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Executive Summary

The Boys & Girls Clubs of the Peninsula (BGCP) set a goal of raising $5.7 million dollars
for 2008. If current trends continue, about 70% of these donations will come from high-
level donors who give over $25,000 dollars annually. There are two challenges currently
facing the BGCP in this area. The first is that the BGCP has a retention rate of
approximately 50% for these high-level donors. The second is that 50% of the high-level
donor base is over 75 years old. The purpose of this paper is to address the challenges
facing the BGCP and offer suggestions for growth in regards to how to attract new

donors and cultivate existing ones within the context of 21* century donor stewardship.

First, by conducting interviews with current donors at the BGCP we hoped to gain
insight into the paths to high-level giving. Second, through conducting a literature
review, we researched stewardship best practices and found that two key concepts
seemed particularly relevant for our project: strategic donor segmentation and
communication, and strategic relationship building. Identifying strategies for acquiring
and cultivating 21° century donors is important not only for reasons of long-term

sustainability, but also within the context of the current economic crisis.

By and large, the donors comment about the BGCP’s stewardship practices and
effectiveness. Occasionally, one donor would have a complaint or criticism that
contrasted with what the other donors said. Because these cases were few, we decided
to focus our efforts on identifying what has been working for the Club and through our
literature review, consider ways in which the Club can expand its donor base, as well as

continue to cultivate relationships with current donors in a more effective manner.

1. How do some of the BGCP’s $25K + donors define “good
stewardship?”

2. What factors led these individuals to give to the Club?
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3. What might the Club do to nurture relationships with these donors
and enhance the organization’s capacity to attract and retain major
donors?

4. How will philanthropy and charitable giving be affected by the current

economic crisis?

Through our literature review, we uncovered two major themes related to stewardship

in the 21% century: donor segmentation and communication, and relationship building.
Key Strategies for Effective Donor Segmentation and Communication:

Segment donors by demographic and interest factors
Tailor messages to specific audiences and specific donor needs
Do not send superfluous materials or information

Communicate the results of each donation
Key Strategies for Relationship Building

Focus on personalized messages and interactions

Ask donors for other forms of stewardship, not just money

Move donors from major gifts to “gifts of significance” or “transformational gifts”
Build relationships among donors

Become a part of a donor’s giving plan

Our findings begin by pointing out that the BGCP has been highly effective in five areas
related to their current stewardship practices: (1) they have a great reputation, (2) they
have a solid mission behind which donors align, (3) they have outstanding Club
leadership, (4) they have effective communication, and (5) they have a loyal donor base.
With this strong base at the foundation of an already successful organization, we
suggest areas for growth that fall within categories found in our research—donor

acquisition and relationship cultivation.
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Organizational Overview

Introduction: The Boys & Girls Clubs of the Peninsula

For 50 years, the Boys & Girls Clubs of the Peninsula (BGCP) has played an active role in
the community for the development of youth. The BGCP serves over 4,000 young
people every year at nine sites — three clubhouses and six school based locations. The
Club is currently run by Executive Director Peter Fortenbaugh. The Boys & Girls Clubs of
the Peninsula's mission is to guide and inspire the youth of the community to develop

the attitudes and life skills they need to thrive.

To accomplish this mission, the development team at the BGCP, headed by Director of
Development Chris Cantor, must raise several million dollars a year through donations.
As a goal, Cantor set the bar of $5.7 million dollars raised for 2008, a goal that has
doubled since 2000. The BGCP has a donor base of roughly 1,400 active donors who
have given within the last 18 months. These donors live in the area, reaching from

Atherton to Portolla Valley.

Roughly 95% of the BGCP budget comes from corporate, individual, and foundation
donations with the other 5% coming from endowments and government grants.
Because of this reliance on corporate, individual, and foundation donations for the vast
majority of their budget, it is imperative that the Development team at the Club focus
on ways to stabilize this stream of income. About 70% of the donations come from
high-level donors, those giving over $2,500 dollars. Currently, the BGCP has a retention

rate of approximately 50% for these high-level donors.
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Donor Stewardship | Current Practices

Currently, the BGCP has no systematic donor stewardship plan. Cantor stated that the
BGCP is in the process of developing a more structured model for donor stewardship
practices. Right now, his philosophy is that of individualized donor stewardship; he
attempts to get to know donors who donate $10,000 or more, if they are willing. Cantor
and his staff of four try to look at particular donor gifts on a regular basis and decide on
a plan of action for each specific donor. Because of time and staffing, this process is not
as consistent as he would like it to be. The development team also tries to contact each

major donor every three months in order to remain in touch.

Donor Cultivation | Communication and Events

Annually, the BGCP sends out two important newsletters to high-level BGCP donors: the
Annual Report and the “Report to Stakeholders.” In an effort to engage the highest

level donors, the BGCP also has a Board and a President’s Advisory Council.

The BGCP puts on events to fundraise, as well as, steward donors. Events include the
recent 50" Anniversary Gala, Leading Citizen Awards, and Be a Kid for a Night. All of
these events include dinner, and are meant to engage current and potential donors and
allow them to learn more about the Club’s function. The most recent Gala raised over
one million dollars for the Club. Previously, the BGCP held golf tournaments for both

men and women but they may no longer be able to hold this event due to cost.

The BGCP also aims to continually recruit new donors due to the overall 50% retention
rate. Furthermore, over 50% of the high-level donor base is over 75 years old. With this
aging donor base, the BGCP faces problems in the future unless it is able to actively

recruit younger donors.
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Currently, Board members are asked to volunteer and engage their friends as one way
to recruit new donors. In recent years, Cantor has used a list broker to send out a large
mailing to approximately 1,000 people. In the past, Cantor has received between 400

and 500 responses from this method of advertisement.

Research Scope and Objective

Research Participants

For this project, we worked with the BGCP’s high-level donors who annually give
between $25,000-50,000. There are approximately 50 donors who fall into this
category. Several of these donors are former Board members or members of the
President's Advisory Council. This group is mostly Caucasian and male, however in
recent years more women have joined the Board and Council. This group also tends to
have a broad knowledge of other organizations as their philanthropic interests are
extremely varied. Many of the donors we interviewed donate to quite a few other

organizations in the area.

Research Objective and Rationale

Our objective was to research strategies for acquiring and cultivating 21 century
donors, and we then hoped to apply this research to the stewardship practices at the

BGCP.

