[image: image1.png]




[image: image3.jpg]UNIVERSITY ADVANCEMENT

UNIVERSITY of WASHINGTON




Session 428: Utilizing Boards with Peer Screening

Presenters: Wendy Oliverson & Rachel Richards

Utah State University
Recapper: Lana Harvey, University of Washington

· Scale & Scope of Utah State University Advancement Shop – 

· ~415K constituents in database (Millenium)

· 2 researchers

· 21 Development Officers

· ~25 foundation board members

· Peer Screening in order to:
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Identify major gift prospects

· Engage/cultivate volunteers

· Making connections or introductions

· Visit: http://bit.ly/1We3B9M for a laugh

· Build pipeline for campaigns

· Who’s involved in a peer screening:

· Boards, volunteers, steering committees

· Invested wealthy prospects/industry experts 

· Staff: Faculty, Deans
· Peer Screening Lead Person
· Research Team

· Reporting Team

· Buy-in from leadership – VP/Director
· Other Considerations: 
· Designated Screening presenter

· Timing

· Means of Communication

· Uniform vs. Custom lists

How Utah State did it:

I. Criteria Sheets given prior to receiving peer screening lists with known information from database. Reseach asked screeners for updated info/corrections. Criteria data points:

a. Alumni/attenders – must have at least one of these match

i. Played on the same athletics team within two years before or after screener attended
ii. Age within two years of screeners age and the same birthplace/hometown

iii. Involved in the same students groups, club sports, or clubs wtihin the time screener would have attended

iv. Same fraternity/sorority during time of attendence

v. Honors student within same department as screening while they attended

b. Employment/industry overlap

c. Other criteria: same high school attendence within 2 years; same city/zip code and religious affiliation; board service 

d. Exclusions: low propensity to give score; people who have had 1:1 face to face interaction with University representative within the past two years; spouse of screeners
II. Tracking Results:
a. New prospect information
b. Screener-Screened Prospect engagement opportunities 
c. In numbers: 60% return rate on screening; all participants knew 1-24 names out of 100

III. Complications:

a. Turnover of development officers – loss of momentum
b. Limited results – not enough matches for some screeners
c. Participation rates – some screenings were never returned
IV. Improvements for Next time
a. More in-person facilitation

b. Provide peer screening electronically

c. Improve board stewardship
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