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2017 Fundrail sing
Survey Report

EXECUTI VE SUMMARY

The 2017 Fundraising Effectiveniésgect report summarizes dateovided by four donor software

firms Bloomerang, DonorPerfect, eTapestry and Neon. These four firms provided anonymized gift
transactions for all of the nqmofits using their software. This data was then cleansed tegemo
abnormalities, for example any organization with less than 25 donors, or organizations that did not have
any donors in 2015 or 2016. The resultant data set contai®829 norprofit organizations.
Participating

Growth In Giving
organizations

raised $9.129 “
billion ddlars in

2016 compared to

$8.862 bhillion

dollars in 2015 for

an overall rate of
growth in giving of 2015 2016

3% ($267 million). $8.862 billion $9.129 billion

(The basic concept of the Fundraising Effectiveness Survey is that growth in giving from one year to tf
next is the net of gains oerosses.)

1 Gains of $4.893 billion in gifts were generated from new, upgraded current and previously
lapsed donors were offset by losses of $4.625 billion through reduced gifts and lapsed donors.
This means that, while there was a positive $267 midtayam-in-giving,every $100 gained in
2016 was offset by $95 in losses through gift attrition
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Growth in Donotr

Participat.
organi zatio
‘ 8.91 millio
‘ O contri butin
‘ ' + 6/( 2016 compar
.. “ 8. 86 millio
contri butin
2015 for an
2015 2016 rat e wafh grno
- - donors of O
8.86 million 8.91 million (49, 421)

1 Gains of 4.882 million in new and previously lapsed donors were offset by losses of
4.832 million in lapsed donors. This means that there was a growth of 4idafs,
and every 100 donors gained in 2016 was offset by 9®st donors through attrition

1 The largest growth in gift dollars/donors came from new gifts/donors, and the pattern
was most pronounced in the organizations with the highest-graivtimg ratios.

1 The greatest losses in gift dollars came from lapsedgifts, particularly in the
organizations with the highest growtgiving ratios. The greatest losses in donors came
from lapsed new donors in all growithgiving categories.

1 The average donor retention rate in 2016 was 45 percén§% change from2 0 1 5 6 s
rate. The gift or dollar retention ratgas48 percent, no change from in 2015. Over the
last 10 years, donor and gift or dollar retention rates have consistently been-weak
averaging below 50 percent.

45%
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1 Thedonorretention rate was 45 peent in 2016. That is, only 45 percent of 2015
donors made repeat gifts to participating nonprofits in 2016

1 Theqift retention rate was 48 percent in 2016. That is, only 48 percent of 2015 dollars
raised were raised again by participating nonprofit016.

Growthingiving performance varies significantly
according to organization size (based on total
amount raised), with larger organizations
performing much better than smaller ones.

RN sg

.

Less than $100K More than
$100K $500K $500K

ABOUT THE GUERBPREBCTSI MEE(NESS PROJ

In 2006 the Association of Fundraising Professionals (AFP) and the Center on Nonprofits and
Philanthropy at Urban Institute established the Fundraising Effectiveness Project to conduct
research on fundising effectiveness and help nonprofit organizations inceaabaccelerate

their fundraising results. Organizations listed on the cover page have joined them in endorsing the
project.

The project goal is to help nonprofit organizations measure, compan@aximize their annual
growth in giving.

Making the Most of the Enormous Untapped Giving Potential

For decades, research has indicated that there is an enormous untapped potential for giving in

the United States. Yet, total giving as a percentage odgammestic product (GDP) has

averaged a flat two percent for the last 40 years. In addition to the annual FEP surveys, FEP
research is also addressing the question: why
increase its share of the GDRD
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The Fundraising Effectiveness Survey

The groundbreaking annualindraising Effectiveness Survgpiloted in November 2006,

collects fundraising data from nonprofit organizations beginning with data for2008L The
Fundraising Effectiveness Sumegbles participating groups to measure and compare their
fundraising gain and loss ratios to those of similar organizations. Participants can use this industry
data, which AFP offers fre® make betteinformed, growtloriented budget decisions to bbos

donor revenue.

Donor Software Firms Facilitate Nonpr

A critical element in the success of the Fundraising Effectiveness Survey since 2006 has been the
cooperation and support of the members of the AFP Donor Software Group listed@veth

page. Collectively, they serve more than 50,000 nonprofit clients. If your donor software

provider is not on this list, please ask them to participate. The four GiG Database data providers
identified with 0*6 on tdat@sulmissioa procgssegte thdinew e c o
gift transaction method that allows for a much broader set of performance measures than the
original FEP giving data extract (2007). FEP is also planning to convert the analytics for the

annual survey to take advantagf the gift transaction method.

The AFP Donor Software Workgro
endorsement the coi1-6i FERgG®&enf
Appendi x A) for use beial gr owhnh
FEP report has remained unchan

(2006 to 201
smanGeowRepoOrt
ohigsviagmeas
d

p
0
r
e since the F

u
b
p
g

Note that your organization does not have to
to have access t o tehe oammprauwalt | VEEP pree g oorrtmaanncde ts
A.

Nonprofits Prepare Their Own Fundrai sin

The FEP project has developed two downloadable baseld templates that nonprofits can use

to produce their own Growih-Giving reports, enaling them to measure their Gain/Loss

performance over time and against the statistics in the appendices of the annual FEP reports. The
templates and a video on how to populate the
found online at

1 In collaboration with PSI/Adventist, FEP has developethdraising Fitness Test
template that allows nonprofits to measure and evaluate their fundraising programs
against a set omore tharl00 performance indicators by five donor giving levels. The
fundraising performance reports are generated by inserting gift transaction data into the
Fundraising Fitness Test Excel template. There are instructions for retrieving gift transaction
data from donor déabases and inserting the data into the Fitness Test template. The
performance reports can be generated for each year as far back as your gift
transactions history goes. Performance indicators include: donor retention rates (new
donor retention, repeat amr retention and overall donor retention); donor gains, losses
and net; dollar gains, losses and net; growth in giving ($); growth in number of donors;
and donor attritionGift range categories are $5,000 & up, $1,000 to $4,999, $250 to
$999, $100 to $249 and wnder $100.
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T The Groowt®i vi ngi RepostcondbasespartempEacel th

provides a concise, yet infor mahd v@r-opnitcht ur
Giving Reports are gener atmretdo btyhe ndewnl ogdaghb
based -GHowihg Report template in the same ma
Test template. The same instructions for ret

and inserting thetgidvmgaRepbotshee@pbwth apply

1 This report, along with 6 other @reBithng Reports that are also useful, is described in detail
nhe aAtbBeteenl Measure of SuccersGvingHow t o
Reports to Improve Fundraising Performaraie the Marefpril, 2011, issue of
Advancing Philanthrdiggtroduces the Growtlsiving Reports, describes them and explains
how to uséaém with CEOs and boards to help justipgentet fundraising budgets. A copy
of the article in PDF is available at

A
the Fundraising Fitness Tepbrts and Growtlin-Givingreports are growtforiented
fundraising tools for trackirgyowth in giving by various performance indicators, gift
ranges and gain(le$ categories. Growdin-Giving reports can show performance for the
fundraising program overall, as well as for each fundraising activity, such as direct mail
and major gifts. Based on these reports, fundraising managers can recommend detail
level strateges by gain/loss category for each fundraising activity.

