Do you conduct Prospect Tracking, Prospect Management or Moves Management as part of the fundraising process?

a) Yes

b) No

34) Do you track any of the following information for particular prospects on an ongoing or regular basis?

a) Real Estate Holdings

b) Stock Holdings

c) Charitable Donations 
to other organizations

d) Federal or State election 
contributions

e) Other (If Other, 
please specify)

35) How often do you conduct prospect meetings?

a) Once a Week

b) Twice a Month

c) Monthly

d) Biannually

e) Other

36) Would you be interested in participating in a Return on Investment (ROI) Benchmarking study currently underway at Weal-
thEngine?

a) Yes

b) No 

37) Please enter your contact information so we can include you in the American Express gift card drawing

a) First Name:

b) Last Name:

c) Organization:

d) E-mail:

e) Phone:

f ) Mailing Address:
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APPENDIX 5b: Segmentation of Survey Results

Type of Organization Small Medium Large High Performers

Number of Unique Organization Respondents 25 16 20 17

Please tell us about your educational institution:

How many FTE (full-time equivalent) students do you serve?

Undergraduate

Low 0 1,000 8,515 0

High 2,749 7,551 67,325 30,000

Average 1,424 4,018 19,716 8,400

Graduate

Low 0 0 0 0

High 1,650 3,690 13,022 12,000

Average 290 935 4,679 2,432

Are you a:

2 Year Institution 1 1 2 0

4 Year Institution 24 15 18 17

Are you a:

Public Institution 1 5 17 5

Private Institution 24 11 3 12

How many satellite campuses do you have? (if any)

Low 2 2 1 2

High 6 21 10 10

Average 1 4 3 2

Tell us about your fundraising staffing:

How many FTE development officers do you have on staff?

1 1 1 2

17 35 150 150

5 7 28 33

How many FTE prospect researchers do you have on staff?

0 0 0 0.1

5 3 8 8

1 1 2 3

How many FTE campaign staff do you have?

0 0 0 0

32 45 66 50

2 4 10 9
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Type of Organization Small Medium Large High Performers

Who else is involved with fundraising?

Students 6 8 9 6

Board Members 17 9 8 11

Trustees 14 9 12 11

Deans 9 9 9 10

University President 23 15 18 16

Other 8 7 5 6

If Other, please specify: non-development vice presidents,vice president for advancement, program 
officers, department heads, chairs, volunteers, faculty, campaign volunteers, reunion volunteers, alumni, 
alumni staff, specialized staff (i.e., museum, 4-H, Board of Governors staff, forest service staff, extension 
staff), athletics staff.

Are your fundraising operations:

Centralized 20 15 17 13

Decentralized 5 1 3 4

Please tell us about your 2008 fundraising goals/achievements:

FY 2008 major gifts goal

Low $0 $0 $1,000,000 $500,000

High $7,500,000 $12,000,000 $110,000,000 $110,000,000

Average $1,176,000 $1,718,438 $5,550,000 $8,205,882

FY 2008 major gifts actual

Low $0 $0 $55,000 $100,000

High $25,731,484 $11,000,000 $112,000,000 $112,000,000

Average $3,647,567 $2,076,993 $5,664,625 $9,909,094

Planned gifts goal

Low $0 $0 $0 $0

High $100,000 $1 $0 $1

Average $4,000 $0 $0 $0

Planned gifts actual

Low $0 $0 $0 $0

High $8,905,253 $50,000,000 $1,688,000 $8,905,253

Average $408,098 $3,416,758 $103,995 $623,721

Direct mail goal

Low $0 $0 $5,000 $75,000

High $500,000 $2,500,000 $85,000 $500,000

Average $76,000 $193,750 $8,250 $91,765

Direct mail actual

Low $0 $0 $42 $42

High $647,000 $2,800,000 $466,315 $647,000

Average $87,209 $4,050,000 $28,318 $90,310
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Type of Organization Small Medium Large High Performers

Telethon goal (student driven)

Low $0 $0 $25,000 $25,000

High $900,000 $200,000 $80,000 $500,000

Average $73,200 $15,625 $6,750 $109,118

Telethon actual (student driven)

