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Have you found it increasingly difficult 
to get that first visit with a prospect? This 
practical article intends to show you how 
I have been able to get in front of nearly 
500 prospects and donors during the past 
two years, and how we develop meaning-
ful results because we carefully follow 
through on these efforts. 

I believe (and our data backs this up) 
that if we make someone smarter, they 
will prefer our charity to others. In our 
case, we give prospects free estate- 
planning advice from top attorneys in 
their communities. These prospects are 
also more likely to give more, give with 

greater frequency, and make larger gifts. 
Educating people with valuable, timely, 

and practical content forms the basis of 
our approach to these seminars and our 
entire planned giving program.

Development professionals coordi-
nating and conducting estate-planning 
seminars in an effort to discover quali-
fied prospects is nothing new. However, 
the fact remains that a majority of our 
current donors do not have valid wills 
and have not given much thought about 
their estate plans. Building on these two 
facts, I have developed the “Catholic 

One of my favorite movie scenes fea-
tures Ulysses Everett McGill (George 
Clooney) and his fellow prison escapees 
trapped in a barn being set afire by the 
pursuing blind sheriff and his posse 
in Joel and Ethan Coen’s “O Brother, 
Where Art Thou?” Realizing they are in 
a grave situation, Ulysses declares, “Oh, 
man, we’re in a tight spot!” 

I often think of this scene when I learn 
of development officers violating ethical 
and/or legal standards. The violators are 
in “a tight spot” — and so is the entire 
charitable sector. Similar to the charac-
ters in the Coens’ movie (that are loosely 
based on Homer’s “Odyssey”), ethical 
violations can set fundraisers adrift even 
as we promote best practices. 

Defining Ethics

The American Heritage Dictionary 

defines ethics as the rules or standards 
governing the conduct of the members 
of a profession. Ethical standards have 
been promulgated by all fundraising 
professional associations.

Ethical Decision-making  

A very helpful approach to ethical deci-
sion-making is suggested by the Josephson 
Institute of Ethics. This institute highlights 
three stages of concern: clearly illegal, 
clearly unethical, and ethical dilemmas. 
While it may be easier to avoid situations 
that are clearly illegal and clearly unethical, 
ethical dilemmas are common and require 
a disciplined decision-making process. 

This process can start with seeking 
clarity about the facts, law, and ethical 
principles at stake. So many decisions are 
poorly made because the parties simply 
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did not clarify key aspects prior to making 
a decision! Next, the matter must be eval-
uated, especially relying on opinions from 
trusted colleagues and experts. A decision 
must then be made and implemented. 
Finally, the results of the decision must be 
monitored and evaluated with the poten-
tial for modification in the future based 
on the consequences of the decision. For 
example, board-approved gift acceptance 
policies and procedures can be refined to 
incorporate what has been learned.

Applying the Model Standards  

Our Model Standards offer 10 guide-
lines for ethical decision-making by 
development officers. The full text can 
be found at www.pppnet.org. 

1. Primacy of Philanthropic Motiva-
tion. The principal basis for making 
a charitable gift is the desire on 
the part of the donor to support 
the work of charitable institutions. 
Some prospective donors who are 
in search of a “deal” may ask favors 
from the development officer. They 
may demand special treatment such 
as financial schemes as a vendor, or 
higher gift annuity rates. In U.S. v. 
Mosley, Northern District of Cali-
fornia (2003), the “donor” pleaded 
guilty to tax evasion for claiming 
charitable income tax deductions for 
transfers to a donor advised fund. 
Grants from the fund were then 
used to pay private school tuition to 
educate the child of the “donor.” 

2. Explanation of Tax Implications. 
Under this Model Standard, the 
development officer should provide 
a full and accurate explanation of 
incentives and their implications, 
always encouraging the donor to also 
seek independent counsel. A helpful 
beginning point can be to share the 
rules for a gift to qualify for federal 
tax benefits. In U.S. v. American Bar 
Endowment, 477 U.S. 105 (1986), 
the U.S. Supreme Court required 
intent to make a gift plus an actual 
irrevocable transfer to a qualified 
charitable organization. Further, the 
tax benefit is reduced by any return 
financial benefit back to the donor. A 
helpful resource is IRS publications, 
one that provides examples of gifts 

that do not receive chartable tax ben-
efits (526) and another that shares 
the rules for gift receipts (1771). 
In Durden v. Commissioner, T.C. 
Memo. 2012-140 (May 17, 2012), 
the tax court denied a $23,000 chari-
table deduction, even though the 
IRS conceded charitable gifts were 
made. The deduction was denied 
because the charity did not state 
“No goods or services received in 
exchange for the gift” on the receipt.

3. Full Disclosure. The third Model 
Standard requires that the role and 
relationships of all parties involved 
in a gift, including how and by 
whom each is compensated, be fully 
disclosed to the donor. The U.S. 
Supreme Court case Illinois/Madigan 
v. Telemarketing Associates (2003) 
required no specific percentage of 
a gift be paid to a charity that hires 
independently contracted solici-
tors (not staff of the charity) for its 
fundraising. The court reasoned that 
some charities may need to spend 
a lot to raise a little — and that 
prudent boards of directors must 
decide. However, if the soliciting 
firm or charitable recipient lied about 
the percentage of the gift paid to the 
soliciting firm, then fraud is possible.  