Articles on using the Fitness Test appeatwancing Philanthropy

T oHow Fit I s Your Organization?¢6 (Winter 20
T 6Go for the Burn!dé (Fall 2014)

T 0The Pareto PrinciplesinHpoM DoWisntler ,Ap20 1y6 )t
T oDoing the Right Things the Right Way, 6 (F
T 60So, What Do You Think of(Falt2zBl®) FEP Fundr ai s
T ol nterpreting Donor (Bprng,2047) t o Rai se More M

For more information on using the Fitnesisahd the Growtin-Giving template, see Appendix B
of this report.

WHY ANALYZI NGl NGNGRANESAND LUBORTA
FOR FUNDRACTSBI WENEFEF E

Although nonprofit organizations usually watch their overall giongithing results carefully,
they seldom pay as close attention to the gains and losses that make up those results.

Looking only at the overall net performance (
boards what is really happening in their fundraising or where to investamditesources to

improve fundraising effectiveness. Neither is it sufficient to look only at the new gifts coming in. To
understand what is really happening in a way that is useful for planning and budgeting, it is
necessary to analyze both the fundrajsyainsand the fundraisintpsse$ in dollars and donors

0 from one year to the next. Significant losses can substantially reduce or eliminate the gains. For
example, an organization that has gains in annual giving of 65% from one year to the next but

has annual giving losses of 55%, achieves a net griovgiving of only 10%.
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Growth in giving is increased both by maximizing gains and minimizingriussageareht and
boards need to know this to make intelligent, informed, growtriented planningand
budgetary decisions.

The basic concept of the Fundraising Effectiveness Survey is that growth in giving from one year to
the next is th@etof gainsminudossesGainsonsist of gifts by new donors and recaptured

lapsed donors and increases in gifiounts by upgraded donotsossesonsist of decreases in

gift amounts by downgraded donors and lost gifts from lapsed new and lapsed repeat donors.

The net increase (or decrease) is the net of gains minus losses.

Continuing with the above expl® of an organization with gains of 65% and losses of 55% for
a net of 10%, increasing gains by 10 percentage pdirftom 65% to 75% would double the
net growth from 10% to 20%.

Reducing losses by 10 percentage péirftem 55% to 45% would also doubl¢he net from
10% to 20%. And, a reduction of losses by 20 percentage poitt35%i would triple the net
to 30%.

It usually costs less to retain and motivate an existing donor than to attract a new one. For most
organization8 and especially those thate sustaining losses or achieving only modest net gains
in gifts and donofs taking positive steps to reduce gift and donor losses is the least

expensive strategy for increasing net fundraising gains

The data provided by the Fundraising Effectivenesge$ make it possible for fundraisers,
management, and boards of nonprofit organizations to not only compare the performance of
their organization from one year to the next, but also to compare with the performance of other
organizations in terms of tot@dllars raised and total number of donors in a variety of
categories. With this information, they can make more informed, gyogrited decisions about
where to invest increased resources and effort to improve their fundraising effectiveness.
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The Survetracks gains and losses in the following categories.

DONORS WH@SEREVENE DONORS WHO ARBVENUE

LAPSED REPE!/ RECAPTURE

[ J
w LAPSED NE\ NEW
4

DOWNGRADE UPGRADED

As the survey proceeds, data is added to the database each year, providing historical data for

analysis of trends over time (sglevenyear comparison of gain/loss ratios, Figi#a and
A2b, Appendix A).

The charts and tables in this report are based on data for 10,829 respondents for the year
2015-2016.
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PROJECT METHOD

Automatic Data Extraction

Participating donor software firms provide gift transaction data from their ditleatdatabase
at Urban Institute. All information supplied by the software firms is kept strictly anonymous and
confidential. Results are reported in aggregate form.

The FEP uses the data to calculate the gain and loss ratios of gift dollars and nwobersof
gained and lost from one year to the next. For example, for 2016 compared to 2015 in the
gain/loss ratios illustrated below: The FEP generates the comparative gain/lossimggwity
performance statistics for groups of responses by sizectubhsge, region, rate of growth in
gifts, percentile ranking and survey year found in Appendix A and by growth segments
(percentile ranking) in Figures 6a to 6¢ and 7a to 7c.

Gain/Loss Ratios

Thegain or loss ratifor each category is calculated as:

Gain/Loss Ratio = surveyyear gains or losses in each category
prior year total results

Illustrative gift-dollar Gain/Loss Ratios based on FEP survey data for 204616
(Figure 1)

Gainratio = $4,892,531,109 in total gains in giving in surveyaye = 55.2%
$ 8,861,539,619 total gifts in prior year
Lossratio = $-4,625,179.151 in total losses in giving in survey year-52.2%

$ 8,861,539,619 total gifts in prior year
The gain and loss ratios form the basigties report.

A Note About the Data

In the FEP database, funds raised include cash gifts, pledge payments, recurring gift payments,
gifts of marketable securities, and the gift portion of special event income. These gifts are
counted whether they are ustected or restricted. Funds raised exclude pledges and pledge
balances, all #kind donations (such as equipment, materials, services or use of facilities),
deferred gifts (such as known bequests and charitable remainder trusts or annuities) arsdl the cost
benefitingdonors portion of special event income.

Three further characteristics of the FEP database are important to understand:

First, the FEP database is not static. It continually grows and becomes rnck dataew
participating organizationsijo the project and add their fundraising data to the project. Some of
these data are for the year the organization joins, but some are for previous years, as well. Thus,
the FEP database is subject to change from year to year, even data for past yaaes; data
collections are added. As a result, statistics calculated at different times for any particular year
may show slight differences. These differences are not significant enough to alter the general
patterns in the data that show the large negatimpact that donor attrition and poor retention

have on fundraising results.
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Second, data for any given year in the FEP database do not reflect exactly the same time period
for all organizations. This is bec8mee the da
organizations end their fiscal year on December 31, some on March 31, and some on June 30 or
another date. These differences should have no practical effect on the findings because each
organi zationds per f or rmomicitervalis gvertildes ed on consi s

Third, the results reported here are not representative of the entire nonprofit sector, since the

data collected for the FEP surveys are collected via voluntary submissions, not from a

representative sampling of all nonprofit organizasioMost participants in the surveys are small

to midsize organizationsaveraging $1,024 in annual giving for the 10,829 responses reflected

in this report. One reason this average is relatively low is because many large organizations with
proprietary sofivar e or oOenterprised6 systems are not pa