Low $0 $0 $25,000 $25,000

High $465,000 $200,000 $31,189 $465,000

Average $272,529 $17,188 $4,310 $48,251

Corporate and foundation goal

Low $25,000 $0 $0 $0

High $4,000,000 $3,000,000 $50,000 $4,000,000

Average $245,000 $262,500 $3,500 $267,647

Corporate and foundation actual

Low $25,000 $0 $0 $0

High $1,800,000 $3,275,850 $25,253,492 $25,253,492

Average $181,919 $314,971 $42,885 $5,509,298

Other goal

Low $0 $0 $63,407,778 $1,180,000

High $4,000,000 $0 $70,000,000 $70,000,000

Average $433,200 $0 $6,670,389 $4,510,588

Other actual

Low $0 $0 $161,753 $1,182,500

High $4,867,900 $266,328 $87,100,000 $87,100,000

Average $598,256 $16,640 $8,595,677 $5,475,441

If Other, please specify: government support, campaign gifts, annual fund, in-kind gifts, special events, 
faculty-staff giving, online donations.

Please tell us about your 2009 fundraising goals:

FY 2009 major gifts goal

Low $0 $0 $100 $100

High $20,000,000 $400,000,000 $100,000,000 $100,000,000

Average $1,740,000 $26,187,500 $5,055,005 $8,661,771

Planned gifts goal

Low $0 $0 $100,000 $0

High $850,000 $1 $300,000 $850,000

Average $52,000 $0 $200,000 $67,647

Direct mail goal

Low $0 $0 $5,000 $0

High $500,000 $600,000 $90,000 $600,000

Average $56,000 $43,750 $38,333 $100,588
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Telethon goal (student driven)

Low $0 $0 $35,000 $0

High $1,000,000 $500,000 $85,000 $1,000,000

Average $73,400 $34,375 $8,750 $128,824

Corporate and foundation goal

Low $0 $0 $20,000 $0

High $4,000,000 $3,000,000 $100,000 $4,000,000

Average $189,800 $206,250 $6,000 $258,529

Other goal

Low $0 $0 $61,200,000 $3,000,000

High $4,250,000 $0 $68,955,000 $61,200,000

Average $294,000 $0 $6,507,750 $3,776,471

What is your minimum major gift amount?

Low $1,000 $500 $1,000 $1,000

High $100,000 $100,000 $100,000 $100,000

Average $32,720 $27,219 $25,300 $23,000

Total percentage of major gifts raised from the following sources:

Parents

Low 0% 0% 0% 0%

High 15% 15% 30% 15%

Average 4% 5% 4% 4%

Alumni

Low 0% 2% 0% 2%

High 90% 89% 90% 90%

Average 43% 47% 43% 50%

Friends

Low 0% 5% 0% 5%

High 80% 85% 45% 51%

Average 26% 24% 14% 21%

Corporations and foundations

Low 1% 2% 0% 1%

High 100% 70% 65% 50%

Average 25% 22% 31% 22%

Other

Low 0% 0% 0% 0%

High 20% 13% 100% 20%

Average 2% 2% 8% 3%
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Are you currently in a campaign? If yes, please indicate stage:

Planning 5 3 6 4

Quiet 9 5 4 3

Public 5 3 4 5

Post-Campaign Wrap-Up 2 2 1 0

Not currrently in or planning for a campaign 4 3 5 5

What type of research practices does your organization engage in? 

Proactive Research 0 1 1 0

Reactive Research 1 0 4 1

Both 22 15 15 16

We do not conduct prospect research at this time 2 0 0 0

Other 0 0 0 0

If Other, please specify: analytics

What are some of your research sources? Please mark all that apply:

Free Internet Resources Google, Zillow, newpapers, Guidestar, magazines, Yahoo Finance, assessors web sites, White pages.com, 
ZoomInfo, Pipl, SECinfo.com, MarketWatch, Forbes, institutional database, Yahoo Real Estate, libraries, 
professional networking, Hoovers, Salary.com, obituary sites, Martindale-Hubbell, AMA Online, 
Pulawski.net, social networking sites, Secretary of State, corporate sites, opensecrets.org, FEC(Federal 
Election Commission), APRA (Association of Professional Researchers for Advancement), Yellow Pages, 
telephone directories, Cyberhomes.com, corporateinfo.com, clusty.com, bestplaces.net. NNDB.com, 
Baron’s, social security web site, Lexis Nexis Academic, Internet Prospector, Propertyshark, anywho.com, 
The Foundation Center, David Lamb’s research page, state campaign sites, UVA Portico, Proquest, NOZA, 
Big Charts, BizStats, Manta, Mucketymuck, Ask.com, All State Property Info, Earnings.com, CASE (Council 
for the Support of Education), AFP (Association of Fundraising Professionals), institutional knowledge, 
yearbooks.