4. Compensation. This Model Stan-
dard states that gift planners shall be 
paid reasonably and proportionately 
to the services provided. Payment 
of finder’s fees or commissions as a 
condition for the delivery of a gift is 
never appropriate. For several years, 
one or more organization recruited 
life insurance agents and financial 
planners to refer charitable gift 
annuities for a commission. The 
American Council on Gift Annuities 
has issued a position paper against 
this practice as not only an ethical 
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Estate and Personal Planning Seminar 
Program” for the Diocese of Raleigh. 
Making it work takes a little planning 
and foresight, but the results are a better 
educated constituency and many new 
prospects and donors.  

The seminars are not “ends” in them-
selves. Rather, they serve as a means to 
an end and one more tool that we have 
at our disposal. Since 2013, I have con-
ducted more than 30 seminars and more 
than 500 individual donors and prospects 
have attended at least one presentation.

Planning

The constituency that we work with 
consists of the 98 parishes, missions, 
and affiliates that compose the Diocese 
of Raleigh and its parishioners. (In this 
article, the word “parish” is interchange-
able with “mission” and “affiliate.”) 

My goal each year is to make 10 pre-
sentations, five in the spring and five in 
the fall (though, as this was written this 
spring, we have already completed nine). 
During the winter and summer months, 
I take time to research and plan the up-
coming year’s seminars. 

I have found that the best time to con-
tact a parish is after they have received 
a bequest distribution for a parishio-
ner’s estate. I begin by contacting those 
parishes that I approached during the 
prior year, suggesting that if they desire 
more bequest distributions, we need to 
encourage more parishioners to make 
the parish part of their estate plans. 

As a follow-up communication, I de-
signed a two-page letter which outlines 
the objectives of the seminar and how 
other parishes have benefited from the 
seminars. Once a parish is interested 
in hosting a seminar, a planning session 
is scheduled. The planning session is 
usually combined with my other visits 
in the vicinity of the parish, to make the 
best use of my time. 

Planning Meetings  

The goals of the planning meeting are 
to confirm a date and schedule for the 
seminar and discuss logistics, including 
the room in which we will hold the event 
— smaller is better. I find that in larger 
event spaces it is more difficult for people 
to hear the speaker(s), and question-and-

answer segments with the audience are 
more challenging. These planning meet-
ings take place well in advance, usually 
in the winter and summer. 

I found that the best seminar dates and 
times are March through June and Sep-
tember through November. Any Tuesday, 
Wednesday, or Thursday is ideal. A sched-
ule of noon to 2 p.m. has worked well, and 
lunch is generously provided by the parish. 

To make it as stress-free as possible 
on the small and sometimes overtaxed 
staff at the parishes, I take responsibility 
for all the promotional pieces. However, 
each parish is welcome to customize any 
promotional piece I provide to what best 
accommodates their needs. 

Next, I work with the parish in choos-
ing an estate-planning attorney for the 
seminar. I suggest that we choose some-
one who is well known in the communi-
ty, who is not out to sell his/her services, 
and someone who can communicate well 
with the audience. (I recall the time we 
had chosen a great attorney whose soft 
spoken, mild-mannered style was his 
downfall — only a few could hear him 
even though he was wearing a micro-
phone. Speaking with one of the partici-
pants after the seminar, she remarked, “I 
loved that attorney, bless his heart, but I 
could not hear a darn thing he said!”)

We then review the promotional ma-
terials. We use five pieces, including an 
invitation letter from the pastor (mailed 
to a select group of parish prospects); a 
program agenda; a church bulletin an-
nouncement, along with the dates that 
the announcement should be published; 
and a “pulpit announcement,” which 
I encourage to be read during services 
on the two weekends prior to the event. 
Finally, we review the follow-up letter 
that I will send to all attendees. 

We wrap up the planning meeting after 
I urge the person in charge of the event 
to stick with the program (by using all 
five promotional pieces), because those 
parishes that do get the best results.  

Attorneys

I play a significant role in choosing the 
attorney who will present at the seminar. 
Most of the time I have chosen correctly, 
but a few times the attorney has not lived 
up to my expectations. Having an attor-
ney present adds credibility. The attorney 
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With this crowd, 

we just know 

some wil l  show 

up early.

must be local to the parish at which I am 
presenting — not many people are going 
to drive from Wilmington to Raleigh (a 
260-mile round trip) to meet with an 
attorney! 

If the parish cannot recommend a local 
attorney, I will reach out to the profession-
als among my contacts, starting with other 
estate-planning attorneys, then financial 
advisers and planned giving donors. The 
one we select is then contacted, and I 
speak with him/her regarding the content 
of the presentation, including the topics 
of wills, trusts, and powers of attorney.   

Letting the speaker know that we 
encourage questions throughout the pre-
sentation is important, as well as suggest-
ing that he or she remain for additional 
questions after the seminar. Slides from 
my presentation are sent to the speaker, 
plus information that we want covered 
and a list of anticipated questions.

 “What is the difference between a 
will and a trust?” 

 “My neighbor told me I need a trust. 
Do I really need a trust?” 
 “Is it a good idea to add my son as a 
co-owner of my bank account?” 

Equipment and Handouts

On the day of the presentation, I like to 
arrive a few hours early. With this crowd, 
we just know some will show up early. We 
allow time to set up and test the presen-
tation equipment, including a projector, 
adapters, remote, extra extension cords, 
and seminar packets.  

The presentation software we use is 
Apple’s Keynote, which has a stylish de-
sign and offers some useful built-in tem-
plates, appealing themes, fun animation 
effects, and smooth transitions. We’ve 
seen that these features are very impor-
tant when giving a presentation on estate 
planning and planned giving. Seminar 
attendees comment on the quality and 
professionalism of the presentations. 

