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2010 COST OF FUNDRAISING SUMMARY

USM AVERAGES FY10 | FY09 | FYO8 | FYO7 | FY06 | FYO5 | FY04 | FYO3 | FY02 | FY01 | FYO0O
Costs Based on Alumni & Development
Costs
(including UMCES and UMBI)
Cost to Raise $1 $0.17 $0.15 $0.16 $0.18 $0.15 $0.14 $0.15 $0.16 $0.16| $0.16 $0.18
$'s Raised for each $ Spent $5.75 $6.59 $6.17 $5.58 $6.50 $7.38] $6.72 $6.38| S$6.11 $6.36 $5.51
Costs Based on Alumni & Development
Costs
(excluding UMCES and UMBI)
Cost to Raise $1 $0.17 $0.15 $0.16 $0.18 $0.16 $0.14| $0.15 $0.16| S$0.16[ $0.13 $0.15
$'s Raised for each $ Spent $5.75 $6.59 $6.18 $5.54 $6.44 $7.33| $6.72 $6.36] S6.11| $7.87 $6.74
Costs Based on Development Costs Only
(including UMCES and UMBI)
Cost to Raise $1 $0.14 $0.12 $0.13 $0.15 $0.12 $0.11| $0.12 $0.13| S$0.13[ $0.15
$'s Raised for each $ Spent $7.07 $8.11 $7.48 $6.88 $8.06 $9.20( $8.45 §7.59| S$7.59 $6.75
Costs Based on Development Costs
Only
(excluding UMCES and UMBI)
Cost to Raise $1 $0.14 $0.12 $0.13 $0.15 $0.13 $0.11 $0.12 $0.13 $0.13 $0.12
$'s Raised for each $ Spent $7.07 $8.11 $7.50 $6.85 $7.99 $9.16| $8.47 $§7.59| S$7.59( $8.34
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The Board of Regents Advancement Committee Meeting

January 12, 2011
10:00 a.m. — Noon
Chancellor’s Conference Room
Elkins Building

Barry Gossett, Chair, presiding

AGENDA

1. Review and Approval of Minutes* TAB 1
2. Philanthropic Elements of USM Strategic Plan
a. Endowment Growth
b. Resources to Support Fundraising
3. Campaign Update* TAB 2
a. FY11 Year-to-Date Report
b. Significant Gifts
4. Legislative Forecast

5. Report on Online Fundraising TAB 3

6. USM Cost of Fundraising Summary* TAB 4

Next Meeting of the Board of Regents Advancement Committee: Wednesday, May 4, 2011, 10 a.m.-noon, USM Office






BOARD OF REGENTS
COMMITTEE ON ADVANCEMENT
BARRY GOSSETT, CHAIR

Meeting Minutes
October 6, 2010

A meeting of the Board of Regents Committee on Advancement was held at the University System of
Maryland office on October 6, 2010 at 10 a.m. In attendance were: Regents Barry Gossett, Clifford Kendall,
Thomas McMillen, and Thomas Slater. From USM institutions: Cherie Krug for B.J. Davisson (FSU),
Theresa Silanksis (UB), Veronique Diriker (UMES), David Balcom (CSU), Mary Beth Nibley and Nancy
Gordon for Sue Gladhill (UMB), Richard Lucas (BSU), Gary Rubin (TU), David Nemazie (UMCES),
Brodie Remington (UMCP), William Schlossenberg (USG), Greg Simmons (UMBC), Cathy Sweet-
Windham (UMUC), and Jason Curtain for Rosemary Thomas (SU). From the USM office: Leonard Raley,
Vladimir Jirinec, Marianne Horrigan, Gina Hossick, Donna Meyer, and Pamela Purcell.

Welcome and Introductions
Barry Gossett welcomed the group. Minutes from the Committee’s April meeting were approved.

Campaign Update

Regent Gossett reported that $222 million had been raised in FY 10, exceeding the aggregated System goal of
$216 million. FY11’s goal is $230 million. Regent Gossett felt that the two incoming presidents at the
University of Maryland, College Park, and the University of Maryland, Baltimore, might reinvigorate
campaign activity on each campus. He asked the vice presidents for their comments regarding campaign
progress. Vice presidents noted:

e Some brightening of the campaign forecast, with more donor interest, though many are still reluctant
to make multi-year commitments.

e A focus on donors whose business or personal finances have not been affected by the economic
downturn.

e Increased attention to using a deadline—the last year of the campaign—to leverage uncommitted
prospects.

e Success in using specific program strengths and wealth screening results to generate more
fundraising activity.

UMES reported a new gift valued at $1 million had been received; UMCP noted that incoming President
Wallace Loh has made a $100,000 commitment to Keep Me Maryland.

Regent Gossett asked about the percentage of Board members giving at respective campuses, and suggested
exploring a System wide contest to encourage broad Board giving. Most campuses reported a strong
participation rate from their Board members.

Social Media

The group reviewed a report by Johanna Berkson, a University of Maryland graduate with an expertise in
online giving for political campaigns, and discussed several articles on social media and the impact of the
“distributed web” on communications and giving. Key points included:
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In the long run (or perhaps sooner), how universities relate to constituencies will change
dramatically. Reaching young alumni effectively will increasing rely on smart phone technology,
video links, and social media.

There should be a smaller working group, which should include representation from the USM
University Relations Council, to focus on this issue and explore ways for the System to identify and
implement best practices.

Regent McMuillen requested that vice presidents, working with USM staff, report on online giving for
FY10 and continue to track it going forward.