Subscription-based internet Resources WealthEngine, Lexis Nexis, iWave, Alumni Finder, Hoovers, 10K Wizard, Dun & Bradstreet, Foundation 
Center, Foundation Directory, Foundation Search, NOZA, Blackbaud/WealthPoint, Factiva, NY Times, Wall 
Street Journal, Accurint, Obituary Registry, state-specific books and directories, DonorSeries, Ancestry.
com, OneSource, Know-X, Edgar, Who’s Who, Researchers’ Edge, Stelter, BigOnline, Dialog, Chronicle of 
Philanthropy, Sorkins, Newsbank, Business Journals, Social Register.

What is your budget for research resources?

Low $0 $0 $0 $2,500

High $25,000 $17,210 $50,000 $50,000

Average $8,020 $8,357 $15,980 $17,441

Please tell us what methods of data collection and/or analysis you employ:

Statistical/Predictive Modeling (in-house) 9 4 11 7

Statistical/Predictive Modeling (with consultant) 5 3 3 2

Peer Screening 14 8 9 11

Demographic Overlays 5 3 6 5

Wealth or Asset Screening 23 16 18 16

None 2 0 1 1

Other 0 0 2 2
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Tell us more about your experience with screening and/or data mining:

Which constituent segments do you screen and how often?

Parents

Never 4 4 4 2

Annually 7 4 3 3

Every 3 Years 4 1 1 2

Every 5 Years 2 0 4 2

Other 3 4 4 4

Alumni

Never 0 1 0 0

Annually 1 3 1 1

Every 3 Years 8 5 2 6

Every 5 Years 5 0 7 3

Other 6 4 6 3

Friends

Never 3 1 1 0

Annually 0 3 0 0

Every 3 Years 8 4 2 4

Every 5 Years 3 0 6 0

Other 6 5 7 9

Donors

Never 4 1 0 0

Annually 1 4 1 2

Every 3 Years 7 4 1 3

Every 5 Years 3 0 7 0

Other 5 4 7 8

Reunion class

Never 7 4 8 3

Annually 2 7 2 3

Every 3 Years 4 0 1 2

Every 5 Years 4 0 2 2

Other 3 2 3 3

Faculty/staff

Never 13 6 7 6

Annually 0 2 0 0

Every 3 Years 2 2 1 0

Every 5 Years 1 0 6 2

Other 4 3 2 5
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Other

Never 12 4 7 4

Annually 1 2 1 0

Every 3 Years 1 1 0 1

Every 5 Years 0 0 2 1

Other 6 6 6 7

Tell us more about your experience with your most recent screening and/or data mining data:

What month/year did you complete your most recent screening? May 2004 through May 2009

How many names were submitted?

Low 600 1,100 4,760 600

High 40,000 160,000 190,000 15,000

Average 15,710 41,732 59,204 6,613

How many new prospects were identified?

Low 46 200 25 25

High 16,000 3,000 114,000 2,500

Average 3,028 1,591 15,619 608

How many existing donors/prospects capacity ratings were upgraded?

Low 41 3 250 10

High 5,000 1,000 2,000 2,500

Average 1,161 303 841 494

How many existing donors/prospects capacity ratings were downgraded?

Low 50 5 25 5

High 5,000 100 1,000 50

Average 3,513 45 508 9

How many of the screened donors/prospects were visited by personnel or volunteers?

Low 2 4 100 2

High 250 500 2,500 300

Average 91 174 751 64

How many donors/prospects from screening made a major gift?

