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Introduction

While development plans vary greatly from library to library, the primary motive for building and maintaining comprehensive development programs are essentially the same: to create an environment conducive to successful fundraising. Successful Library development starts with an effective prospect database. Having recently completed the creation of its first comprehensive database of potential donors, Syracuse University Library shares its practical approach to this often-daunting process.

SU Library asked the University’s Advancement Services team to collaborate in constructing a predictive model to determine levels of interests among potential Library donors. The resulting prospect database helped to shape and define the Library’s development plan as well as guide and inform its smooth entrance into the University’s existing advancement environment.
A Place to Start

What do you hope to accomplish by investing time and resources into creating a library database? How should you set up that database to make possible the desired result? How can you evaluate your progress toward creating the best prospect database possible?

Questions to ask to get started:

1. Are there existing Library prospect databases?

2. Who are the Library’s prospects? 

3. What criteria can we use to identify potential Library prospects?

4. How are prospects identified and assigned to development officers atthis institution?

5. Who can help us to get the information we need?

6. How willing are they to help?

7. If we create a prospect database, how should we use it?

Working with the Professionals

Developing strong relationships with your institution’s Advancement Services team – researchers, information analysts, database specialists, technical specialists, and records and gifts staff – is an absolute must if you intend to build (or enhance) and maintain an effective, comprehensive database of potential donors. 

Working primarily with the Sr. Director of Advancement Research Services and the Sr. Programmer Analyst for Advancement Services, Library colleagues and I designed a basic strategy for developing our database:

1. Review and identify all data fields that can be used as interest indicators for potential Library donors.

2. Review and identify all fields that should be included in a comprehensive database.

3. Populate the database with records that meet at least one of the identified criteria.

4. Create a weighting system to apply to identified criteria.

5. Apply weights to identified records to create a predictive database of library interest. a database predictive of library interest?
Framing Your Development Plan
Choosing interest indicators (from the University’s database and from other resources available in your library) and creating and assigning weights to these indicators are intentionally subjective. Knowing that prospect review and revision is an ongoing process, begin with as big and broad a framework as possible.. Later on you can make adjustments and refinements. 

The original interest indicators that our library identified from the University’s relational database were:

1. Library donors (5)

2. Library Associates (Friends of the SU Library) (5)

3. Library as an interest code (5)

4. Assigned to Library or to me as a prospect manager (5)

5. Library gift-in-kind donations (4)

6. Graduate with MLS degree from Syracuse University (3)

7. Indication of MLS degree from another University (1)

8. Working as a librarian (2)

9. Spouse working as a librarian (1)

10. Working as an author, writer, publisher, artist, or curator (2)

11. SU Library in will (5)

12. Worked in SU Library (3)

13. SU faculty or SU emeritus faculty (2)

14. Faculty member at other institution of higher education (1)

15. Currently working as a museum curator or in other cultural institution (music, arts, culture) (1)

16. Serves as a board member at a library (3)

17. Serves as a board member of a cultural institution (1)

18. Lists reading, books, or collecting as an interest (2)

19. Graduated from the classes of 1949, 1954, 1955 (55th Reunion, 50th Reunion, coming into Reunion) (1)

20. Parents who fit any of the above criteria (1)

21. Friends who fit any of the above criteria (1)

In addition, we identified several interest indicators from Library sources including:

1. Contributor of quantities of books or materials to our Library general collections (3)

2. Relative of our named spaces and named endowment donors (2)

3. Donor to our Special Collections Research Center (4)

4. Library Associates (Friends of the Library) Board members and and/or relatives of Board Members (5/2)

5. Regular patron (primarily non-SU affiliated researchers) of the Special Collections Research Center (3)

Selecting these criteria was more intuitive than scientific, as was the assignment of weights (in parentheses) based on a simple one-to-five scale. That was all right. If the process yielded a prospect database full of individuals who we could be relatively sure had at least a passing interest in our library, the programs we developed around this framework would test, validate, and, hopefully, reinforce our assumptions about these individuals.

Data Results

The first run using just the identified indicators recovered 12,392 records that met at least one of the criteria in the first set listed above. 

· This list was cross-referenced with the databases that we had mined in-house

· Records were added to or adjusted on the University’s relational database before a second run was applied using the weighting scale. 

· We also dropped and adjusted a few of the criteria that we didn’t feel added to our knowledge of a potential donor’s library interest. 

The second run revealed 7,332 records, 3,498 scoring between four and forty points or meeting two or more interest criteria. 

· We decided to focus on the smaller, manageable structure of 3,498 potential donors.

· We were confident that anyone with at least four points or two interest criteria exhibited a “strong propensity” to give to the Library if properly cultivated and asked.