The seminar packets include a com-
prehensive, 34-page estate and personal 
planning workbook, a copy of the dioc-
esan advance medical directive booklet, 
our most recent planned giving newslet-
ter, an enrollment form for the heritage 
society, and a seminar survey.  

As mentioned, we recommend that the 
parish provide lunch. Beyond being a nice 

gesture, it gives people the opportunity to 
meet and talk about the seminar, while it 
gives me opportunities to get acquainted 
with new prospects. 

As lunch concludes (we usually allow 
30 minutes), the pastor will give a brief 
welcome and introduce the speakers. 
Then I provide a five-minute overview 
of the content and discuss the goals of 
the seminar, and at the end the attorney 
is introduced. He or she moves into the 
seminar for about 30 minutes, depending 
on the number of questions from the at-
tendees. In this segment, attendees learn 
about the basic documents that should be 
contained in a complete estate plan and 
can ask questions that pertain to these or 
other planning documents. Next, I speak 
for up to 20 minutes on the various giving 
options available to the parishioners and 
highlight benefits within each one. They 
also hear a description of our Heritage So-
ciety and what it means to be a member. 

Our formal presentation typically lasts 
about an hour and ends as I ask the at-
tendees to complete the evaluation survey 
and address any unanswered questions.

Following Up is Key

Upon returning to the office, I record 
all my notes in the database, which 
ensures that people with whom I spoke 
are included in our future planned giving 
mailings. Having developed this list over 
the past two years has proven to be very 
helpful. For example, in December 2014, 
the Charitable IRA Rollover was “back 
for one week — and one week only.” I 
ran a query and sent an email to all our 
past IRA donors and seminar attendees. 
As a result, we received 19 gifts for more 
than $200,000.  

I send each attendee a thank-you letter, 
letting them know that I am available 
when they have questions. As a direct out-
come of the seminars, a significant num-
ber of parishioners have let us know that 
they either created or updated their estate 
plans and other necessary documents. 
One established a six-figure charitable gift 
annuity using appreciated securities, and 
another made a five-figure cash gift from 
his IRA. 

The seminars have generated good per-
sonal rapport with the pastors. They now 
come to me with planned giving questions 
and concerns instead of contacting an 

See FOLLOW UP: Page 5
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In legacy 

giving,  the most 
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a bequest.

Ryan Flood, CFRE, is director of spe-
cial gifts for the Diocese of Raleigh 
and has more than 15 years of experi-
ence in planned giving and develop-
ment. Ryan and his wife, Mary, are 
owners of Flood Family Farm, a pesti-
cide- and herbicide-free farm with no 
genetically modified crops in Wake 
Forest, N.C., and are parents of 10 
children. rflood22@gmail.com

attorney of someone on the parish finance 
council. I have also been able to develop a 
number of good connections with estate-
planning lawyers, who have proven to be 
very helpful resources in the community. 

Summary

As I mentioned earlier, it is imperative 
to start the planning process early, up to 

12 months in advance. I cannot empha-
size enough that the right time for intro-
ducing the concept of an estate planning 
seminar is when the parish has just 
received a bequest distribution through 
the diocese. The conversation usually 
goes something like this, “If you liked the 
$50,000 check we just sent to you, isn’t 
it time to host a seminar to show other 
parishioners how to set up the same type 
of gifts?” Most of the time, the answer 
is a resounding, “Yes!”  

With some trial and error, I have been 
able to turn the “once in a while seminar” 
into a full-fledged seminar program. This 
has become an integral piece to my annual 
strategy, and helps me to always encourage 
the largest gift possible, whether outright, 
deferred, or a combination of both.

FOLLOW UP   continued from Page 4
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Paradigms for a Powerful Legacy Program
BY GREG LASSONDE

Our field is at a crossroads. While most 
of us use techniques that have historically 
served us well, there are forward-thinking 
nonprofits that have moved on to new 
paradigms and thus enjoy greater success. 
Key among the new practices is the one-
on-one legacy solicitation.  

Many nonprofits, professional advis-
ers, and other volunteers have been us-
ing elements of this paradigm for many 
years. For them, there may be little new 
about what appears below. If you fit in 
that category, I ask for your indulgence 
and patience.

A Rose by Any Other Name

The old paradigm of “planned giving” 
is by far the most common label used to 
describe the work we do. This was once 
the new paradigm. Until the mid-1980s, 
planned giving was called “deferred 
giving,” and the “gift planning” trend 
emerged in the 1990s. In 2007, the 
National Committee on Planned Giv-
ing (NCPG) announced that it would 
henceforth be known as Partnership 
for Philanthropic Planning. All of these 
use “us” language, which means it is all 
about us from the donor’s point of view. 
Our colleagues in the direct mail indus-
try say that an “us” approach means we 
are needlessly focused inward. On the 

other hand, a “you” approach focuses on 
the perspective of our supporters.

Why does the term legacy giving 
work better? We’ve used this approach 
for decades in our marketing materials 
including “Leave A Legacy” campaigns 
in Canada, the United Kingdom, and 
Australia. You, meaning the donor, leave 
a legacy. With all the talk in recent years 
about donor-centric fund development 
– the “you” approach – isn’t it time for 
those of us in the United States to catch 
up with others?

What Gift is Most Important?