Low 0 0 0 0

High 25 6,000 200 25

Average 6 683 73 5
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Number of unique organization respondents 25 16 20 17

Did you have an implementation plan for your most recent screening? If, so 
did it contain any of the following:

No Implementation Plan 4 0 4 1

A Time Line for Utilizing the Results 6 5 7 6

Plans to Determine Which Pieces of Data to Integrate into Donor or Client Manager 11 8 7 8

A Method of Qualify or Validate the Prospects 14 10 10 13

A Method to Assign New Prospects to Fundraising Managers? 11 9 10 11

A Moves Management Program to Track Prospects Through System ? 8 8 8 9

A Policy to Determine Who Would Have Access to Results? 9 5 9 9

Other 0 1 2 1

Tell us about your success with screened donors/prospects

Estimate the dollar amount raised by screened donors/prospects that you 
indentifed PRIOR to your screening:

Low 0 0 0 0

High 760,000,00 75,000,000 475,000,000 76,000,000

Average 7,000,500 12,913,846 32,005,593 13,547,500

Estimate the dollar amount raised from newly identified donors/prospects

Low 0 0 0 0

High 50,000,000 100,000 25,000,000 50,000,000

Average 3,610,125 12,500 1,831,986 4,398,281

What was the time frame for cultivating your previously identified donors/
prospects?

1-3 Months 0 0 1 1

4-6 Months 1 2 0 0

7-12 Months 5 2 3 3

13-18 Months 1 1 2 1

Over 18 Months 5 3 3 4

N/A 13 8 11 8

What was the time frame for cultivating your newly identified donors/pros-
pects?

1-3 Months 0 0 1 1

4-6 Months 1 2 0 0

7-12 Months 5 2 3 3

13-18 Months 1 1 2 1

Over 18 Months 5 3 3 5

N/A 13 8 11 7
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How long did it take to validate the screening results?

1-3 Months 5 3 1 5

4-6 Months 1 1 2 0

7-12 Months 2 0 1 1

13-18 Months 0 0 0 0

Over  18 Months 2 0 1 2

N/A 15 12 15 9

How many records were validated? 

Low 0% 0% 0% 1%

High 75% 50% 20% 75%

Average 27% 14% 2% 13%

Did you present the screening results to your leadership/board of trustees?

Yes 13 7 6 9

No 7 7 10 7

N/A 5 2 4 1

How many people have access to the screened data?

Low 1 0 0 0

High 35 45 200 25

Average 7 6 16 14

 Did you train or recommend training for MGO’s and other front line fundrais-
ers who have access to data?

Yes 13 6 10 9

No 7 7 6 7

N/A 5 3 4 1

Please tell us if you used your screening results in the following fundraising 
programs:

 In major gifts 

Yes 20 13 16 16

No 0 0 0 0

N/A 5 3 4 1

In planned gifts 

Yes 16 12 14 16

No 4 1 2 0

N/A 5 3 4 1

 In annual fund 

Yes 17 9 10 12

No 3 4 6 4

N/A 5 3 4 1



52 | Appendices

Type of Organization Small  Medium Large HP 

In corporate and foundation giving 

Yes 4 5 3 3

No 16 8 13 13

N/A 5 3 4 1

In homecoming

Yes 2 2 2 2

No 18 11 14 14

N/A 5 3 4 1

In alumni direct mail 

Yes 7 4 4 4

No 13 9 11 11

N/A 5 3 5 2

In reunions 

Yes 8 4 5 9

No 12 9 11 8

N/A 5 3 4 0

In special events 

Yes 8 7 9 6

No 12 6 7 10

N/A 5 3 4 1

In peer screening efforts 

Yes 10 3 6 7

No 10 10 10 9

N/A 5 3 4 1

Please tell us about your Donor/Cient Management System:

Agilon 0 0 1 1

BSR Advance 4 1 5 4

Datatel (Benefactor) 1 2 1 0

Datatel (Colleague Advancement) 1 0 0 1

Donor2 1 1 0 0

Donor Perfect Online 1 0 0 0

eTapetry 1 0 0 0

GiftWorks 0 0 1 0

Jenzabar 1 2 0 0

Raiser’s Edge 3 4 4 1

Results 0 0 1 0

Sage (Millienium) 4 2 5 4

SCT Banner 3 3 1 5

SunGuard PowerCampus 2 0 0 0

Not Using a DMS 2 0 0 1

Other 1 1 1 0
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How many records  are in your Donor/Client Management System? 