9| Page
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SUMMARY OX01IF6EPS5 SURVEY FI NDI NGS

The 2017 Fundraising Effectiveness
Survey Report is based on 10,829
responses for 2022016 from

Figure 1. Overall FEP Growth in
Amount of Gifts, 20152016

nonprofit organizations in the United 80.0%

States. These responses reflect a total 60.0%

amount raised of $9,128,891,577, =70

for an average of $843,004 in

amount raised. 40.0%
N i 55.2%

As shown in Figure 1, gains of $4.893 20.(wA0SS

billion (55.2%) in gifts were offset by Gain

losses of $4.62Billion (-52.2%) 0.0%

through gift attritionThis means that VS

every $100 gained in 2016 was -20.0%

offset by $95 in losses through gift

attrition. That is, 95 percent of gains -40.0%

in giving were offset by losses in
giving. -60.0%

The overall, bottotline, yearto-year growth in giving rate reported in tH€),829 FERsurvey
responses with data for 2018016 was 3.0 percent (Figure 1). That is, as a group, the
organizations raised@861,539,619in the previous year and3128,891,577in the current
year for an overalincreaseof $267,351,958. This equates to an oviigrowthin-giving ratio
of 3.0 percent (i.e.,55.2%52.2%)

The basic FEP concept is that

Figure 2. Overall FEP Growth in Number of growth in giving from one

Donors, 20152016 60.0% year to the next is the net of
gains minus losses.
40.0% Growth in theaumber of donors
55.1% also showed a positive
20.0% gain/loss pattern (Figure 2As
shown in Figure @ the
0.6% 0.0% Loss | following page gains of
' Gain = 4,881,762 (55.1%) were offset
SN by losses of 4,832,341 (
-20.0% 54.5%). This means there was
a net increase of 49,721
-40.0% (0.6%) in donors anévery
100 donors gained in 2016
-60.0% was offset by 99 in lost

1J Page

donors throughattrition.




2017 Fundraising Effectiver

Gains and Losses by Category

The survey organizations had sizeable growth in gifts from new, upgraded and recaptured
donors. These gains were offset by losses in gifts from downgraded, lapsed new, and lapsed
repeat donors. As a result, nebgith in the amount of gifts was just 3.0%.

Figure 3. Amount of Gifts by Gain and Loss Category, 2015-2016

[ Increase M Decrease [ Total

Tot al Net Gr o
f or 62 04

-18.8%
-Z.8%

Lapsed new Recapture Lapsed Net Downgrade Net Gain
New New Net Lapsed repeat Upgrade Multi Net

Gains in the number of new and recaptured donors were offset by losses in the number of lapsed
new and lapsed repeat donors, producing a net gain in donors of just 0.6%.

Figure 4. Number of Donors by Gain and Loss Category, 2015-2016

[ Increase M Decrease [ Total

Tot al Net Gr ow
for 629 1

2.1%

=8.0%

New Lapsed new New Net Recapture Lapsed repeat Lapsed Net Net Gain
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Analysis 02015-

2016 data indicates
thatgain/loss growth
in giving performance
varies significantly
according to size
(based on total
amount raised)with
larger organizations
performing much
better than smaller
ones.

Fi gu+Me d5 an
Gain/ boseSiRdeyt al ameaPROMVEitsheidn) Maj or Gain/ Lo
Fi gbar-Bedi an Gain/ Loss Rati ®dmifldr o@r g an iGz atsiso rR

DI Ay a pH®H? p o ®wE: pH®E:? pH®M:?
[ 2aaSa Ty ®T157 DT PR o Py:: ™ N PE:
wlkiS 2FDRM mwn P n oo H ®H2 n odq:
hNBIFYAT I a2y HZNnNT HZHOC HZHMNC HZNnmn

Fi gbb—Bedi an Gain/ Loss Rat i$omi IfloirorigmnGrzas s oRe

DI Ay a pHDT:? pHDC: p o dm: c m®Pciz
[ 2aaSa my ®H? mc dM: mp P mp i
wl S 2 FDD ME c T3 T OH: o D di’z Mn dn::
hNBIFYAT a2y y c @ TpcC npo HNy

As sbwn in Figure 5c, organizations raising $500,000 and up had a 8.6% overall positive rate of
growth while those raising $100,000 to $500,000 had a rate of growth of 1.2%, and organizations in
the under $100,000 group had a loss-df0.4%.

1*Median ratios can only be calculated separately for each detailed and summary gain/loss category. Therefor
summary ratios do not equal the sum of detailed ratios.
13 Page
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FiguretRat@harf Gr,ow2ehd ey Si ze

8.6%
RATE OF GROWTH1.2%
-10.4%
47.1% $500k & up
-55.9% LOSSES $100k-500k
-68.7% Up to $100k
54.5%
GAINS 52.5%
52.2%
-100.0% -50.0% 0.0% 50.0% 100.0%

See detail esdizeet &t gssrec ®aA3by Appendi x A

is of the three major gain/loss
| organihzat$iSomd [ dn der p$ 5 smiolrigiam
n overal/l rate of growth is als
gani zat i-0&h.s7 %,adt HOSBELGF0 00O @Wred u B
e |l arger $50@7000 ahdpupoorganrt z

to 54%) for a
The variance
ug €100, 000 o
0f55. 9% and t

Further analys
I
[
r
h

Figures 6 and 7 show average gain and loss ratios for the amount of gifts and number of donors by gain
and loss category for each &fe percentile performance levels, from the bottom 20% to the top
20% in growth. As one might expect, the top 20% of organizations fgyestdarmed the bottom

20% in all gain/loss categories.

The goal for any nonprofit organization should be to idengithe categories where it needs to
improve its fundraising effectiveness in order to move up from one percentile level to the
next.

Figure 6 shows the gains and losses in amount of gifts for each of the five percentile levels. In all
levels, new gifts werthe largest source of gains. Losses were much greater than gains in the
bottom two levels, with losses from lapsed new donors the most dramatic.

Note that the ratios for each gain and loss category are computed separately, based on
separate sorts of thgain, loss and net ratios or percentages for each gain/loss category.
Therefore, the ratios for the Percentile Levels for All Gains and All Losses are not subtotals, and
the ratios for Net Gain (Loss) are not totals.

13 Page



2017 Fundraising Effectiver

Figure 6a. Gain Ratios for Amountf@sifts by Percentile Level for the Three Gain Categoril 5
2016
100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

BOTTOM ' 20.40%  40-60%  60-80% = TOP 20%

20%
New 5.4% 12.2% 21.2% 38.3% 94.7%
Recapture  0.0% 3.1% 6.8% 12.2% 27.5%
Upgrade 3.7% 9.2% 14.7% 22.2% 43.9%

Figure 6a shows that in all percentile levels, the largest growth came from new gifts, and the
pattern was most pronounced in the highest levels.