In the old planned giving paradigm, the 
phrase “planned gifts and bequests” com-
monly appears in articles and presenta-
tions. This needlessly separates bequests 
from the broader category of planned or 
legacy gifts, resulting in an overemphasis 
on the technical side, most often life in-
come gifts. Why? Life income gifts, most 
irrevocable to a specific nonprofit(s), are 
coveted and overemphasized because they 
can be recorded as assets.

In the legacy giving paradigm, the most 
important gift is a bequest. While there 
are no industry standards, my experience 
is that the range of bequests (the total 
number of gifts in a nonprofit’s legacy in-

Y O U R  B Y L I N E

We’d like to include at least one new writer 
in every issue of Planned Giving Today.  

It could be you!

If you have an article idea, send it to: 
tom@pgtoday.com
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ventory) is somewhere above two-thirds 
and most often is more than 90 percent.

Ask the Experts … Or Not

Planned giving officers needed to be 
experts under the old paradigm. Many 
larger organizations prioritized hiring attor-
neys. In a best-practice scenario, staff not 
involved in planned giving made referrals 
to planned giving officers for anything that 
seemed even remotely unfamiliar. 

It’s not about being the expert in the 
legacy giving paradigm; it’s about where 
to go when you don’t have the answer. 
Even the most qualified among us lack 
immediate answers at times and use oth-
ers to obtain information. When a sup-
porter asks a question to which we don’t 
have the answer, we should respond, “I 
don’t know, but I’ll get back to you soon.” 
This inspires confidence.

Who Is Involved?

For nonprofits with a full-time planned 
giving officer, the answer was easy under 
the old paradigm. For organizations 
without a dedicated position, responsibil-
ity might have been given to a major gifts 
officer or development director. Lacking 
these positions, planned giving was an 
executive director duty or on rare occa-
sions, the purview of a volunteer.

The paradigm of legacy giving offers a 
much more effective approach. The so-
licitor can be any of the staff members 
and volunteers who have relationships 
with the organization’s supporters.

Rather than automatically referring a 
supporter to the person wearing the legacy 
or gift-planning hat, a staff member (even 
those outside of the development office) 
or a volunteer who has a relationship with 
the supporter should make the legacy ask. 
In this scenario, it is almost always most 
effective for volunteers involved to have 
made their own legacy commitment to 
the organization.

Who Are Legacy Prospects?

While there is a growing amount of data 
about the importance of legacy giving, two 
statistics about prospects stand out above 
others and represent tremendous opportu-
nities. Currently seven out of 10 Ameri-
cans — and eight of 10 Canadians — give 
to charity during their lifetimes. Yet fewer 

than one in 20 make a legacy gift to char-
ity. The top two reasons for not doing so 
are that it never occurred to them, and 
they weren’t asked.

This legacy giving paradigm encourages 
us to think more broadly about prospects 
right from the start. Legacy gifts come 
from long-term supporters with a “heart” 
connection to the charity. Regular donors 
usually make up the largest portion of 
legacy givers. However, volunteers, former 
board members, staff, and community 
members are all among the ranks of 
potential legacy givers as well. 

How Are Leads Qualified?

Obtaining qualified leads through mar-
keting has been the dominant method 
under the old planned giving paradigm. 
Most organizations use free placements 
of planned giving messaging and some 
send targeted print mailings. Even with 
the emergence of digital communica-
tion, response rates usually remains low, 
though relevant.

Legacy giving also utilizes marketing 
for program visibility and to generate 
leads. However, direct one-on-one legacy 
solicitations should eventually overtake 
marketing as a primary source.

Whom Do You Ask and How?

With the old planned giving paradigm, 
many organizations didn’t ask (though 
some higher education institutions have 
made these legacy solicitations for de-
cades). These should be made to “sus-
pects” approached in a coordinated effort. 
To better serve clients, I’ve defined terms 
for use internally to speak accurately with 
colleagues about a given supporter’s con-
nection to legacy work.

 Supporter — anyone who helps your 
organization through gifts, member-
ship, volunteering, or in other ways
 Prospect — long-term supporter 
with a heart connection

 Suspect — a named and individually 
referred prospect to approach for a 
legacy ask
 Qualified Lead — anyone who has 
raised a hand by responding to mar-
keting, or in response to a legacy ask

I use the word suspect with great 
caution and specificity as the term can 
be unsettling. Suspect is an especially 
useful word in building a sub-list of 
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Greg Lassonde, CFRE, is a consultant 
and legacy giving specialist in the San 
Francisco bay area. He has worked 
for the San Francisco Symphony and 
Community Foundation Silicon Valley. 
He served on the board of the Oak-
land Zoo, and holds degrees from the 
University of Phoenix and St. Mary’s 
University of Minnesota.
gregg@lassonde.com

prospects, which can help to coordinate 
your approach in making legacy asks. 
We suspect someone would be recep-
tive to an ask. Suspects are close to your 
organization, and you or others have a 
relationship with that person. Solicitors 
will have more success when they start 
with those people they know personally. 
However, use third-party referrals when 
the solicitor does not have a direct con-
nection to the suspect. Securing a legacy 
gift is primarily about the suspect’s rela-
tionship to the organization, and anyone’s 
relationship with them is less important 
or not a factor.

Why aren’t more charities making one-
on-one legacy solicitations? Many only 
solicit current gifts, and others perceive 
legacy giving work as being too difficult. 
There is concern it will take a lot of staff 
time. Some fear they will be asked ques-
tions to which they don’t have an answer. 
Some still think legacy gifts are only made 
by the wealthy and may be unsure of how 
to create support from staff and boards.