Given that the current top level donors are mostly older and aging, finding a new group
of younger donors is necessary to insure the stability of the BGCP for years to come.
With younger donors emerging as high-impact philanthropists, especially in the Silicon
Valley, it is important to find and keep these “new philanthropists” in order to establish
a long lasting donor base for the BGCP. Additionally, we hope our recommendations

will help the BGCP boost its retention rate, even during the current economic crisis.
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Finally, given the need in the community of East Palo Alto, Redwood City, and Menlo
Park combined with the implications of the current economic slowdown, the stability of

the BGCP and the fulfillment of its mission has never been more important.
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Methodology

Problem Formation

Before developing the objectives listed above, our group began the project by
interviewing Chris Cantor and discussing the project with our advisor Milbrey
McLaughlin. During our initial meeting with Cantor, we gathered information on the
donor stewardship practices already employed by the BGCP in regards to donor
recruitment and engagement. In a conference with Cantor and McLaughlin, we
identified the key issues that the BGCP and its Board sought to address: the issue of the
aging high-level donors who make up the majority of the BGCP income each year, the

worsening economy, and the limited pathways to high-level stewardship.

Interviews

Based on these key issues, we worked with Cantor to develop an interview list to gain
insights on these topics from current high-level donors. At the same time, we began an
academic study of fundraising and development research. Our decision to conduct
interviews was informed by the donor-centric model of donor stewardship that is
generally accepted as a best practice. In this model, the donors themselves are
considered the experts, and are therefore our main source of information. We believe
that any insight into donor needs can provide points for improvement at the BGCP.
More importantly, we believe that interviews can illuminate both existing and new
pathways to high-level stewardship. Therefore the information acquired through
interviewing high-level donors can help the BGCP actively construct these pathways and

increase their high-level donor base.

Semi-structured interviews were employed to gather the interview participants’

perspectives regarding donor stewardship practices. The main focus of our research
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was interviews with current BGCP donors who annually give $25,000-550,000 per year.
Director of Development, Chris Cantor identified twenty donors who fell into this
category, and had his administrative assistant set up the interviews. If donors agreed to
the interview, contact information of the participant was provided to the research team
and interviews were scheduled at the participant’s convenience. One constraint of our
interview process was the concurrence of our project with the BGCP 50t Anniversary
Gala. Because donors were not contacted by the BGCP until after the Gala, we were
only able to execute eight donor interviews during our research period. Interviews were
divided between team members in the order they were received with each team
member performing two interviews. There was no method for assigning team members

to participants.

Because of time constraints, and the sheer number of interviews that we had hoped to
conduct, interviews took place over the phone for all but one interview which was in
person. Each of the interviews was between thirty minutes and one hour. We designed
the interview protocol (Appendix A) so that it was linked to our four main research
questions:
1. How do some of the BGCP’s $25K + donors define “good stewardship?”
2. What factors led these individuals to give to the Club?
3. What might the Club do to nurture relationships with these donors and
enhance the organization’s capacity to attract and retain major
donors?
4. How will philanthropy and charitable giving be affected by the current

economic crisis?

Closely linked to our research objective, these central questions arose out of our

discussions with Cantor and McLaughlin.

Confidentiality was guaranteed to all participants, and donors were informed that only

general findings would be reported to the staff and the Board of the BGCP. We
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compiled notes from each interview into a master list and then analyzed, classified, and
coded all responses. We developed codes around our four main research questions and
included negative and positive cases (Appendix B). Although a few criticisms of the
BGCP came up during our interviews, they are not included in our report. Because the
natures of these criticisms were extremely specific, and not attributable to any
particular donor stewardship practice, we address them indirectly in our strategies for

growth with the concept of personalized communication.

Our research design and the selection process of participants in this study do have
limitations. Because interviews were set up through the development team at the
BGCP, our research team was not able to establish rapport with our participants prior to
the interview process. Also because of time constraints and our method of procuring
interviewees, we were only able to interview eight high-level donors; we do believe
however, that we still achieved data triangulation. Three of the eight participants were
male, which is a fairly close proportion to the overall population of high-level donors at
the BGCP. In light of the problems that defined our research questions, sharing the
demographic information of our participants can enhance our data. All of the
participants are Caucasian, and their ages range from the late 40s to the late 70s. These
high-level donors are all residents of the Bay Area and surrounding communities. Three

of the eight participants are current or former BGCP Board members.

After conducting interviews with participants, our research team went back for a second
meeting with the Director of Development with more specific questions that were
guided by participant answers from our interviews. In this semi-structured interview we
hoped to gain insight into the Director’s perceptions of the relationships his high-level
donors had with the BGCP. Questions during this interview addressed recruitment,
engagement, and communication practices with the BGCP high-level donors (Appendix

C). We also sought out more specific information regarding the particular donors
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interviewed, including age, how long the participant had been a donor, as well as their

level of involvement with the BGCP.

An additional interview was set up with the BGCP Board member and our advisor on the
project, Milbrey McLaughlin to further understand the dynamics and responsibilities of
the BGCP Board (Appendix D). As many of our participants were current and former
Board members, we developed our questions in order to establish a clearer picture of
Board member responsibilities in the area of donor recruitment. We also interviewed
Rebecca Smith, Development Officer for the Stanford School of Education, in order to
obtain a third party perspective of donor recruitment and stewardship best practices in
the 21% century (Appendix E). We conducted these semi-structured interviews in an

attempt to triangulate data and provide further validity to our research.

In addition to conducting these interviews, we conducted a thorough review of relevant

literature (Appendix F).

Literature Review Overview

As part of our analysis of the BGCP’s donor stewardship practices, we researched key
concepts and frameworks within fundraising literature. Our sources were both
academic and professional, but we focused primarily on techniques used to cultivate
and retain large-gift donors. While many interesting insights in fundraising proved
compelling, two key concepts seemed particularly relevant for our project: strategic
donor segmentation and communication, and strategic relationship building. These two

insights are highly related, as the first strategy lays the groundwork for the second.

Donor Segmetation and CommunicationWho the BGCP is communicating with

should determine what the BGCP says.
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Segment donors by demographic and interest factddsnor giving level is the
most common way of segmenting in the industry, but segmenting by age,
gender, and interest factors proves much more successful. In Relationship
Funding Ken Burnett writes about the different components of age-based
segmentation, as disposable income tends to decrease after the 50-64 age span,
and the proportion of female donors dramatically increases in the 75 to 84 age
range. Trends like these help a non-profit anticipate future trends and adjust
their messaging accordingly. Further, interest factors prove to be the most
powerful in terms of giving, but also the hardest to gather. Once a donor’s
interest factors have been determined, the non-profit can engage the donor in

projects within his or her interest area.