Figure 6b. Loss Ratios for Amount ofif& by Percentile Level for the Three Gain Categori2@]5-2016

0% = = = E= —

% = = -

-20% % % a

-30% % .

-40% %

-50% %

_ 0,

o PO 20-40% 40-60% 60-80%  TOP 20%
Downgrade  -30.8% -19.0% -13.9% -9.6% 4.2%

= Lapsednew  -52.6% -26.0% -14.9% 8.4% -3.5%

Lapsed repeat -37.9% -21.6% -14.0% -7.8% 0.0%

Figure 6b shows that in the bottom 20% of organizations the sources of greatest losses were
lapsed new and lapsed repeat gifts and in the top 20% the source of greatest losses was
downgracked gifts. In the other percentile levels, the losses were fairly evenly distributed among
downgraded, lapsed new and lapsed repeat gifts.
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Figure 6¢. Overall Gain/Loss Ratio for Amount of Gifts by Percentile Le2@15-2016

200% 120%
100.4%4.00%
150%
80%
100% 60%
. 40%
50% 25.2% 20%
0% = =% 2.2% — — 0%
=] = = | = -20%
-50% == [ =——| 0
==-44.5% -40%
-100% -60%
Bcz)g;oom 20-40%  40-60% = 60-80%  TOP 20%
= All Losses -82.0% -65.8% -54.8% 44.2% -30.9%
All Gains 21.7% 37.1% 52.5% 77.0% 155.4%
Net Gain (Loss) -44.5% -15.7% 2.2% 25.2% 100.4%

Figure 6¢ shows the net gdods in amount of gifts for each of the five percentile levels. In the
bottom two levels, losses outweighed gains for a net loss. In the top three levels, gains
progressively outweighed losses, for a net gain.

Figure 7a. Gain Ratios for Number of Donors Bercentile Level for the Two Gain Categori@§15-2016

120%
100%
80%
60%
40%
20% —
0% BOTTOM - - —
20-40% 40-60% 60-80% TOP 20%
20%
New 16.4% 28.7% 41.3% 59.6% 111.8%
= Recapture 0.0% 5.9% 10.9% 15.7% 23.7%

Figure 7a shows that in all percentile levels the greatest gains in number of donors came from
new donors.
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Figure 7b. Loss Ratios for Number of Donors by Percentile Level for the Two Gain Cated?0iE>-2016
0%

-10%

-20%

-30%

-40%

-50%

-60%

-70%

-80%

B%OT/OOM 20-40%  40-60% = 60-80% = TOP 20%

Lapsed new -68.3% -48.0% -35.6% -25.3% -14.1%
Lapsed repeat -33.9% -25.4% -20.3% -13.5% 0.0%

i}

Figure 7b shows that in all percentile levels the greatest losses came from lapsed new donors.

Figure 7c. Overall Gain/Loss Ratio for Number of Donors by Percentile L&45-2016
150% 80%
== 63.60/060%

100% =
40%
0, = |
50% ‘ = 15.0% 20%
0% — = — = 0%
= ==-11.8% = —
0% =-36.6% == 40%
-100% -60%
BOTTOM ' 504006 40-60% = 60-80%  TOP 20%
20%
= All Losses 80.5% = -66.7% = -57.3% = -48.2%  -36.8%
= All Gains 279%  41.9% = 54.2% 71.7% | 122.9%
e Net Gain (Loss) -35.6% = -11.8% 0.1% 15.0% 63.6%

Figure 7c shows the net gain/loss in number of donoeaéb of the five percentile levels. In all
segments, gains came primarily from new donors. Losses came primarily from lapsed new donors
and were most pronounced in the bottom two percentile levels. In the bottom two levels, losses
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outweighed gains for aet loss. In the top three levels, gains progressively outweighed losses, for
a net gain.

Key donor and gift or dollar retention findings include:

1. Thedonorretention rate was 43 percent in 2016 (MedianhafTis, only 43 percent of
2015 donors made repeat gifts to participating nonprofits in 2016.

2. Thegift retention rate was 45 percent in 2016 (Median). That is, only 45 percent of
2015 dollars raised were raised again by participating nonprofits in@01

As a general rule, retaining and motivating existing donors costs less than acquiring new donors.
For most organizations, pursuing strategies for reducing donor and dollar losses is the least

expensive strategy for increasing net fundraising gairespecially for nonprofits that are
sustaining losses or achieving only modest net gains in gifts and donors.

Fgure 8 shows the retention rates by year goir
with t-08 R20fdr es.

Fi g8+4Deconor fBnReGenht i-2r0 G250 hé ysi s
60%

50% 8%y,

40%

30%
20%
10%

0%

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Overall Gift Retention Rate Overall Donor Retention Rate
—Qverall Gift Retention Rate - Average=——Overall Donor Retention Rate - Average
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2005 46. 4% 49. 7%
2006 44 . 5% 46. 2%
2007 48. 1% 46. 7%
2008 43. 3% 45. 2%
20009 43. 0% 40. 5%
2010 45. 1% 42 . 7%
2011 45. 0% 41. 5%
2012 43. 4% 43. 2%
2013 47 . 4% 42. 8%
20114 47 . 2% 45 . 7%
2015 48. 0% 45. 9%
2016 47 . 8% 45. 5%
Aver a 45. 6% 44. 5%

See ®dGEWOEP Donor Ret éwmhii om &Saimppbh e meonwnl oaded f

Detailed Statistics

To facilitateadditional comparisons, further breakdowns of the FEP gain/loss data are
presented in Appendix Azigure Al shows the gains, losses and net gain/loss ratios in
amount of gifts and number of donors by gain and loss categories. Figures A3 through
A8 show thee numbers further broken down by size of fundraising gain or loss, type of
nonprofit organization, region, age of the fundraising program, rate of growth and
percentile level.

All of the gain/loss ratio statistics in figures A3 through A8 are mediaes tiadim

means/averages. When ratios are calculated using medians, the gain/loss ratio from every
response carries the same weight, regardless of size (total amount of gifts). This eliminates the
need to have separate FEP reports based on size. Note ddgmratios can only be

calculated separately for each detailed and summary gain/loss category. Therefore summary
ratios do not equal the sum of detailed ratios.
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In the FEP data, clearly the most salient pattern is

the extent that gains are offset by losses. Every

$100 the nonprofit organizations gained in

upgraded, new and recovered gifts was offset by

$95 in losses from downgraded and lapsed gifts.

Ewery 100 new and recovered donors recruited

was offset by 99 donors lost through attrition. In

previous years of the study, particularly in 2005

2007, the offset ratios were more favorable (see Figure 9).