Are We There Yet? 

Historically, irrevocable gifts have carried 
too much weight in measuring success. 
Legacy giving, unfortunately, has not yet 
developed key or universal measurements. 
I would suggest the following, measured 
annually, as most important:

 Size of the “suspect” pool
 Number of legacy asks
 Number of qualified leads
 Number of new gifts

Committees

Two decades ago, planned giving com-
mittees had mainly professional advis-
ers as members. If not bringing in gifts 
through clients, advisers could offer pro 
bono technical help.

In the new paradigm, the committee 
has evolved to not only require a legacy 
commitment for participation, but also 
actively soliciting others. There are many 
fewer advisers serving now.

Who Are We Professionally?

Our field has evolved from a 60/40 
ratio of nonprofit/for-profit to 85/15. Over 
our history, we’ve remained at 10 percent 
working full time on planned giving and 
90 percent having multiple functions. 
The formation of councils and the NCPG 
was based on the model of the estate- and 
financial-planning communities. Meet-
ings were over lunch or dinner at a cost 
substantially higher than many nonprofits 
will routinely support, especially nonprof-
its whose staff work less than full time on 
legacy giving. The high cost, combined 
with the idea that all those securing legacy 
gifts need to be technically competent in 
many areas, has reduced participation in 
local councils.

Moving to a focus on legacy giving does 
not mean we need to leave behind the ex-
cellent resources and continuing education 
for which we are well known. We do need 
to provide much more on the non-techni-
cal side for the remaining 90 percent.

In conclusion, if you operate mostly 
or exclusively in the old paradigm, con-
sider changing to enjoy greater success.

PARADIGMS   continued from Page 6

A Map to the Planned Giving Gold Mine
BY RENEE DURNIN

There are nearly 1.5 million1 nonprofit 
organizations in the United States com-
peting for the finite number of philan-
thropic dollars available. Ultimately, all 
nonprofits are mining to find the same 
gold.

Planned giving is an area of fundrais-
ing that is not fully tapped for nonprofit 
revenue. However, the giving by bequest 
category has seen one of the largest 
percentage increases in donations with 
an increase of 27.7 percent since 2009. 
Based on our company’s experience, 

we recommend a three-phase strategy 
to nonprofits that are looking for the 
best approach on how to market their 
planned giving programs. This helps to 
develop the organization’s unique “map 
to the gold mine.” 

Phase 1: Analytics

Locating the best planned giving 
prospects can be an elusive task similar 
to discovering gold. There are ways to 

See GOLD MINE: Page 8
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indicate that  
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wil l  give.

identify the right audience, but there 
is no one-size-fits-all methodology. Our 
recommended approach relies heavily 
on analytics. 

We have found that a nonprofit organiza-
tion’s greatest potential lies within its exist-
ing relationships, so you should first define 
all the constituents within your organi-
zation including existing donors, mem-
bers, volunteers, and board members. 
After determining what data is available on 
these constituents, analyze them to identify 
the best planned giving prospects within 
these pools. We have found this doesn’t 
need to be as complex as some analytics 
companies make you believe.

The two primary indicators for consider-
ing planned giving likelihood are frequency 
of giving and age.

Since the affinity a person has to your 
organization is a subjective matter, a 
basic metric that most nonprofits use to 
convert affinity to objective data is num-
ber of lifetime gifts. According to the 
2010 Voluntary Support of Education 
survey performed by Lawyers.com and 
the Council for Aid to Education, 78 
percent of planned giving donors gave 
15 or more gifts during their lifetimes to 
the nonprofits named in their will.

Some planned giving methods are avail-
able only for donors of specific ages. For  
example, it may seem cost-effective for 
nonprofits to write charitable gift annui-
ties only for people age 65 or older. Data 
is available through credit bureaus that 
can provide an overlay of giving history 
and a constituent’s age (plus or minus 
two years). If they want to refine the 
prospect audience further, nonprofits 
may add ancillary factors to these two 
primary indicators. An example of this is 
external wealth scoring, which can also be 
obtained through credit bureaus. 

Common wealth score models are net 
worth (which gauges monetary assets, 
including real estate values) and income-
producing assets (monetary assets with-
out real estate, sometimes referred to as 
IPA). Our company often recommends 
using an IPA score, as it represents more 
fluid asset capability.

Because wealth alone does not indi-
cate that a constituent will give, a wealth 
score should not be the primary metric 
when identifying planned giving pros-
pects. Wealth scores should only be used 

in conjunction with the primary metrics 
of frequency and age for the best target-
ing. Other recommended ancillary indi-
cators are cumulative giving (an excellent 
indicator because it represents a blend of 
affinity and capacity), members of giving 
societies, number of years volunteering, 
and whether a constituent has heirs.

However, beware of fool’s gold. Some 
organizations may try to add indicators 
such as equity in mortgage, credit card 
balances, types of automobiles owned, 
length of time the person has been a 
donor, and so forth. Our experience is 
that these metrics are not relevant for 
predicting planned giving likelihood.

Every nonprofit has various types of 
constituents with different giving pat-
terns, so after defining the indicators that 
best suit your organization, the nonprofit 
needs to define how they will weigh 
each metric.

The following are examples of weight-
ing some typical primary and ancillary 
indicators for a specific planned giving 
likelihood score. The maximum value 
for each indicator may differ for each 
nonprofit.