Low 0 0 5,000 4,000

High 300,000 160,000 1,000,000 1,000,000

Average 45,579 46,822 252,971 204,734

If you integrated your screening results into your Donor or Client Manage-
ment System which fields did you import?

Did Not Integrate Results 11 5 7 6

Giving Capacity 8 8 11 8

Financial Details 4 5 7 4

Vendor Scores 8 5 9 9

Biographical Data, Career, Education, Etc. 2 4 4 2

What is the the over all composition of your constituent database? Please 
fill in appropriate percentage (%) for each of the following. Total should not 
exceed 100% :

Current students 

Low 0% 0% 0% 0%

High 20% 4% 20% 10%

Average 4% 4% 2% 4%

Alumni 

Low 0% 0% 0% 0%

High 79% 90% 85% 79%

Average 47% 64% 56% 55%

Former parents 

Low 0% 0% 0% 0%

High 25% 20% 18% 23%

Average 7% 6% 2% 7%

Current parents 

Low 0% 0% 0% 0%

High 20% 372% 10% 20%

Average 4% 3% 2% 6%

Faculty/staff 

Low 0% 59% 0% 0%

High 10% 1% 20% 10%

Average 3% 6% 6% 3%

Friends /commu-
nity members

Low 0% 100% 0% 0%

High 80% 50% 42% 42%

Average 21% 11% 12% 11%
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Corporations /organizations/foundations 

Low 0% 100% 0%

High 21% 25% 25%

Average 7% 9% 10%

Other

Low 0% 0% 0% 0%

High 100% 5% 100% 100%

Average 5% 1% 8% 7%

How many constitiuents/prospects are: 

Rated

Low 0 0 0 0

High 23,000 40,000 320,000 230,000

Average 4,137 8,140 38,521 4,336

Assigned 

Low 0 0 0 0

High 3,267 21,000 7,500 7,500

Average 985 2,591 1,106 1,372

Unassigned 

Low 0 0 0 0

High 40,000 39,000 315,333 40,000

Average 6,375 2,848 38,890 5,277

Identified (not yet rated/qualified)

Low 0 0 0 0

High 11,200 25,000 320,000 8,000

Average 1,293 2,477 18,192 766

Does your institution have a formally written policy as it pertains to constitu-
ent, donor and prospect records for data security?

Yes 13 12 16 14

No 12 4 4 3

n/a 

Are those with access to sensitive information required to sign off on security 
procedures and/or receive additional training?

Yes 14 10 16 16

No 11 6 4 1

n/a 

Do you have measurement in place to rate your fundraising effectiveness? 

Yes 13 11 11 11

No 12 5 9 6

n/a 
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How frequently do you generate and distribute reports ?

1) Monthly 11 10 11 9

2) Quarterly 2 1 0 2

3) Annually 0 0 0 0

n/a 12 5 9 6

Do your reports measure: 

Dollars raised 

Yes 12 11 11 10

No 1 0 0 1

n/a 12 5 9 6

Proposals submitted

Yes 8 7 8 6

No 5 4 3 5

n/a 12 5 9 6

Number of prospects in each stage of cultivation/moves management

Yes 7 8 7 7

No 6 3 4 4

n/a 12 5 9 6

Number of prospectes visted and/or significant contacts

Yes 9 9 10 10

No 4 2 1 1

n/a 12 5 9 6

Other

Yes 2 6 5 3

No 10 4 2 8

n/a 13 6 13 6

Do you conduct prospect tracking, prospect management or moves as part of 
the fundraising process?

Yes 19 13 18 16

No 6 3 2 1

n/a 0 0 0 0

Do you track any of the following information for particular prospects on an 
ongoing or regular basis

1) Real Estate Holdings 12 9 11 10

2) Stock Holdings 12 9 15 11

3) Charitable Donations to other organizations 13 8 12 8

4) Federal or State Election Contributions 9 7 9 5

5) Other 0 0 3 1



56 | Appendices

Type of Organization Small  Medium Large HP 

How often do you conduct prospect meetings? 

1) Once a week 4 4 1 2

2) Twice a month 7 5 4 6

3) Monthly 7 5 9 7

4) Biannually 2 0 0 0

5)Other 5 2 6 2