Figure 9- FEP GairlLoss OffseRatios 2005 to 2016

($94.54) (99)
($90.81) (96)
($95.20) (103)
($92.03) (102)
($95. 53) (105)
($99.91) (107)
($104. 86) (97)
($118.51) (104)
($104.61) (99)
($85.52) (87)
($93.14) (92)
($80.76) (82)
($95.61) (97)

Ef fecti ver

These findings suggest that nonprofit decision makers should examine their
organi zati onsd n estch gifeandudonor categoryiamdv e st me n t
compare the results among categories. If their donor tracking and accounting

systems do not currently report the returns on fundraising investment by category,
decision makers would be well advised to take steps to et&airhese systems do

so in the future.
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Budgeting for fundrai-efr ngnt &ad toarnide ngtoesdivtrbefgfuei crte

t hatafyyeeaarr , organi zati ons:

1. Make significant, i ncr éome rctadle giomrdreesa ods fium
effort.

2.Measure the corresponding incremental retu
categories.

3.Make additional i ncrement al i ncreased inve
category, based(BO®I ) hef ppréormasctundr ai si

The FEP strategies are especially helpful to

more money i f they had the budget to employ m

director needrsaitoe am&r @ smorCewlidf Il coul d hire

professional ?

To reiterate a point made earlier, usually it costs less to retain and motivate an existing donor
than to attract a new one, and so taking positive steps to reduce gift and donordadtas the
best strategy to increase net fundraising gains at the least cost.

Nonprofit organizations should compare their results catdyecategory with those of the FEP
not only to see how they stack up also to see where they should invest budgets and effort to
maximize their fundraising net gain.

When measuring, comparing&amgdiogwwvil ngtpegf ¢ hma
nonprofits can compare theinrpersforamgananstr at i

T FEP Sur vieyi irrogvtger f or magec® upt ariganicatfi em.
| evel of giving, age of devel opment progra
l evel (See Figures A3 through A8 in Append

f Their own prior period performance (trend a

T Their performance. goals (income budget s)
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Nonprofits can use the following table for se
wimnha specific number of years. For exampl e, 1
rate of growth of 14. 9 %.
Years to Double Rate of Growth

1 100.0%

2 41.5%

3 26.0%

4 18.9%

5 14.9%

6 12.2%

7 10.4%

8 9.1%

9 8.0%

10 7.2%*

*33-year average (7.6%, 197e2003) Giving US;

Accor d:ii vg ntgotlhSeA aver age annual rate of growth
about 7.6 percent, doubling every 9 DbDRFP (@i0. .e,a
doubling every 10 years) would require a grow

If your donor tracking and accounting systems do not currently report fundraising investment and
results by gain/loss category, you shoulkktateps to ensure that they do so in the future.

For instructions on how to configure your donor tracking data and use the-Bi@Gwthg
Report template and the Growith-Giving Fundraising Fitness Test to evaluate your own
organization, please see Appdix B of this report.
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Appendi ces
A. Detailed2015-16 Fundraising Effectiveness Survey Ststics

¢KS ydzZyvoSNB Ay G(GKS {lioof SNBEAR yiECSHman F2INIISHyARPE NB
CAIdzNB | md Dit DM KIA Y AE t [SNNEF 2MNBYT lmyOvSe w S LI2 NI
i rxn x x ' SNI 3 aSRALlY
DAY K[ 2&8%532 H_J1pM H_JICM DI AGY[&2 & & DE Ay mil2d DF Ay il
lY2dzy i 2F DADa
DI Aya
bSs $/%$2,078,0%2,078,0 23 .5 21. 72
w8 Ol LI dzNB 0 912,19 91,2196, 10. 3 6.8
P LIANF RS 1,791,0| 3,693, 3| 1,902, 2 21. 7§ 14. 7
{dodGz2GH 1.791,0| 6,683,5 4,892,5 55. 72 52 .14
{+FY$ 882, 71( 882,71 - 0.0 0.0
[2aa5a
526y 3aNI RS 3,224,4| 1562,62|(1,661, 8 -18. ¢§ -13. ¢
[FLASR ySo 1,364, 3 0|(1,364, 3 -15. 4 14,9
[ FLBASR NBLSKH[ 1,598, 9 0|(1,598, 9 -18. ¢ -14. ¢
{dooG2Gr| 6.187,8 1,562,6((4625, 17 52. 7 54 . §
¢2{cBR DA $8,861,5%$9,128,8 % 267, 1 3.0 2.2
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[2aa8a
526y 3INI RS 1,255 1,255 - 0.0 0.0
[ LASR ySg 3,090 0 3,090 -34. ¢ -35. 6
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{dzo G20l 6,088 1,255 (4,832 54, 5 57 .3
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Figure A2a. Amount of GiftsSMevdéwhXe @eilv/ tLiniss @Raitmblsoby Category
Gain/ Loss Aver
Category 201 2015 2014 2013 2012 2011 2010 20009 2008 2007 2006 2005 e
Gai ns:
New 23. 5 24.9 21.8 23.9 24.E 20. 9 20. 2 17.7 19. 5 24. 1 24.4 24. 1
Recapture 10. 3 11.C 12.5 12.1 13.¢C 13.C 11. € 11.C 14. 3 13. 3 13.1 15.4 13. 7
Upgrade 21. 5 21.4 21.2 21.2 21. 8 21 . 2 20. & 19. 3 20. 1 23 .3 23.5 26.4H9 23.4
All gains 55. 2 57.3 55.14 57.1 59.2 55. 1 52. 3 48. 1 54. 2 60. € 59.68 66.4 61.49
Losses:
Downgrade| -18.8 -19.5 -19.1 -19.3 -19.C¢C 20. C 20. € 22. 1 -23. 14 22.¢C 21.3 -21.8§ -22. 85
Lapsed ne -15.4 -15.2 -13.8 -14.4 -15. 5 14 . E -13. 8 -15. 3 -13. 6 12,7 -14.3 -15. 7
Lapsed re| -18.C -17.4 -19.9 -18.9¢ -22.C¢C 20. E 20. 5 -19. 3 -19. 7 17,2 22.9 -17.949 -21. 0
Al | osses
combined 52.2 52.0 52.8 52.€6 56.¢€ 55.C 54.9 57.¢C 56.7 51.9 55.9 53.6 59. 72
Rate of -igr
gifts 3.0 5.3 2.7 4.6 2.6 0.1 2.5 8.9 2.5 8.8 4.1| 12.94 6.0
Figure A2b. Number of Donors SMediegrniXe@sldld tosea Baindsobg Category