Frequency (# on file) Value 

21+ gifts 10

10 — 20 gifts 8

4 — 9 gifts 6

1 — 3 gifts 4

0 gifts 0 

In the frequency example, the maxi-
mum value of 10 is given to the 21+ gifts 
category as the more one gives, the higher 
the affinity is to the organization.

 
Age Range Value

89 and above 4

80 — 88 6

73 — 79 8

64 — 72 10

55 — 63 8

Under 55 3

Age Unknown 6

In the age example, the maximum value 
of 10 is given to the 64-72 range category 
because this is a common age for revising 
wills. The values assigned decline as the 

GOLD MINE   continued from Page 7
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A donor insight 
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successful .

age gets older because in our findings, 
wills are less likely to be revised beyond 
a certain age.

IPA Wealth Score Value 

$1 million and above 5

$500,000 — $999,999 3

$100,000 — $499,999 2

Less than $100,000 0

In the wealth example, the maximum 
value of 5 is given to the $1 million and 
above category because this indicates a 
higher capacity. Wealth is an ancillary 
indicator that should carry less overall 
weighting and be used only in conjunc-
tion with primary indicators.

Donor studies report that approximately 
30 to 33 percent of a nonprofit organiza-
tion’s existing constituents would consider 
making a charitable bequest in their 
estate2. If the nonprofit has 200,000 con-
stituents, there are approximately 60,000 
good planned giving prospects, which is 
far too many for a planned giving staff to 
target with a one-on-one approach.

We recommend broad-based market-
ing efforts to reach these prospects, such 
as direct mail, electronic personalized 
promotions, and newsletters. The goal is 
that the best planned giving prospects will 
respond and then be added into the gift 
planner’s one-on-one cultivation process. 
Additionally, a nonprofit can provide im-
mediate personal cultivation to prospects 
who rise to the very top of the planned 
giving score developed. 

Typically, a gift planner can manage 
between 100 and 200 prospects, so 
the number of immediate one-on-one 
planned giving prospects depends on 
how many gift planners are on the staff. 
This pool should be sent invitations to 
events and personally called and visited 
by the nonprofit’s gift officers.

Phase 2: Survey 

Learning what motivates a donor to give 
to the nonprofit is essential to identifying 
planned giving prospects. Primary and 
ancillary indicators provide some general 
information about donors and their af-
finity to an organization. Another way to 
capture affinity is to simply ask the donor.

We have found that a donor insight 
survey can be a successful, broad-based 
method of asking donors about why they 

support the nonprofit and provide other 
key planned giving indicators. The survey 
is geared toward gathering information 
regarding overall giving. It is also pep-
pered with specific questions that are 
relevant to planned giving. The purpose 
is three-fold.

1. It uncovers elusive objective data, 
such as the presence of heirs and 
unknown estate gifts. According 
to a study3 that tracked 20,000 
Americans over the age of 50 from 
1995 to 2006, donors with no heirs 
are 13.3 percent more likely to 
include a charitable component in 
their will than donors who do have 
heirs. There is no mass data overlay 
available to flag childless individu-
als. Thousands of individuals have 
included charitable bequests in 
their estate plans, yet they do not 
often notify the nonprofit of the 
bequest. The donor insight survey is 
extremely effective at revealing these 
unreported estate gifts.

2. It uncovers subjective data, such 
as why they love the organization, 
and what other organizations they 
support. It can identify if they are 
aware of planned giving options, 
what or who impacts their giving 
decisions, and if they will consider 
estate-planning vehicles.

3. Highly qualified and self-identified 
planned giving leads emerge through 
assessment of immediate interest, 
refinement of existing analytic data, 
and actionable data for gift planners.

The most effective execution of the 
donor insight survey entails mailing the 
survey to the broad-base of planned giving 
prospects identified through the Phase 
1 analytics. Following is an example of 
typical results (see table on page 10).

A typical survey response is approxi-
mately 10 percent. So at 12 percent, this 
example falls a little higher than normal. 
We have seen survey responses as high 
as 23 percent and as low as 7 percent.

Also, nearly 3,800 highly qualified 
planned giving prospects were identi-
fied, a 3.15 percent planned giving lead 
response rate. We have seen response 
rates as high as 4.78 percent and as low 
as 1.56 percent. 

Finally, 241 newly identified bequests 
were reported for the nonprofit to gather 
specific gift information. Of the constit-

See GOLD MINE: Page 10
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Endnotes

1  Internal Revenue Service Data 
Book for 2011

2  June 2013, Chronicle of Philan-
thropy, Penelope Burke, CYGNUS 
Research and the Campbell & Co, 
2009 donor study

3  Russell N. James III, J.D., Ph.D., 
University of Georgia, Institute for 
Nonprofit Organizations

Renee Durnin, CFRE, is director of 
fundraising strategy for the Gabriel 
Group and specializes in leverag-
ing analytics and building effective 
creative communications for planned 
giving fundraising campaigns. She 
has worked in the past 10 years with 
clients such as The Salvation Army, 
United Nations Human Refugee 
Agency, World Vision International, 
George Washington University, and 
Gleaners Food Bank of Indiana.
renee.durnin@gabrielgroup.com

Survey Quantity 120,000

Overall Responses 14,585

Overall Response Rate 12.15%

Cash Donations (returned with survey) $12,991

Planned Giving  Prime Responders
(answers show positive attitude toward planned giving indicators)

Prime Responders Total 3,783

Prime Responders’ Response Rate 3.15%

Prime Responders by Question

Nonprofit is in the Will Already 241

Nonprofit already has a Gift Annuity or CRT 145

Prospect Would Consider a Bequest 492

Prospect Might Consider a Bequest 1,010

Prospect Would Consider a CRT 92

Prospect Might Consider a CRT 487

Prospect Would Consider a Gift Annuity 252

Prospect Might Consider a Gift Annuity 589

Prospect Would Consider Giving Property/Securities 210

Prospect Might Consider Giving Property/Securities 719

Childless 1,969

uents who responded, 1,969 reported 
through the survey that they have no 
children.