Tailor messages to specific audiences and specific donor A€ads a donor’s
interest factors have been determined, it is essential that non-profits tailor their
messages accordingly. Furthermore, the non-profit must recognize the donor’s

needs.

Do not send superfluous materials or informatioAdditional communications
often muddy the waters. Extra materials detract from regular updates and

personalized messages.

Communicate the results of each donatioDonors want to know about the

impact their contribution is having.
Relationship Building

Focus on personalized messages and interactidisndicated above, targeted
communications are key, but they generally operate at a group level.
Personalized messages and interactions are most effective before and during the
process of making an ask. These interactions also are important in continually

evaluating the donor interest factors and the donor needs.
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Ask donors for other forms of stewardship, not just menBgnor relationships
often become transactional, but a key principle of effective fundraising is making

the relationship interactional, where both parties invest and grow together.

a2@S R2y2NBR FTNRY YI22N) A3AFGa G2 a3a3ATia 27
3 A F-lladhes Hodge’s (2003) concept “gifts of significance” means that a donor

is truly connected with the mission of the organization. Hodge (2003) writes:

“Gifts of significance arise out of the true interests, values, and passions of the

prospective benefactor. Regardless of the particular motivation for giving, the

role of the major gift officer is to engage the donor in the important work of the

nonprofit and deepen the benefactor’s involvement in the organization’s mission

and value systems” (p. 93).

In a similar vein, “transformational gifts” embody the interests of the donor, but
they also involve a transformation of the organization itself; Grace and Wendroff
(2001) explain that a transformational gift has a “unique capacity to alter the
program, perceptions, and future of an organization” (p. 2). This requires both

visionary donors and visionary leaders at the organization.

Build relationshipamong donors- With related interests and passions, bringing
donors together can be an excellent way to develop a social network among
organization supporters. These social networks often lead to larger donations

and the expansion of the donor community.

SO2YS I LI NI 2 ¥F-The fiRi2nyighthhieitiomdhip@uilding LI | y
is working with a donor and his or her financial planner to develop a giving plan.
Giving plans often focus on the “investments” a donor wants to make in a
particular sector or on a particular issue. This reflects the views of the “new

philanthropist” who attempts to leverage donations for maximum impact.

While the literature provides a bevy of strategies to segment donors and build

relationships, many of the insights can be boiled down to a small list of donor needs. If
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fundraising practices meet these needs, Paul Davis asserts, the development program

will meet success. Davis identifies 4 fundamental categories of donor needs:

1. Knowledge that gift money is being carefully, thoughtfully, and effectively spent.

2. Knowledge that results — tangible, definite results — commensurate with the amount
of the gift, are being attained.

3. A sense of satisfaction in a significant achievement — a feeling, “l have a partin a
worthwhile venture.”

4. Involvement in the enterprise — “The college wants me, wants my ideas and

suggestions, as well as my money. They value me as a person.”

In conclusion, the fundraising literature zeroes in on two areas in outlining best
practices: 1) donor segmentation and communication and 2) relationship building.
Many of the concepts are inter-linked, and when boiled down to the core learnings,
Davis’ framework of fundamental donor needs appears to be an effective guiding
principle.

Findings

Introduction

Stewardship in the context of a non-profit like the BGCP requires carefully managing of a
person’s (or an organization’s) resources. Effective stewardship practices can take on
many different forms depending on the needs of the organization and the donor. From
our literature review and through our interviews with donors, a BGCP staff member, and
a development officer, we concluded that donor segmentation and strategic
relationship building are two keys in expanding and maintaining a donor base. By
focusing on donor segmentation and relationship building as strategies, the BGCP can
formalize their stewardship protocol to effectively meet the needs of their donor base
and in turn, add to the sustainability of the organization. Therefore, our

recommendations to the BGCP are made through this lens of strategic relationship
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building. Specifically, through effective communication and the tailoring of special
events, the BGCP can create a formalized stewardship plan with attention to the needs

of individual donors.

In this section, we review the areas in which the BGCP has been very successful and
then identify areas of opportunity. We found that the donors we interviewed were
overwhelmingly positive in their comments about the BGCP. In fact, most critical
comments directly contradicted the comments of the majority of donors. As a result,
we felt it would be misleading to highlight the few critical comments in this results
section because the individual comments often reflected the attitude of just one specific
donor, not the donor cohort as a whole. Because of this trend, we feel the need to
underscore the importance of individualizing donor practices to fit the needs of each
individual donor. After we present the positive findings, we outline opportunities for
improvement in stewardship practices that encompass a broad stewardship plan while

still focusing on the needs of individual donors.

The BGCP has been highly effective in five areas:

They have a great reputation in the community.
They have a solid mission behind which donors align.
They have outstanding leadership.

Their methods of communication are generally quite effective.

vk N oe

They have a loyal and committed donor base.

We identified two areas in which the BGCP could look to for improvement. The first is
their donor acquisition methodology and the second is their relationship cultivation
strategy. Specifically, we look at segmentation and social networking as ways to
improve donor acquisition. Then, from the perspective of a relationship cultivation
strategy, we review board membership, “gifts of significance,” and personal

engagement.
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In High Impact Philanthropy: How Donors, Boards, and Nonprofit Organizations Can
Transform Communitieauthors Kay Sprinkel Grace and Alan L. Wendroff (2001) write
that donors look for: a “clear vision” from the organization, “a solid track record or

” «u

promise of performance,” “a high potential for return on the investment,” high-level
staff with “integrity, expertise, and a proven ability to deliver,” an opportunity to attract
others to invest, timely and open communication with organization, “regular
information about management and impact of their investments,” and an invitation “to

participate in decision making” (p.56).

By and large, the BGCP has been very successful in these areas. From their reputation,
they have shown a proven track record of success. Because their mission resonates with
donors, they have proven to have a clear vision for the organization. Through their
strong leadership, they have proven to donors that they engage in wise hiring practices
and train their staff well. Through their communication and publications, they have
communicated openly and in a timely manner with their donors. Because of the
alignment of these successes, the BGCP has a committed and loyal donor cohort who

will hopefully continue supporting the Club in the years to come.

Great Reputation

With so many non-profits from which to choose, what strategy can a donor employ as
s/he researches possible organizations to fund? From our data, it appears that
reputation is one factor that may influence donors in their decision making process.
Donors feel that the BGCP’s association with a larger national umbrella, the power of
the Boys & Girls Club (BGC) brand name, the length of existence of the BGCP, and the
ability of the BGCP to gain the respect of community members all add to the strong

reputation of the Club and have led to its success over the years.