Gain/ Loss Aver
Category 2016 201t 201 2013 2012 2011 2010 20009 2008 2007 2006 2005 e
Gai ns:
New 44.C 44.¢C 39.23 42.¢C 40. 1 41. € 45. C 42 .9 40. 4 46 . 3 43.2 46.3 46. 8
Recapture 11.1 12.¢C 13.€ 14.¢C 14.C 13. 3 14.1 14. 3 14.7 15. 3 15.1 15.9 15. 2
All gains 55.1 56.¢C 52.¢ 56.¢C 54. 1 54. ¢ 59.1 57. 2 55.1 61. 5 58.3 61. 71 62.0
Losses: -34.¢-33.6 -31.23 -34.7 -32.1 -35. C -34.C -35. 8 31.7 31.7 32.4 27.9 -36.4(
Lapsed ne -19.7-20.4 -23.C 22.5 -24.1 23 . E 23 . 3 23 . 8 23.1 21. € 21.3 -22.4 -24. 5
Lapsed re
Al l |l osses
combined 54.554.1 54.2 H£57.2 56.318 58. ¢ 57.3 59.5 54. 8 53.3 53.8 50.3 60.14
Rate of igr
donor s 0.6 2.0 1. 4 1. 2 2. 7 3.6 1.8 2. 4 0.3 8. 2 4.5 11.4 1.6
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Figure A3a Amount of Gifts Nddidamt*alGad mao il2odstF0dRMbisttd lob)sn bGai n/ Loss Ca
$1.5
$1 mi-l mil I-i $2.5
Tot al $100-C $250,-C $500,C $1. 5 $2.5 mil %5 $5 mi l
Gain/Loss @ Entit|Up to $1 $250,( $500, ($12 mil milli mi || mi |1 & up
Gai ns:
New 21. ¢ 27 .7 23. ¢ 20. ¢ 19. 2 17. 7 16.C 16. 4 15. 5
Recapture 6. 8 5.6 6.5 7.0 7.4 7.7 7.6 7.3 6.0
Upgrade 14.7 8. 8 13. 2 15. 14 17.1 18. 2 18. ¢ 19. € 22 .4
Al'l gains ¢ 52 .4 52. ¢ 53.C 52.C 52.1 52. 7 52. € 53. 4 61. 4
Losses:
Downgr ade -13. ¢ 9.8 -13. ¢ -14 . & -14. € -15. 4 -15. 7 -15. € -15. 4
Lapsed new -14. ¢ 27.1 17, ¢ 14, ¢ 12,7 -10. C 9.6 9.1 8.5
Lapsed repe 14, ( -16. 1 -14. ¢ -14. 2 -13. ¢ -13. 4 -12. € 12, & 11, §
Al 1 | osses 54 . ¢ 68. 7 S57. ¢ 53. ¢ 50.C -48. 2 46 .1 -45. 2 45 . ¢
Rate of -grb 2.2 -10. 4 0.3 2.2 4.9 6.7 7.2 9.9 14. 4
Figure A3b Number of Donors Median* Gain/ L26%50RW t osnbgabnzkeossocl
Gain/Loss C
Gai ns:
New 41. 3 42 . ¢ 42 . ¢ 41. ¢ 40. ¢ 39. 7 39. ¢ 39. ¢ 42 . 4
Recapture 10. ¢ 8 .93 10. 2 11.¢C 11. € 12. € 12.1 12. ¢ 12. 3
Al l gai ns ¢ 54 . 7 54 . /4 55. ¢ 54 .1 54.C 52. ¢ 51. € 54 . ¢ 55. §
Losses:
Lapsed new -35. ¢ -43. 4 37.¢C 34. ¢ -33. € -32. 4 31. 2 -31. € -31. ¢
Lapsed repe 20. ¢ -19.1 -19. ¢ 20. € 20 . 4 21.1 20. 4 -20. & 21. (
Al | osses 57. % -66. 1 -58. ¢ 56. € 54 . € 53. ¢ 52. ¢ 53.C 55. (
Rate of -gro
donors 0.1 5.2 0.8 0.7 1.3 0.5 0.5 1.0 2.4
No. of resp 108: 204 223 224 201 8 6 ¢ 75 ¢ 45 48 , 1
*Medi an ratios can only be calculated separately for eachodrdtai éd@ualantdh e usnmm

detailed ratios.
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Figure A4a Amount of Gifts Nedipam* iGa ibbEEREYoR Ot inosGabynw/ Loss Ca
Tot al Arts Cu Environr Human Publi ¢/ Religi
Gain/Loss C Entitij Humanit Educat Ani mal: Heal't Servic ety Be Rel at ¢ Ot her
Gai ns:
New 21. 72 14. 7 15. ¢ 16. 7 19.C 18. ¢ 18.% 12. ¢ 24 .1
Recapture 6. 8 9. 4 9.1 11. ¢ 8.5 9.9 9.0 5.8 5.7
Upgrade 14. 7 15.1 15. ¢ 16. 2 13. ¢ 14. ¢ 13.C 16. € 14. 4
Al gains ¢ 52 . % 50. C 49 .1 51. 1 49 . ¢ 50. C 49. 2 42 . C 54 . ¢
Losses:
Downgr ade -13. 4 -13. € -14. ¢ -14. 4 -13. 4 -14. 2 -14 .1 -15. ¢ -13. 7
Lapsed new -14 .4 -10. 7 9. 8 -10. £ -14. C -12. 1 12,7 8.1 17 .4
Lapsed repe -14 . ( -17. € -17. € -:17. € 17 . 4 -17.C -16. 1 -12. € -12. 6
Al | | osses 54 . 4 53.7 50. 7 53. ¢ 56. 2 51. € 54.C 42 . € 56 . 2
Rate of -grb 2.2 0.3 1.6 2.0 -0. 3 1.9 0.9 2.0 3.0
Figure A4b Number of Donors Mednparngf iGa i Sef@EEcEvicRrantiino sGabiyn/ Loss Cg
Tot al Arts Cu Environr Human Publie/ Religi
Gain/Loss C| Entiti| Humanit Educat Ani mal: Healt Serviciety Bt Rel ate Ot her
Gai ns:
New 41 . 3 33. 2 33. 7 31.1 39.1 39. 1 41 . € 29. ¢ 4 3. ¢
Recapture 10. 4 14. 2 14. ¢ 15. 7 13.C 13. 7 12. 7 138B.% 9. 2
Al gains ¢ 54 . 49 .t 51. 2 49. ¢ 55. € 54. ¢ 55. C 43.C 55 . ¢
Losses:
Lapsed new -35. € -28. € -28. C -25. 1 -34. 4 -33. 4 -34. ¢ 22.C -38. 3
Lapsed repe -20. 7 -23. 7 24 . C 22. 4 22,7 22. ¢ 22. 2 21.C -18. 3
Al | | osses 57 .3 55. € 53. ¢ S51.¢C -60. 1 S57.C 59.C 46 . & -58. 3
Rate of -gro
donors 0.1 1.1 0.0 1.9 2.1 -1. 3 -0.5 2. 4 0.7

*Medi an ratios can only be calculated separatwyel yheoefeaehsdemarlyedaandssdomma
detailed ratios.
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Figure A5a Amount of Gifts Nedii o0 12Wal/dntf hos sG&Rahi besbéyCat e

Total| Nor-t N ¥ Mi -d Sout f Nor-t} Mo u-n

Gain/Loss Ca| Entit east Penne¢ At an east Centr west Midwe Soutl tain Pacif
Gai ns:

New 21.34 17.% 17.€¢€ 18.1 17.€¢ 15.¢ 16.¢ 14.7 17.€ 17. ¢ 16. 4
Recapture 6. 8 9. 8 9. 2 10. C 8.9 9. 3 9.9 8. 8 8.1 8. 1 8.9
Upgrade 14. 4 14.¢ 13.€¢€ 14.:z2z 16.C 15.1 16.C 14.7 14.¢ 15. € 14. 4
Al l gains ¢ 52.4949 49.7 48.¢ 50.¢ 50.2z 50.2 50.7 46.1 45. ¢ 51. ¢ 48. (
Losses:

Downgr ade -13.9-14.: -14.2 -13.€ -13.¢ -14.¢t -14.¢t -14.2z -14.23 -13. € 14 . 3
Lapd new -14.49-10.4 -20.¢2 -1212.€¢ -1213.¢%¢ -10.C -11.%¢ -10.1 -122.%t -12.14 -1 0. 4
Lapsed rep -14.4q-16.€ -17.¢& -17.4 -15.4 -15.¢t -16.7 -16.4 -16.1 -16. 2 -18. (
Al | | osses 54.4-50.4 2.2 H52.¢ 5H51.4 H50.¢ H2.2 50.1 53.C -52.1 52 . §
Rate of -grb 2.2 1.7 1. 3 0. 8 3.9 1.7 4 . 2 0.8 0.1 4. 8 0.1

Figure A5b Number of Donors Mtadidn?rO %8 ilVBi/tLhoisns QRaaitni/olso shsy Cat ¢
Total| Nor-t N ¥ Mi -d Sout f Nor-tt Mo u-n

Gain/ Loss C| Entit east Penn: Atl an east Centr west Midwe Soutl tain Pacif

Gai ns:

New 41.343 34.C 34.2z 37.7 40.1 35.7 35.& 35.¢ 41.¢8 41. z 35. 4

Recapture 10.916.: 14.2Z2 14.1 12.C 13.% 15.7 14.C 111¢ 12.1 13. 2

Al | gains ¢ 54.4 51.4 50.¢&€ 54.:% 54.4 50.¢ 51.¢€¢€ 49.¢ 56.1 53.¢E 49 . 1

Losses:

Lapsed new 35.4g-27.¢ 29.¢€¢€ 31.7 35.C 30.C -26.¢€ 29.z 34.4 32.C -30.1

Lapsed rep -20.34-23.&t 23.7 23.C -22.¢€¢€ -22.7 22.¢ 23.1 -21.¢ -21.¢ -22.1

Al l |l osses 57.453.t 55, H57.E£ H58.7 54.4 H52.¢ 54.¢&¢ 58.E& 56.7 -55.4

Rate of -gro

donor s 0.1 0. 3 2.2 0.0 -1. 4 -0. 3 -0. 6 1.7 0.7 1.6 2.0
*Medi asm canionly be calculated separately for each detail ed and es uwsmmaroyf gali
detailed ratios.
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Figure A6a Amount of Gifts MagdeikRundrGaiini/nd yeradvarf aumm sarrldyédi)ng st
20125016 Within Gain/Loss Category
Gain/ Loss Cq Total Al Up to-2500y5 6 to 4D 9y 16 to -B98 Y Over 3D9%9 Unknown
Gains:
New 21. 45 . 17. 16. 14. 17.
Recapture 6 . § 0. ¢ 8. 7 9. ¢t 9. ¢ 8. §
Upgrade 14. 16. 14. 15. 14. 14.
Al'l gains c¢ 52. 73. 48. 49, 45, 52.
Losses:
Downgr ade -13. -12. -14. -14. -14. -13.
Lapsed new -14. -31. -12. -10. 9. ¢ -13.
Lapd repea -14. 1. ¢ -17. -16. -17. -17.
Al | |l osses ¢ -5 4. -59. -53. -50. 51. -53.
Rate of -gr Dt 2. 2 16. 1. ¢ 0.7 1.1 1. (
Figure A6b Number of Donors MegefanFurmamrraibdiomype aRa tfiuonsd rbayirsi ng st
2015016 Within Gain/Loss Category
Gain/ Loss C4q Total Al Up to-2500y5 6 to 4D 9y 16 to -B98¢Y Over 3D9%9 Unknown
Gai ns:
New 41. 6 3. 36. 35. 33. 39.
Recapture 10. 1. 2 12. 14. 15. 13.
Al | gains c( 54. 6 8. 51. 51. 4 9. 54.
Losses:
Lapsed new -35. -5 2. -31. -30. -26. -31.
Lapsed reps -20. 2.0 -2 2. -2 3. 24 . -2 2.
Al | | ossesd ( 57. -6 2. -56. -56. 52. -58.
Rate of -gro
donor s 0.1 9.1 2. 2 1. ¢ o I 0. 1

*Medi an ratios can only be calculated separately for eachodrdotai ¢ quara loritdh s usnr
detailed ratios.
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Figure A7a. Amount of GiftsRMeedi ah*GdGadsh B2800l¥ist Riah i Gai by Loss (
Total|Minus Minus 3(Minus 1( 0% twsF Plus 15

Gain/Loss Cat|l Entitland Lo Minus 1 0 % 15% Pl us 4 Plus 40%
Gai ns:
New 21. 2 10. Z 14. 2 16. 4 20. 2 29. € 77.(C
Recapture 6. 8 3.8 6. 4 7.8 8. 3 10. C 8.6
Upgrade 14. 17 5.7 11.¢C 13. ¢ 17. 2 22. 72 34. 5
Al gains con 52. 8 24 .7 37.¢€ 43. ¢ 52. ¢ 71. ¢ 143.
Losses:
Downgr ade -13. ¢ -15. 1 -16. 7 14,7 -14.C -12. ¢ 11, 3
Lapsed new -14. 4 -18. € -13. € 11, € -11. € -13. 4 20. 2
Lapsed repea -14. ¢ 24. C -16. ¢ -:15. 7 -13. & -12. 32 -8. 5
Al | ossesd cd 54, § -74. ¢ 56. ¢ -48. E 45, E 45, ¢ 50. €6
Rate of -gr bws 2.2 46 .z -18. ¢ 4.6 7.0 25. 2 89 . (

Figure A7D. Number of Donors RMeci &ifi ~GIGfatAd hBm18E t Ramni Gaimy Los s

Total|Minus Minus 3(Minus 1( 0% to F Plus 15

Gain/Loss Catl Entitfland Lo Minus 1 0 % 15% Pl us 4 ' Plus 40%
Gai ns:
New 41 . 3 30. ¢ 34. ¢ 37.¢C 39. ¢t 46 . 8 70. §
Recapture 10. ¢ 9.0 11. ¢ 12. ¢k 12. 3 120¢ 8.6
Al | gains corn 54 . 72 41 . ¢ 47 .1 51.1 53. ¢ 58. € 83. §
Losses:
Lapsed new -:35. € -37. ¢ -33. 7 -31. 4 -31. 1 -34. 4 41 . 3
Lapsed repea 20 . 3 24 . 4 22 . ¢ 21 . ¢t -20. ¢t -18. ¢ -13. 4
Al | | osses cd 57. 3 66. Z -58. ¢ 54 . E 53. 3 53. ¢ 56 . 1
Rate of -doowt 0.1 -18. € 7.9 2.1 1. 4 6.0 27 . (