To refine our knowledge of this best-prospect group (3,498), we made one more pass with additional adjustments to our original weighting system, delineating levels of interest within certain identified criteria. We discovered:

· Close to 500 rated and assigned prospects to the University (21% of the entire pool) but only one-quarter of this group rated at levels that made them priority prospects for school or college major gifts officers.
· 300 rated and assigned prospects that were active Library donors having made lifetime gifts of $1,000 or more. 

· Of these, close to half had given over $2,500 to the Syracuse University Library in their lifetime 
· Of these, one-fifth had given at least $5,000 or more to the Syracuse University Library, including 13 of the University’s top 100 lifetime donors. 
· 72% of Library donors supported SUL as a part of their overall philanthropy to Syracuse University.

Inspecting Your Work

A thorough analysis of our potential donors would enable us to construct strategies and programs that would take best advantage of our knowledge of this prospect pool as well as facilitate our entrance into the existing development landscape at Syracuse University. Here is a sampling of the questions we asked: 

1. What percentage of this pool have been Library donors? 

2. How does the pool break out among different constituency groups (alumni, parents, friends, faculty, emeritus faculty, etc.)?

3. What percentage of those who have given to the Library has also given to other areas of the University?

4. Is there a pool of potential major donor prospects to the Library?

5. What are the demographics of our potential donor pool?

6. How does the point system further differentiate between best prospects, good prospects, fair prospects, etc.? 

7. How many individuals in this pool are assigned prospects of other schools, colleges, or units? How do the assignments break down by school, college or unit?

8. What other fields might indicate potential interest in giving to the Library (total giving to the University, Library giving as a percentage of overall giving, prospect capital rating, Marts and Lundy ratings, etc.)?

9. Where could the Library add value to existing development efforts at Syracuse University?

10. What cultivation programs could we create to test and analyze the validity of our predictive model?

Every piece of information we gathered from this analysis helped to shape our Library’s development plan. 

Putting Your Framework to Use

For Syracuse University Library, observations derived from a review of our prospect database, combined with the ability to “predict” a level of prospect interest based on our weighted point system, greatly enhanced all our development-related efforts, including:

External relations programs:

· Library Publications 

· Special Events and Exhibits

· Public Relations

· Campus and Community Outreach

· Marketing and Brand Identity

Why?

· To build and cultivate relationships

· To allow donors to self-identify

· To raise the profile of the Library 

· To add value to University’s cultivation of donors

· To create “non-threatening” approaches to broad range of prospects

Fundraising initiatives and programs:

· Complex annual fund appeal strategy

· Revitalizing and repurposing Library friends group

· Donor stewardship and acknowledgment programs

· One-on-one visits with immediately “accessible” groups
Why?
· To enhance Library’s relationships with the best prospects with whom the Library has immediate access.

· To add value to the University’s fundraising endeavors by identifying, cultivating, and soliciting individuals with whom schools, colleges, and units either do not have a relationship or do not have the time to explore a relationship because of other priorities.

Major gift programs:

· University development officer education program

· Value-added cultivation programs of assigned prospects

· Collaborative approach to major gift prospects
· Discipline-specific approach to non-accessible prospects

Why?

· Establishing Library as an important development partner

· Enabling accessibility to least accessible “best” Library prospects.

· Demonstrating Library value to development efforts

How Strong Is Your Framework?

Your prospect database, in itself, is only a means to an end. Good prospect databases can help to support good development plans that can lead to fundraising success in your library. Good prospect databases are only “good” if they produce greater and greater returns over time. To facilitate successful outcomes requires regular, ongoing review and refinement to both the database and the programs that have been created to engage your potential library donors. 
Author’s Details

Gregory J. Griffin has served as Senior Director of Library Development and External Relations at Syracuse University since September 2003. As the Library’s first dedicated development professional, he is the chief architect and facilitator of SUL’s comprehensive, strategic development plan. In addition to major, leadership, and annual gift fundraising, his responsibilities include leadership and management of Library communications, public relations, events and exhibits coordination, and development publications. He also serves as an integral member of the Library’s seven-person administrative leadership team, AdCom, and on the Library’s Cabinet. 

Prior to this appointment, he spent five years at his alma mater, St. Lawrence University in Canton, NY as director of alumni and parent programs. His responsibilities included managing a $4 million annual fund and all alumni and parent relations programming. He has also held development positions for Alfred University and for the Muscular Dystrophy Association. He has an undergraduate degree in English and Government from St. Lawrence University and a Master’s of Business Administration from Alfred University, Alfred, NY.

PAGE  
1