Phase 3: Targeted Promotions

The final phase for mining planned giv-
ing gold — and the key to success — is 
targeting the best prospects as identified 
in Phases 1 and 2 with the right message 

through a broadly based marketing effort.
These promotions should be part of a 

sustained marketing campaign. Planned 
gifts are typically not seen with a solitary 
effort as is done with an outright gift 
appeal (e.g., send a letter asking for $10 
and the donor immediately gives $10). 
These are much more significant gifts 
(e.g., charitable gift annuity for $10,000 
or bequest for $500,000) that take time 
to develop and be realized.

GOLD MINE   continued from Page 9

 Fishing is a favorite passtime of mine and I wanted to expose my young grand-

sons to it. I took them to a trout farm where they could use borrowed poles and 

enjoy at least a nibble or two. As soon as their lines hit the water, both had 

a strike. Memories were made as we landed two fish, and the same thing hap-

pened the next time. I was concerned, as there’s no catch and release policy 

there. Each fish caught is kept and costs $5 and this was getting to be expensive. 

I asked them to show me their barbs and secretly cut off the hooks. They en-

joyed plenty of action, and grandpa saved a bunch of money.

Anecdotes are supplied by readers of Planned Giving Today. Do you have an interesting or amusing 
story related to your work as a for-profit adviser or charity gift planner? Send it in so we can pass it 
on (tom@pgtoday.com). Names are withheld to protect the “guilty.”

T R E N C H  T A L E
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The planner was 

saved — though 

embarrassed.

Philip M. Purcell, J.D., CFRE, is vice 
president for planned giving and 
endowment stewardship at Ball State 
University. He is a member of the 
American and Indiana bar associa-
tions and the IRS Tax Exempt Organi-
zation Advisory Council (Great Lakes 
states). He is a past board member 
of the Partnership for Philanthropic 
Planning and serves on the Planned 
Giving Today Editorial Board. 
pmpurcell@outlook.com

violation but as potentially leading 
to increased regulation.

5. Competence and Professionalism. 
A professional development officer 
will strive to achieve and maintain 
a high degree of competence. One 
gift planner and friend of mine 
incorrectly assumed that gifts of 
S corporation stock would have 
exactly the same tax benefits as 
publicly traded stock. The planner 
was saved — though embarrassed 
— when accurate information was 
revealed by the donor’s counsel.  

6. Consultation with Independent 
Advisers. Related to the previous ex-
ample, this Model Standard asserts 
that development officers acting on 
behalf of a charity shall in all cases 
strongly encourage the donor to dis-
cuss the proposed gift with competent 
independent legal and tax advisers 
of the donor’s choice. The importance 
of independent counsel is revealed 
in Mohamed v. Commissioner, T.C. 
Memo. 2012-152, in which the court 
acknowledged that property worth 
more than $18 million was donated to 
a charitable remainder trust. How-
ever, the entire charitable deduction 
was disallowed because the donor 
did not use an independent qualified 
appraisal to substantiate the gift. 

7. Consultation with Charities. This 
Model Standard suggests that 
development officers must encour-
age donors and/or their counsel to 
discuss the proposed gift prior to 
completion to avoid misunderstand-
ings or other problems. Of course, 
the donor’s counsel may protect his 
client’s anonymity. Charity planners 
should always ensure confidential-
ity by providing donor recognition 
only with consent. Unfortunately, 
sometimes a charity’s incorrect legal 
name may be used, or restrictions on 
gifts stipulated that are impossible or 
impractical — if only the donor had 
called first! Having a “plan B” relative 
to gifts can also prove quite useful.  

8. Description and Representation 
of Gift. Pursuant to this Model 
Standard, the planner should make 
every effort to ensure that the do-
nor receives a full description and 
an accurate representation of all 

aspects of any proposed gift. This 
can sometimes be a challenge. For 
example, I once closed a gift annu-
ity with a donor whom I considered 
quite competent, but then after 
a year of annuity payments, he 
complained that his payments were 
fixed despite the stock prices rising. 
I respectfully reminded him of 
our contract, plus all the financial 
illustrations that were disclosed. I 
soon learned from family that he 
was suffering early forms of Al-
zheimer’s disease. At other times, I 
have counseled many well-meaning 
business owners or farmers that 
a legally binding prearranged sale 
to a third-party buyer prior to a 
charitable gift of stock or land will 
accrue capital gains tax to the donor 
pursuant to the case of Palmer v. 
Commissioner. These donors often 
consider the gift too late, seeing the 
need to reduce taxes in the context 
of a sale, or they believe the sale to 
be helpful to the charity by finding 
a buyer or avoiding a commission.

9. Full Compliance. This Model 
Standard simply requires the de-
velopment officer to fully comply 
with both the letter and spirit of all 
applicable federal and state laws.