FaSRAIFIY Nlsa2a Oty 2yte 06S OFfOdzE F GSR aSLI NI GSte FT2N Sly@H RBos xt SIRRSH NYAIBEFY IRSR | A1E By kt 2aa OF 4GS
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Figure A8a. Amount of GiftsPMedeénnhii BhI2®OVIMiotslsi iRaGaiors/ bgyss Cat
Gain/Loss Categdq All Ent| BOTTOM 2 2040% 4060 % 6 680 % TOP 2009
Gains:
New 21. 4 5. 4 12. 2 21. Z 38. 3 94 7¢
Recapture 6. 8 0.0 3.1 6. 8 12. 72 27 .1
Upgrade 14. 7 3.7 9.2 14. 7 22. 72 43. ¢
Al | gains combin 52. ¢ 21. 7 37.1 52. & 77 . ( 155.
Losses:
Downgr ade -13. ¢ -30. € -:19. C -13. ¢ 9.6 4. 2
Lapsed new 14, ¢ 52. ¢ 26. C -14. ¢ 8. 4 3.5
Lapsed repeat -14. ( 37. ¢ 21. € -14. C -7. 8 0.0
Al | |l osses combi 54 . ¢ 82.¢C 65. ¢ 54. ¢ -4 4. 2 -:30. ¢
Rate of -gr bws$ h 2.2 44 . F -15. 7 2.2 25. 72 100.

Figure A8Db. Number ofL®ooRatPidedsticayw i 1 86 I28MWI t hi n Gain/ Loss Ca
Gain/Loss Categgd All En| BOTTOM 20409 40609 66809 TOP 2
Gai ns:
Ne w 41 . S 16. 4 28 .17 41. @ 59. 4 111.
Recapture 10. ¢ 0.0 5.9 10. ¢ 15. 7 23. 7
Al | gains combi r 54 . ¢ 27. ¢ 41 . ¢ 54. 2 71. 71 122.
Losses:
Lapsed new -35. ¢ -68. ¢ -48. C -35. € -25. § 14,1
Lapsed repeat -20. 3 -33. ¢ 25 . 4 -20. & -13. 5 0.0
Al |l |l osses combi 5 7. 3 -80. & 66. 7 S57. 8 -48. 72 -36. §
Ra e of gdomwdrhs 0.1 -35. € -11. € 0.1 15. ( 6 3. ¢
FaSRAIY Nls2a Oly 2yfte& 6S OFtOdAFGiSR aSLINIGSte FT2N Siy@K Bt Xt SR SH aRzYa &WFY IRER | A 1f SyRk N

29 Page



B. Downloadable Growthin-Giving Measurement Tools

Bobhl pbool

generate fundraising performance reports when vy

provided on the AFP website

1. tosmeéasure and evaluate your
against a set of over 100 performance indica
indicators include: donor r et enteindn ornataensd (on
donor retention); donor gains, | osses and ne
growth in number of donors; and donor attrit
to $4,999, $250 to #@9931H8$000 to 249 and Un
2.Growth in GcannhbeRepedtso obtain a conci se,

gai ns aqrdo wtols siers gi-vinngi mp-deipéendbhyepboar mat t h
executive staff and boarrde poerntbse rasr ec adne sucnrdiebres
ar t A Bétter Measure of Success: How to Use AFBrowth-in-Giving Reports to

Improve FundraisingPerformancéi n t hdpMad ¢ h 2 Aldlv,a nicd snwge Pdfi |
A copy of the article in PDF is available at

This too

I i ncl-u@iesi ndheR€Cport Growt he same for
annuall report

This report is the centerpie

Using the =“KEPRghlsa’r iWamrnksheet to Find Out |
Performance Measures Up

With the OoEBPpRati sonnd wor ksheet in the F
you can compare your results with those of other similar organizations and with your
fundraising gals and prior year performanc&see Figure B3 Comparative Gain/Loss
GrowthInGiving Performance Worksheet.

The oCompari sono wor ksheet automatically
determine your G/L ratio for each gain/loss categony éntering your Yeal data in
col umn o0A2 datda Yiemrcol umn o0BO6 for each G

(Losses)o6 in column C and o0Gain/Loss as
automatically for you. Thus you automatically knowgwarGain/Loss Ratios, also
referred timGiavsi nogGrPobewtfhor mance | ndi cator s.
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FigureC8mparati ve

2017

Fundrai sing

-C®iI ni bgsPeGfowmdeadro We ks heet

-- Growth-in-Giving Performance Indicators --

Gain/Loss Goal,
Gain/Loss Gains As % of Prior Year or
Category Year 1 Year 2 (Losses) Year 1 total FEP (*) Ratio Difference Objective

(A) (B) (C=B-A) (D%=C/totA) (E%) (E-D)

Gains
New 0 0 0.0% Improve
Recapture 0 0 0.0% Improve
Upgrade 0 0 0.0% Improve
|Subtotal 0 0 0.0% Maximize
Same 0 0 0.0% Upgrade
Losses
Downgrade 0 0 0.0% Reduce
Lapsed new 0 0 0.0% Reduce
Lapsed repeat 0 0 0.0% Reduce
|Subtotal 0 0 0.0% Minimize
[Total 0 0 0.0% Net gain/loss]

Strategy for
worksheet in Figure B1

Overall rate of growth|

I mproving

Ef fecti v

per FBEPmMaRati s’ n

Step 1. Compare your gain/loss performance to FEP survey statisties(®ach of the Gain/Loss
categories, benchmark your organizalicn Gai n/ Lo s s
entering gain/loss ratios in column E, selecting comparative data from the tables in fighbesf Adis

report. For example, if your organization:

Rat.i

oS

against t

1 Raises $100,000 to $249,999 per year, use thatios in column 2, Figure A2.
1 Is in the human services-sabtor, use the ratios in column V, Figure A3.

1 Is in the N¥Penna region (USPS region 1), use the ratios in column 2, Figure A4.
1 Is less than 5 years old, use the ratios in column 1, Figukg&)5 (

h

You can also compare your Gain/Loss Ratios against performealsyou have established and/or

your prior yearGain/Loss Ratios

Step 2.Set your priorities for improvement. For example, establish as your objective moving up to the
next performane level in the Percentile Ranking tables (Figures 6 and 7) in each gain/loss category.

Step 3.To achieve your objectives, plan and budget for increased fundraising efforts for priority

gain/loss categories.

Step 4.Evaluate progress toward objectives €ach gain/loss category.

Repeat the process outlined in this appendi x ev
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