Vice presidents spoke of individual successes in using social media and online tools to engage alumni and
raise funds.

Presentation on Development Productivity Best Practices by Jennifer Zaslow, Eduventures
Jennifer Zaslow, Membership Director of the Development Learning Collaborative at Eduventures, Inc.,
spoke on the relationship between administrative support and major gift officer productivity. Eduventures
has conducted numerous studies on the relationship between resources and return on investment in
advancement; among its findings were:

Major gift officers typically carried 168 prospects in their portfolios; the most effective gift officers
(highest percent of closed gifts/most dollars raised) carried between 50 and 100 prospects in their
portfolio.

Across the USM, the ratio of major gift prospects ($25,000) per major gift officer was 331 prospects
per gift officer, suggesting that additional resources need to be devoted to realize full fundraising
potential across the System.

The most successful and mature fundraising programs employed between one half and one
administrative support staff per major gift officer. Across the USM, programs employ .37 support
staff per major gift officer. Eduventure surveys demonstrate that major gift officers with less support
staff spend significantly less time on visits and solicitation, resulting in fewer dollars raised per gift
officer.

Eduventures has built models to demonstrate how additional investment results in additional giving
over time, with variations assumed for programs that may be in the early stages of cultivating donors
versus more mature programs with more prospects ready to solicit. Their research shows that
closing a major gift requires 18 significant “touches” over as many as five years.

The meeting adjourned at noon.

Next Meeting of the Board of Regents Advancement Committee
January 12, 2011, 10 a.m.-noon, USM Office






ONLINE GIFTS FOR FY10

Institution Total number of online gifts | Total Dollars from online gifts
UMB 1,079 S 288,323
UB 341 S 46,669
UMBC 1,274 S 126,079
Towson 416 S 86,886
UMES 101 S 31,263
Coppin TBD TBD

Bowie 63 S 22,031
Frostburg 291 S 14,952
uMcCP 1,090 S 248,033
UMUC 204 S 24,220
Salisbury 2,511 S 168,920
UMCES 0 S -
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FY10 Results FY11 Results FY2011 Variance Campaign Campaign Variance
Institution 30-Nov 30-Nov Goal w/Goal To Date Goal w/ Campaign
(4)
UMB 34,429,658 23,064,690 86,000,000 (62,935,310) 425,713,841 650,000,000 (224,286,159)
UMBC (1) 2,594,125 2,942,087 7,500,000 (4,557,913) 110,168,108 100,000,000 10,168,108
UMCP (2) 25,385,967 32,679,217 112,000,000 (79,320,783) 779,026,853 1,000,000,000 (220,973,147)
Frostburg 1,190,703 912,839 2,500,000 (1,587,161) 14,249,878 15,000,000 (750,122)
Salisbury 3,030,119 4,828,021 3,000,000 1,828,021 37,826,729 35,000,000 2,826,729
Towson 2,350,185 1,273,796 6,500,000 (5,226,204) 46,412,133 50,000,000 (3,587,867)
uUB 1,950,313 1,533,354 3,000,000 (1,466,646) 37,397,354 40,000,000 (2,602,646)
Bowie 177,552 161,524 1,750,000 (1,588,476) 7,471,510 15,000,000 (7,528,490)
Coppin 392,982 149,761 2,000,000 (1,850,239) 5,524,037 15,000,000 (9,475,963)
UMES 238,121 1,954,833 1,700,000 254,833 13,056,710 14,000,000 (943,290)
UMBI 1,800 435 N/A 17,253,916 N/A N/A
UMCES 88,528 268,203 N/A 5,947,424 8,000,000 (2,052,576)
UmMucC 587,895 1,768,347 4,500,000 (2,731,653) 23,314,822 26,000,000 (2,685,178)
USMO 561,866 173,828 0 173,828 5,654,156 N/A N/A
TOTAL (3) $72,979,814 $71,710,935 | $230,450,000 | ($159,007,703)] $1,529,017,471 | $1,968,000,000 | ($438,982,529)
[Giftsin Kind | $10,532,823 | $23,689,353]
[Percentage | 14.69%| 1.55%]

(1) Campaign started July 2002; internal goal a range from $5-10 million
(2) Campaign started March 2004 and to date totals include two gift commitments of more than five years that will be fulfilled by the end of the campaign
(3) Face value included in totals above

(4) Publicly announced goal is $1.7 billion

Fiscal Year 11 Planned Gifts by Institution

Institution Face Value Net Present Value
BSU 0 0
Csu 0 0
FSU 85,000 73,533
SuU 292,000 183,774
TU 0 0
uB 0 0
uc 0 0
UMB 125,000 74,264
UMBC 0 0
UMES 0 0
UMBI 0 0
UMCP 2,790,000 1,995,462
UMCES 0 0
USMO 0 0
Total $3,292,000 $2,327,033
Percentage 4.59% 3.25%

Total Planned Gifts By Institution since July 2005

Institution Face Value Net Present Value
BSU 33,082 33,082
Csu 288,157 0
FSU 892,712 85,579
SuU 9,676,290 5,916,323
TU 1,664,934 408,466
uB 4,401,940 1,990,187
uc 25,000 0
UMB 21,423,806 10,910,779
UMBC 1,700,000 242,000
UMES 1,975,000 1,225,000
UMBI 0 0
UMCP 119,269,726 52,877,093
UMCES 0 0
USMO 2,800,000 2,800,000
Total $164,150,647 $76,488,509
Percentage 10.74% 5.00%
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