10. Public Trust. The final Model 
Standard requires gift planners in all 
dealings to act with fairness, honesty, 
integrity and openness. The IRS now 
annually publishes its “Dirty Dozen” 
list of top tax scams, and sadly chari-
table planning is represented every 
year. “Accelerated CRT” and “son 
of accelerated CRT” schemes were 
used to flush capital gains tax, accrue 
a big income tax deduction, and 
leave little for charity. The 10 percent 
minimum deduction rule helped 
cure these offenses. The “Ghoul 
Charitable Lead Trust” recruited ill 
persons for the measuring lives to 
enhance tax benefits, now prohibited 
by Treasury Decision 8923.

Oh, ethical development officer, where 
art thou? The question for all gift plan-
ners is: Are you able to comply with all 
the applicable legal and ethical standards? 
Compliance is important not only to avoid 
Ulysses Everett McGill’s  “tight spot” — 
but necessary to ensure continued sup-
port and success throughout the entire 
charitable sector.

FUNDRAISER   continued from Page 2
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Unauthorized reproduction of all or any part of 
this publication is prohibited. Written permission 
must be obtained from the publisher.

Planned Giving Today is designed to provide 
accurate and authoritative information in regard 
to the subject matters covered. It is published 
and sold with the understanding that neither the 
publisher nor the authors are engaged in rendering 
legal, accounting, or other professional service. If 
legal advice or other expert assistance is required, 
the services of a competent professional should 
be sought. (From a Declaration of Principles jointly 
adopted by a Committee of the American Bar 
Association and a Committee of Publishers.)
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STAYING ON COURSE. American 

communications took a major leap forward 
when the transcontinental airmail route 
was created. It was 1918 when airplane de-
livery of postal mail was launched between 
New York City and San Francisco with 13 
other stops in between. Deciding where 
to go was probably competitive, but how 
to get there was surely a key discussion.

Early airmail pilots faced many perils — 
getting lost, running out of fuel, and facing 
mechanical problems or bad weather in 
undeveloped territory were high on the 
list. Consider what sort of global position-
ing technology might have been utilized.

They settled on — I’m not making this 
up — giant concrete arrows on the land. 
These were often more than 60 feet long 
and painted traffic-warning-sign yellow, 
pointing the way from east to west for 
airborne pilots. Near each arrow was a 
higher-tech beacon mounted on a stan-
dard, giving extra assistance in guiding 
pilots on their way when visibility was 
low or snow cover was high. More than 
100 arrows and 200 beacons have been 
rediscovered recently. (See the “Arrows 
Across America” website if you are inter-
ested. This may also be a conversation 
starter with your donors/clients who are 
in their 80s and 90s.)

How do we as gift planners stay on 
course? How do we avoid peril, deliver 
the message, and successfully complete 
another flight?

Everyone in charitable gift planning 
work is subject to professional ethics. Yet, 
apart from the occasional bad actor who 
behaves in the extreme and makes head-
lines, most of us don’t see major problems. 
It is to the credit of our colleagues and the 
culture of our business that ethical break-
downs are relatively infrequent and often 
mild. Nevertheless, I sometimes catch  
myself in a mild rant that we just don’t 
talk enough about this topic.

We know that the peace can be broken 
by a for-profit promoter who launches a 
new scheme involving a gift mechanism, 
or the nonprofit employee who overreach-
es in a relationship or gives unlicensed 
and inappropriate advice. Our anxieties 
are raised with each breathlessly written 
exposé by business reporters who don’t 
comprehend charitable giving — and 
apparently aren’t interested in contacting 
sources that do.

With this issue, Planned Giving Today 
is beginning a series on ethics. We’re not 
attempting to “stir the pot,” but rather 
to offer readers a thorough discussion of 
the principles and values that keep us 
on course. We trust it will be valuable to 
seasoned gift planners and instructive to 
those new hires among us. We start with 
Phil Purcell’s fine review of the Model 
Standards for the Charitable Gift Planner 
(“Ethical Fundraiser, Where Art Thou?” 
on page 1), an article focused on nonprofit 
development.

In subsequent months, readers will see 
new treatments related to consultants, at-
torneys, and financial services that look at 
our work through different lenses and pro-
fessional contexts. The series will end with 
a closing summary that takes the pulse of 
gift planning ethics in a broad way. Each 
article is being authored by our Editorial 
Board members.

As the discussion unfolds, I invite you to 
react by letting us know your challenges, 
observations, and opinions. Where has an 
ethical dilemma snuck up on you, and how 
did you deal with it? Did you call anyone 
about it, handle it on your own, or did you 
bury the issue under a pile of avoidance?

There may be another practical use at 
hand for you. Someone who is not in line 
with ethical norms in your community 
can be shown one or more of these arti-
cles. Even if sent to them anonymously, at 
least they will know someone is watching. 
Maybe your management layers on undue 
performance pressure that inherently asks 
that you or your colleagues take shortcuts. 
Allow me to suggest that ethics offers 
an answer as to why one should never 
cut corners on best practices, because 
the short-term “solution” doesn’t create 
a satisfying long-term result.

Gift planners are not physicians when 
it comes to professional ethics. However, 
despite the lack of life-and-death deci-
sions in our work, we can certainly learn 
from them. Consider an observation by 
mystery writer and one-time-doctor Arthur 
Conan Doyle. “The moral training to keep 
a confidence inviolate, to act promptly 
on a sudden call, to be kind yet strong — 
where can you, outside medicine, get such 
training as that?” It doesn’t take Sherlock 
Holmes to find the giant arrows and bea-
cons that help to keep our work on course.
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