Page

18



While we did not specifically ask about the BGCP’s reputation in the community, 50% of
the donors interviewed mentioned the Club’s national reputation as one reason why
they initially became involved in the organization. One donor stated that the BGCP’s
great “capabilities” are due to the fact that it is part of the national BGC umbrella. Being
part of the larger national organization seems to legitimize the local Club. Like the Boy
Scouts of America or the YMCA, over the years the Boys & Girls Club has become “a
household name,” one long-time donor pointed out. Like Coke, Apple, or the Gap, the
brand name of the BGC signals the quality of the product and adds to the credibility of

the organization.

This year, the BGCP celebrated its 50" anniversary. One donor mentioned that while
other non-profits have cropped up in the area with potentially similar offerings, because
the BGCP has been around for so many decades, it still remains the “biggest player” in
the local community. Hoping to make the largest impact with his donation, the BGCP as
the “biggest player” in the community gets this donor’s support. Finally, another donor
we interviewed measured reputation according to how many community members
support the BGCP. At the 50" Anniversary Gala, this donor was impressed by how many
supporters attend the event. At least for this donor, support in large numbers seems to

add to the legitimacy and credibility of the organization.

In conclusion, the BGCP has been able to cultivate a strong, positive reputation in the

local community which has added to their sustained success over the last fifty years.

Great Mission

Perhaps more important than an organization’s reputation, is its mission. As stated
before, the BGCP’s mission is “to guide and inspire the youth of our community to

develop the attitudes and life skills they need to thrive.” Fifty percent of the
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interviewed donors commented on the mission of the BGCP as one reason why they
support the organization. This finding is consistent with the literature we reviewed.
James Hodge (2003) says that in order to solicit “gifts of significance” one must make
sure one’s “mission is relevant, important, and easily articulated” (p. 95). Grace and
Wendroff (2001) say that twenty-first century donors want to contribute to
organizations that overlap with their values (p. 5). From our interviews, it would seem
that the BGCP has both successfully articulated their mission and created a vision that

resonates with their donor population. Further, Hodge (2003) states that:

Gifts of significance arise out of the true interests, values,
and passions of the prospective benefactor. Regardless of
the particular motivation for giving, the role of the major
gift officer is to engage the donor in the important work of
the nonprofit and deepen the benefactor’s involvement in
the organization’s mission and value systems. (p. 93)

The donors we interviewed annually contribute $25-50,000 to the Club. Grace and
Wendroff (2001) would argue that these high-level “transformational” gifts show a

shared donor/organization commitment to a set of values (p. 21).

While none of the donors we interviewed were able to recite the BGCP’s mission from
memory, half of the donors interviewed made specific references to the Club’s mission
and values. One donor said, the Club is “focused on providing opportunities for low-
income youth and that’s something | really care about.” Another donor added, “their
mission is important to us and they do a good job, so we are happy to support them.”
Some donors were attracted to specific programs like the CNG program. This donor
stated that he really believes in the CNG program and feels it is “our duty to help
improve the education of the minority groups who live in our backyard.” Another donor
felt similarly, stating that the Club fulfills “a need in the community” which is why he

supports the Club. Finally, a donor said that the BGCP has “good values and goals...I like
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the fact that they work with everyone who comes in the door, that they have a belief

that all kids can learn and grow and become better people.”

In general, the donors interviewed felt the BGCP’s mission resonated with them. As we
have seen through our literature review and through these interviews, donors choose
organizations with which they can connect personally and/or that reflect their personal
beliefs and values. The BGCP is a nationally backed organization with a good reputation
for helping youth. This combined with the fact that the BGCP is a local organization
serving the community appeals to many donors. Grace and Wendroff (2001) state that
a successful organization markets its values, not its organization, and the BGCP seems to

have successfully followed this model (p. 138).

Great Leadership

Grace and Wendroff (2001) note that donors often look for organizations that employ
high-level staff who have “integrity, expertise, and a proven ability to deliver” (p. 56).
This comment is consistent with the findings from our interviews. The leadership at the
BGCP plays a significant role in how the donors perceive the BGCP and is in part why
they support the organization. All but one donor said they felt the organization was well
run. Most said their knowledge of the leadership, the Board, and the staff at the BGCP

made them confident in the organization’s effectiveness.

Looking at the top level leadership, donors said that Executive Director Peter
Fortenbaugh and Director of Development Chris Cantor were examples of effective
leaders at the BGCP. “Peter is a great man who could be doing a lot of different things,

but he has committed himself to the BGCP.” Another donor commented that the top
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level staff has gotten better and better over the last few years. A third donor said that
Fortenbaugh is a responsive and good director; Fortenbaugh is someone this donor can
call at any time for any reason. Another donor also liked that the leaders are actually

involved in some of the every-day activities at the Club.

In addition, the donors feel the program staff is very well qualified and successful at
their jobs. “Peter and his staff are exceptional,” said one donor. Another said,
“Shawn...really runs the show”; he is “very impressive.” Other donors who might not
have had concrete evidence about the effectiveness of the program staff still had faith
in the leaders to hire great employees: “I trust that they have a great team,” said one
donor. Finally, a donor commented that the staff is so effective because “many people

who work at the club are local and grew up in the neighborhood.”

In general, the donors we interviewed feel the Board is also quite effective. Donors
made comments like “They have a good board,” and “the board is effective at looking at
what they’re doing and tries to be realistic when measuring their impact. They always

try to do the right thing.”

The general theme that emerged from the topic of leadership was trust. The donors
interviewed really believe in and trust the leadership, the staff, and the Board to make
the best decisions with their money for the organization. “They seem to have a good
leadership team and | trust that they have good people on board to help them make

decisions.”

Effective Communication and Publications

Both Ken Burnett and Grace & Wendroff (2001) mention that it’s important to keep
donors informed and up-to-date. For the 21° century donor, this means timely and

open communication between the donor and the organization (p. 56). Burnett
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emphasizes that it’s important to send only enough information to keep donors
informed and not overwhelmed. After all, the donors who are involved are already
“sold” on the cause and now their main concern is that their money is being used

properly (Ken Burnett [Burnett], 2002, p, 188).

Several of the donors interviewed felt they have sufficient communication with the
Club. One donor said, “I think | have plenty of communication with the club” and
“plenty of personal attention from the people working with me.” Donors enjoy talking
personally with Cantor and Fortenbaugh, and getting letters that are written specifically
for that donor. In an ideal situation, says Burnett (2002), donors have a direct phone
line to a top level leader at the organization for immediate and personal attention (p.
176). In fact, one donor previously mentioned said he indeed has this sort of

relationship with Peter.

Other donors mentioned specific publications that they look to for information. “The
Annual Report” was most often cited by donors as a great source of information. Others
prefer the website, the newsletter, and the use of the score card to evaluate programs.
The donor who mentioned the newsletter said it was a great way to stay informed of
the happenings at the Club and that he specifically likes the highlighted student stories.
Another donor likes how “very thorough” the annual financial publication is for the

donors.

As Grace and Wendroff (2001) say, it is important to have effective communication, as
well as, appropriate materials (p.32). With an electronic monthly newsletter, an annual
report, an annual report to stakeholders, phone calls along the way, and thank you
notes during the year, the personalized approach that Development Director Chris

Cantor has employed seems to be quite successful.

Strong Donor Commitment
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A long-term goal of any non-profit is to maintain a high level of commitment from the
donor base. However, this goal is made all the more real as the current US economy
falls into a recession. In 2008, the United States faced a number of economic hardships
which have worsened since the beginning of this research project. With the subprime
mortgage crisis and credit crisis generally, a number of major financial institutions in the
US collapsed. In September 2008, the United States government signed a bail-out bill of
$700 billion to prevent further devastation to the financial stability of the US economy.
However, the stock market continues to fall and by the end of the year, most individuals

and businesses will likely have lost more than 40% of their money in the stock market.

Especially in these turbulent economic times, the sustainability of the Club will depend
in part on the continued contributions of their donors. Many donors admitted that the
Club will likely be affected by the economic downturn. Unanimously, however, the
donors agreed that the BGCP is a top priority in their giving plan. One donor said, the
Club “is a priority because it helps young people here in the community.” Another
donor echoed this sentiment saying that his biggest priority was in the local community
and because the BGCP falls into that category, the Club will continue to have his
support. A third donor said, “I still think we’ll keep giving the same amount to the
BGCP” even in the economic hard times. The Club is “a priority because it’s aligned very
closely with my philanthropic goals.” It looks as if by effectively aligning its mission with
the goals and values of its donor base, the BGCP will retain a number of its most

important donors in the future.

Overall, the BGCP has been very effective in building on its strong reputation, aligning its
mission with the values of its donors, creating a strong and effective leadership and

staff, and communicating well with its donors. The end result is the amassing of a loyal

Page

24



donor cohort which ideally will support the organization for years to come. As one
donor stated, the BGCP brings together people across age groups, demographics, and

cultural groups. “It’s a great entity that can pull all those people together.”

Strategies for Growth

While the BGCP Development team has developed a track record of success and enjoys
continued support from the donor base, several strategies emerged from our
interviews, readings, and analysis that we believe offer an opportunity for the BGCP
Development to go to the next level. Cantor and his team work to continually improve,
and so we believe that many of these ideas may already be part of the BGCP
Development Plan. Nonetheless, our recommendations can hopefully reinforce existing
plans and inspire new methods as well. We have separated our strategy
recommendations into two categories — donor acquisition and relationship cultivation —
but the same themes of relationship building and communication that have been

emphasized as the basis for high quality fundraising carry throughout.

Donor Acquisition

Page

25



Segmentation

In Relationship Fundraisingen Burnett (2002) emphasizes the importance of
segmenting donor groups and tailoring communications appropriately (p.83). This
strategy applies to both current and potential donors, and while the BGCP successfully
applies these practices with its current donors, we believe segmentation offers a
significant opportunity for donor acquisition. In order to segment donors effectively,
the BGCP must create an acquisition plan with distinct targets. This involves identifying
potential target groups, and not just target individuals. Burnett segments his donor
groups by age, but segmentation can occur by gender, by profession, by interest group,
by preferred method of engagement, and so on. Often, an organization will develop
target groups that reflect the existing donor group, but Burnett and others encourage
creative approaches that can lead to greater penetration in new donor segments. By
forcing itself to think about different target groups, the BGCP will ideally expand beyond
its traditional donor base to include what Grace and Wendroff (2001) term “the new
philanthropists.” Grace and Wendroff (2001) characterize new philanthropists as
results-oriented, mission-driven, and eager to give a major gift (p. 86-87). Based on this
profile and the core competencies of the BGCP, we feel that an investment in donor
acquisition has the potential to gain high returns. In order to access groups of “new

philanthropists,” a donor acquisition plan that relies on segmentation will be essential.

The implications of such a plan would be that instead of broad donor acquisition events
and communications, the BGCP would have smaller, targeted events and
communications. Some examples of age-targeted activities would be a young
professional’s night, a family night, or a senior’s breakfast. Activities segmented by
interest or method of engagement might include a lecture by a policy professional, a
volunteer day, a take a BGCP student to work day, or a movie showing. Micro-events
often have lower costs and higher impact, as new donors can connect more easily with

others (staff, students, existing donors, and new donors) in smaller group settings. At
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the same time, careful and deliberate planning is necessary to ensure that activities are
engaging key target groups and it is also important to ensure that the BGCP staff does
not over-extend itself. In terms of communications, Cantor and his team seem to
already differentiate communications, and we would expect with increased donor
segmentation and strategic targeting, he will be able to increase the impact of donor

acquisition communications.

Social Networking

While targeting new donor groups will build a broader foundation for the BGCP’s
Development future, leveraging existing relationships can be combined with
segmentation to create a powerful, relationship-driven donor acquisition strategy.
Based on our interviews, several current donors came to the BGCP because of
friendships with others in the BGCP donor pool. The social bonds between many have
grown as they served on the board or attended events year after year. We believe that
more can be done to leverage the social networks of existing donors and, combined
with the segmentation strategy, acquire new donors. By hosting small events — a wine
tasting, a golf outing, a volunteer session at the BGCP — existing donors can invite
friends and introduce them to the BGCP in an intimate environment, tailored to the
interest of the donor and his or her social network. Not only does this strategy promise
higher new donor yield, it also allows existing donors to expand their engagement with

the BGCP.

Executing a social networking donor acquisition strategy can be challenging, especially
given the resource and personnel constraints at the BGCP. Based on the engaged and
passionate donor base that already exists, we recommend that the BGCP empower key
existing donors to take ownership over social networking acquisition events. Given
specific targets, supporting materials, and day-of support, existing donors can reach a

new level of engagement and can give in a non-monetary way. We believe that piloting
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this concept with trusted, independent donors can create a model that other donors can
re-create. In addition to events, this strategy can grow on the communications front,
especially as donors start using social networking tools like LinkedIn, Facebook, and
even e-mail. While communications organized by the BGCP may be clearer and
targeted, the authenticity of donors communicating with others throughout their social
network is extremely valuable (O’Connell, 1993). Using the segmented donor
acquisition targets and the social networking power of existing donors, we believe that

the BGCP can effectively target and acquire high-value donors at an accelerated rate.

Relationship Cultivation

The BGCP Board

The BGCP Board represents a tremendous asset for the organization both because its
members are incredibly engaged in the BGCP mission and also because they anchor the
BGCP fundraising efforts. In terms of engagement, we believe the Board represents a
natural resource for social networking as a part of donor acquisition. Board members
are well-connected to other philanthropically-minded individuals in the area and have

the ability to marshal significant new donor support.

As a funding base, Board members act as pace-setters by leading the development
campaign through their financial contributions. Currently, members of the Board must
surpass a $25,000 annual philanthropic threshold as a pre-qualification to joining the

board (with a few exceptions), and many give much more. Currently donors are
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segmented by contribution level, and it is the top of this pyramid that participates in the
governance process. Given the need to cultivate new donor segments and the value of
diverse perspectives in organizational governance, we believe that Board membership
could become a tool to develop existing donors. While it could simply mean donors at
lower contribution levels with potential to raise donor levels are invited to join, we
believe that the BGCP should consider opening Board membership on the basis of target
groups (younger donors, donors of color, etc.) so that the Board represents not only the
present high-level donor base, but also the future. Grace and Wendroff (2001) argue
that new philanthropists want organizations to use their ideas and suggestions in
addition to their donations (p. 88). New philanthropists become involved often before
they give, or at least before they give at a high level. Opening Board membership allows
greater opportunities to engage this group. Furthermore, the relationships formed by
the dynamic interactions on the Board will then create a bridge between current and
future donors that will sustain the BGCP over the long term. The BGCP can cultivate
donor relationships by engaging current Board members in donor acquisition and by
inviting the high-level donors of the future to join the Board. We believe that these
strategies maximize the value of the BGCP Board, one of the organization’s most

important assets.

Gifts of Significance

According to James Hodge (2003), the pinnacle of a donor-organization relationship is a
“Gift of significance” (p. 101). Grace and Wendroff (2001) term it the “Transformational
Gift” (p. 2). Regardless of its name, we believe that the BGCP has the potential to reach
this goal with many of its high-level donors. “Gifts of Significance” go beyond traditional
giving, and even naming (when a donor’s name is connected to a building, event, or
plague), to giving as change. Gifts of significance represent the confluence of an
organization’s mission and values and those of the donor: “Gifts of significance arise out

of the true interests, values, and passions of the prospective benefactor” (Hodge, 2003,
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p. 93). These gifts truly change both the individual and the organization through the
enactment of new programs and initiatives or a deepening of those that already exist.
While these types of gifts involve a monetary contribution, the donor also supports the

visioning and execution processes in manifesting the desired impact.

Gifts of significance often rise organically out of the intensification of a donor
relationship, but Hodge (2003) suggests a few steps that can help crystallize “gifts of
significance.” First, working with estate planners enables donors to plan their “gift of
significance” as the culmination of their donor plan. Second, Hodge recommends
transitioning donors who have given “naming” gifts (p. 91). By giving their name to a
building, object, or activity, the donor has an elevated interest in seeing whatever bears
their name grow to something truly impactful. The process of transitioning these
donors often involves a frank and honest conversation between the organization’s
director and the donor himself or herself. By articulating a desire to help the donor
achieve his or her vision of ultimate impact, the organization empowers donors to
realize their vision through a “gift of significance.” Given the strong relationships that
the BGCP has already achieved with many donors, “gifts of significance” should be

attainable and even expected.

Personal Engagement

The final set of recommendations arises from the donor interviews that we conducted.
In the interviews, donors repeatedly suggested more personalized and intimate
gatherings. We believe that personal engagement with the mission and people of the
BGCP occurs most effectively in face-to-face interactions within groups of twelve or less.
In addition to requests for smaller events, at one point or another in each interview,
donors cited a personal connection with the BGCP’s mission as a reason for their
engagement, yet some felt that this connection could be further enhanced. As we have

stated, relationship building forms the meat of any good development strategy, and
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therefore we would recommend that the BGCP combine both insights by enhancing
personal connections through more intimate events. In keeping with the theme of
segmenting and social networking for donor acquisition, we believe that existing donor
groups can also benefit from similar tailoring and networking. The more the BGCP
becomes a locus point for an individual’s philanthropic passions, as well as, his or her
social connections, the more the BGCP will grow donors’ charitable contributions

(absolute and frequency).

Conclusion

Through the leadership of Peter Fortenbaugh and Chris Cantor, the Boys & Girls Clubs of
the Peninsula has consistently demonstrated best practices in their design and
execution of their development plan. With the mounting challenges of an aging donor
base, a 50% retention rate, and the current economic crisis, the BGCP will depend on
these strategies more than ever. Despite these obstacles, we believe the BGCP is well-
positioned to capture philanthropic market share given their brand-name, strong
mission, innovative leadership, and strong donor base. Through the implementation of
new strategies for donor acquisition and cultivation, we believe that the BGCP can
further advance its fundraising efforts and position itself as the premier youth

organization in the Peninsula.

As we systematically examined our four key research questions, we uncovered two key

fundraising insights that apply universally to non-profit organizations that operate in the
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youth development space. First, we discovered that relationships are truly the bedrock
upon which all sound development plans are based. Second, we learned how
personalized communication strategies differentiate average and highly successful
development plans. Organizations that abide by these two principles consistently
experience success. Because the BGCP already operates in accord with these insights,

we believe that the future for this organization truly shines bright.

Appendices

Appendix A | Interview Protocol for Donors

1. How did you first become involved / a supporter of the BGCP?
e Please tell me about your interest in the Club.
e Why do you support the Club as opposed to some other type of youth organization?

2. We are interested in knowing what characteristics you believe make a successful non-

profit.

. First, are there other organizations to which you contribute?
If yes: How Many? Which types of organizations?

. Are there certain criteria the organizations you support must meet?

If yes, how does the Club rate among them?

. Given your knowledge of the Club and perhaps, your understanding of other
non-profits, do you feel that the Club is a well run organization? Why? Or why
not?

3. Please describe your relationship with the BGCP.

. Do you attend the Club’s events/activities? Why or why not?
. How informed do you stay or would you like to stay about the Club’s activities?
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. Is there a particular portion of the Club’s activities that are of greater interest to
you than others?

4. Are there activities that other organizations do to steward donors that you think are
effective? If so, please describe.

5. From your perspective, what might the Club do to enhance their program? Or their
relationship with you?

6. Isthe Club a priority in your philanthropic interests? Why or why not?

7. The current economic crisis is likely to affect non-profit organizations in some way. Do
you think the current economy is likely to have an impact on your giving? If so, how?

8. Do you have any recommendations for the Club during these tumultuous economic

times in order to remain fiscally sound?

9. Isthere anything else you feel is important to the BGCP's stewardship that | have not

asked?

Appendix B | Interview Protocol Formation

Research Questions

RQ #1 “Good Stewardship | RQ#2 Donor Recruitment | RQ#3 Donor Cultivation

RQ#4 Economic Crisis

1A. Are there other
organizations to which you
contribute?

1B. Are there certain criteria
the organizations you
support must meet?

1C. Given your knowledge of
the Club and perhaps, your
understanding of other non-
profits, do you feel that the
Clubis a well run
organization? Why? Or why
not?

1D. Are there activities that
other organizations do with
steward donors that you
think are effective?

2A. How did you first become
involved / a supporter of the
BGCP?

2B. Why do you support the
Club as opposed to some
other type of youth
organization?

3A. Do you attend the Club’s
events and activities?

3B. How informed do you
stay or would you like to stay
about the Club’s activities?

3C. From your perspective,
what might the Club do to
enhance their program? Or
their relationship with you?

4A. Is the Club a priority in
your philanthropic interests?
Why or why not?

4B. The current economic
crisis is likely to affect non-
profit organizations in some
way. Do you think the current
economy is likely to have an
impact on your giving?

4C. Do you have any
recommendations for the
Club during these tumultuous
economic times in order to
remain fiscally sound?

Initial Coding
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1A. Education

1A. Religious

1A. Youth-Centered
1A. More than 10
1A. Less than 10

1B. Make a Difference
1B.Reputation

1B. Well Run

1B. Transparent

1B. Strong Leadership

1C. +Trust Leadership
1C.+ Mission Driven

1C. +Formal Evaluations
1C.-Lack of Focus

1D.Personal Engagement
1D.Effective Communication

2A. Recruited by Friend
2A. Walk-In
2A. Recruited by Staff

2B. Mission

2B. Well Run
2B. Brand Name
2B. Local

3A. Event List (Table 2)
3A. Scheduling/Time

3B. Data Driven Information
3B. Personal Communication
3B. Newsletter

3B. Annual Report

3C. Trust
3C.Expanding Services
3C. Community Awareness

4A. Yes

4A. No

4A. Make a Difference
4A. Mission

4B. Yes

4B. No

4C. Focus Resources
4C. Focus on Mission

4C. Focus on Development

Themes and Recommendations

Appendix C | Interview Protocol for Director of Development Chris Cantor

1. We would like more information about the donors we interviewed (age, any
background that would be telling about their responses, board member or not,
how long each has been a donor, etc.).

2. What are the current practices of the BGCP for stewardship of their donors?

3. What are the current practices of the BGCP to recruit new donors?

4. Because the BGCP is locally based, what are your feelings about how the
demographics (ie. age, industry, etc.) in local communities affect the donor

base?

5. Do you have any information about national trends in BGC donor stewardship

practices?
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Appendix D | Interview Protocol for Professor andrBaaember Milbrey
McLaughlin

1. How many people usually serve on the board?

2. What is the gender/age breakdown of the board?

3. How long is the general tenure for board members usually?

4. What are the primary responsibilities of board members?

5. How much power do board members have over decisions at the Club?
6. How involved is the board in planning events?

7. What is the primary mode of communication between the Club and the board
members?

8. How often do board members meet?

9. Does the board currently have any specific practices for recruitment of new
donors?

10. Do you think the board should be doing more/less to recruit more donors?
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11. Is there anything else we should know about the Club’s board that we haven’t
asked?

Appendix E | Interview Protocol for &fard School of Education
Development Officer, Rebecca Smith

1. How do you approach donor segmentation?
2. How do you think the economy will affect charitable giving?

3. What do you believe are the principles of good fundraising?
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Appendix F | Full Literature Reviews

Burnett, Ken (2002). Relationship Fundraisin§an Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Burnett focuses on how best to find new donors, and more importantly, how to keep
the current donors. Burnett goes through the common errors that many fundraisers
make and recommends they ought to avoid:

1. Avoid visible numerical cataloging on all flyers or mailings that donor will see.

2. Avoid asking for a second donation on the “thank you” call back (happens 69% of
the time.

3. Don't single out individual donors; however make sure to recognize them.
4. Avoid wasting anytime in responding with thank you calls or letters.

Burnett outlines donor segmentation, in which the fundraiser segments the donors into
categories to better tune messages for different demographics and also different gift
amounts. Burnett uses age to categorize the donors. Most of this section focuses on
differing demographics of older donors.

Older — 50 to 64 (Highest disposable income)

Elderly — 65 to 74

Aged — 75 to 84 (dramatic increase in female to male ratio)
Very Old — 85+
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While Burnett does not go into detail about how actually to target these individual
subgroups, the one thing that stands out is attempting to target the very old donors
through estate planning.

Most of the rest of the book focuses on building relationships with donors, through
personal interactions, phone calls and minimal email and snail mail. (Burnett does not
address a modern, young donor who probably does a lot more work by email than other
modes.) One thing that he addresses is keeping donors informed as a large number of
large donors want to know that their money is being effectively used. For Burnett this
consists of opening the books of the nonprofit to the donors and allowing them to
comment. Also, he talks about creating a special phone line on which only high-level
donors can call in and get personal attention.

Lastly, Burnett stressed not sending donors useless material, such as random mailings
just trying to explain the cause, as they no longer need to be “sold” on the cause, but
just need to know that their money is being used properly.

Grace, Kay Sprinkel & Alan L. Wendroff (2001). High Impact Philanthropy: How Donors,
Boards, and Nonprofit Organizations Can Transf@ommunitiesNew York: John Wiley
and Sons, Inc.

This book focuses on the new age of philanthropy. Grace and Wendroff write about the
new kind of donor and the new kind of giving in the 21° century. In light of these
changes, all three parties: the donor, the nonprofit, and the community must adjust to
make these relationships successful. This literature review focuses on who the new
donor is, how they give, what they prioritize, what the new kind of giving looks like, and
how organizations need to adjust to accommodate the new philanthropist.

Who is the new philanthropist? (86)

Some of the new philanthropists are cyber and venture capitalists, women,
underrepresented racial and ethnic groups, people of any age, and recipients of
inheritance over many generations.

How do they give and what do they prioritize? (86-87, 92-93, 94-95)

Their first gift is often a major gift. They invest in issues and expect results.
They are usually impatient to be asked to They want to be involved and have power
give. in the organization (ie. board member).
They seek value-driven organizations. They want long-term investments.
They want organizations to use their ideas | They want to transform institutions and
and suggestions in addition to their society.
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donations.

They are impatient for results. They want timely and open
communication with the organization.

They want to be involved in the If they’re inexperienced in giving, they

organization before they give. want to learn from the process.

What is the new kind of giving?
The Transformational Gift: This kind of gift is not transactionalin nature (“checkbook

giving”) but has a high impact and a “unique capacity to alter the program, perceptions,
and future of an organization” (2). Some characteristics of the transformational gift (21,

24):

PwnPE

They are investments.

They show shared donor/organization values.

These donors fund an issue, not an organization through their gift.

The gift must be cultivated, solicited, and stewarded in order for it to be
transformational not transactional.

The donor expects a return on his/her investment.

As a result of the new donor and new form of giving, the successful nonprofit (5-6):

1.

Will be held accountable for their organization and their results and produce
results for the new donor in a timely manner.

Will adapt to the new donor and figure out ways to successfully cultivate these
relationships.

Will market its valuesnot its organization and will market for the donor (129).

In addition, Grace and Wendroff talk about how to incorporate a “major gifts” way of
thinking into an organization’s plan (ch. 2), how to recruit donor-investors (ch. 3), how
to get organization’s staff on board with development work (ch. 4), how to avoid losing
key donors (ie. avoid “mission drift”) (ch. 4), what the motivation behind the giving is for
donors (ch. 5), how to keep donor motivation and involvement high (ch. 5), special
considerations for this new generation of donor (ch. 7), how to identify the
transformational giver (ch. 8), how to market an organization from a values-based
standpoint (ch. 10), how to usher effective stewardship (ch. 11), and practical tools for
organizations to use when managing their donor database and strategic timeline
(throughout and in appendix).

This book was very informative about the nature of philanthropy in the 21° century.
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Hodge, James (2003). Gifts of Significanceélank Rosso’s Achieving Excellence in

Fundraising. Ed. Eugene R. Tempel. 2" Ed. New York: Jossey-Bass.

Reflecting on Rosso’s pyramid model, where every donor is a potential donor at the next
highest level, Hodge focuses on what makes a donor transition between stages of giving
as they progress toward the “ultimate gift.” Facilitated by the development officer who
acts as an “agent of change,” transition points reflect a deepening relationship and
connection between the donor and the organization. The transition stages are outlined
below.

Exhibit 9.1. S
Transitional Stage: Transitional Stage: Transitional Stage:
Giving Naming Changing
Ask and give Give and name Partner and change
Smaller gifts Major gifts Gifts of significance
More frequent Less frequest Rare
Acquaintances Friends Soul mates

In order to reach the third and final stage: changing, development officers should be
looking for “natural partners,” people who fit with the mission, values, and activities of
the organization, as opposed to major philanthropists. “Gifts of significance” evolve out
of a relationship building process with these “natural partners.” Hodge distinguishes
between a “major gift” and a “gift of significance”:
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Simply put, donors make major gifts because of a sense of obligation to the

nonprofit, the greater community, or world. Gifts of significance arise out of the
true interests, values, and passions of the prospective benefactor. Regardless of
the particular motivation for giving, the role of the major gift officer is to engage
the donor in the important work of the nonprofit and deepen the benefactor’s

involvement in the organization’s mission and value systems.

Of course, building relationships that lead to gifts of significance is a challenging process.

Hodge charts the steps as follows:

1. Answer the following key questions before seeking “gifts of significance”:

Is our mission relevant, important, and easily articulated?

Can we use outcome measures to determine if we are advancing the
mission?

How can we better involve volunteers and donors in the good that is
done through our organization?

Who best articulates our mission and vision for the future?

Who would be a natural partner with a particular benefactor?

Who is responsible for developing the relationship with a specific
benefactor?

2. Identify the values of current and potential donors and test for alignment.

3. Build an ownership position for donors. Make the organization their
organization.

4. Make the request or invitation

5. Steward and recognize the donor after a gift commitment has been made

Overall, the development officer’s job is to inform, engage, and then empower the

donor to make a meaningful impact in a unique way.
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0'Connell, Brian (1993). The Board Member's Book : Making a Difference in Voluntary
Organizations2nd ed. New York: The Foundation Center.

Issue or Problem Addressed
e The chapter entitled “Fundraising” explores fundraising approaches and standards for
board members in non-profit organizations. The purpose of this chapter is to guide new
non-profit boards and assist them in fundraising techniques.

Research Question and Methods:
e The author attempts to answer the following questions
1. What does a successful fundraising plan look like?
2. What type and level of involvement is required of members?

Key Points or Findings
e Raising money takes perseverance, it is year-round work
e Aclear plan is necessary, as well as attainable goals
e Fundraising campaigns should involve board members, as these people have the most
connections
e Bequests are one source of donated funds:

0 Organizations should set aside time to develop a process, involving tax and
estate lawyers, trust officers, probate judges and others to set up a blue-print
for bequests

O Bequests as a source of donation is based on three assumptions:

A small proportion of the Bar writes about 75% of the wills that include
gifts to charity

That lawyers who are community leaders are frequently asked by will-
writing clients to suggest examples of worthy charities or asked if
certain causes are ok
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That a bequest cultivation program is not as long-range as might be
assumed, because most people write or amend wills when there is
reason to be concerned

O The Program
Go through lawyers that deal with taxation and estates
Contacting the lawyers with specific info about the organization so that
they might hand it down to their clients

Implications
e O’Connell’s fundraising strategies are not all applicable to the BGCP because of their

status as a national organization, as well as their age. Foundations have already been
laid, with development plans, as well as goals that have been reached for the past five
years. However, the idea of bequests is particularly applicable to the BGCP as many of
their high-level donors are octogenarians. Having a clear blueprint for bequests might
be helpful in this area. O’Connell does not have particular strategies for recruiting and
maintaining new donors that are very specific.

Bibliography

Burnett, Ken. (2002). Relationship Fundraisingan Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
Grace, Kay Sprinkel & Alan L. Wendroff. (2001). High Impact Philanthropy: How Donors,
Boards, and Nonpfit Organizations Can Transform Communiti8gw York: John

Wiley and Sons, Inc.

Hodge, James. (2003). Gifts of Significancélank Rosso’s Achieving Excellence in

Fundraising. Ed. Eugene R. Tempel. 2" Ed. New York: Jossey-Bass.

O'Connell, Brian. (1993). The Board Member's Book : Making a Difference in Voluntary

Organizations 2nd ed. New York: The Foundation Center.

Page

43



