3

V.

For the best experience, open this PDF portfolio in
Acrobat 9 or Adobe Reader 9, or later.

Get Adobe Reader Now!



http://www.adobe.com/go/reader


L

il R

; -\;;___‘Q':"!'T ¥ -.l;_l‘-

iF
"

=

<

.ig__1 T':.-'li '..:': ¥

2012 COST OF FUNDRAISING SUMMARY

USM AVERAGES FY12 | FY11*| FY10 | FY09 | FYO8 | FYO7 | FY06 | FYO5 | FY04 | FY03 | FY02
Costs Based on Alumni &
Development Costs
Cost to Raise $1 $0.16 $0.16 $0.17 $0.15 $0.16 $0.18 $0.15 $0.14 $0.15 $0.16 $0.16
$'s Raised for each $ Spent $6.26 $6.20 $5.75 $6.59 $6.17 $5.58 $6.50| $7.38| $6.72| $6.38| $6.11
Costs Based on Development Costs
Only
Cost to Raise $1 $0.13 $0.10 $0.14 $0.12 $0.13 $0.15 $0.12 $0.11 $0.12 $0.13 $0.13
$'s Raised for each $ Spent $7.58| $10.16 $7.07 $8.11 $7.48 $6.88 $8.06| $9.20| $8.45| S$7.59| $7.59

*The method for calculating Cost of Fundraising has changed slightly since the USM adopted the standards developed by the Council for Advancement of Education's
Voluntary Support of Education survey for FY11. Since the VSE survey excludes non-exempt salaries, COF will appear lower than in previous years.
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The Board of Regents Advancement Committee Meeting

February 6, 2013
11:00 a.m. — Noon
Chancellor’s Conference Room
FElkins Building

Barry Gossett, Chair, presiding

A G E N D A — Public Session

. Review of Minutes*

. Campaign Report *
a. Final Results
b. Public Relations Plan

. Cost of Fundraising Summary Report *

. Follow up to November 2 Advancement
Presentation to the BOR

. Approval of Gift-related Naming Policy *

. Reconvene to Executive Session

TAB 1

TAB 2

TAB 3

TAB 4

TAB 5

*Advance Materials






BOARD OF REGENTS

SUMMARY OF ITEM FOR ACTION,
INFORMATION OR DISCUSSION

TOPIC: Convening Closed Session

COMMITTEE: Advancement Committee

DATE OF COMMITTEE MEETING: February 6, 2013

SUMMARY: The Open Meetings Act permits public bodies to close their meetings to the
public in special circumstances outlined in Subtitle 5, section §10-508(a) of the Act. The open
session of today’s meeting will be adjourned following completion of the regular public agenda,
and the Board of Regents will reconvene in closed session to discuss issues specifically
exempted in the Act from the requirement for public consideration. As required by law, the vote
on the closing of the session will be recorded. In addition, a written statement of the reason for
closing the meeting at this time, including a citation of the authority under §10-508(a) and a
listing of the topics to be discussed, is attached.

ALTERNATIVE(S): No alternative is suggested.

FISCAL IMPACT: There is no fiscal impact

CHANCELLOR'S RECOMMENDATION:

COMMITTEE ACTION: DATE:

BOARD ACTION: DATE: February 6, 2013

SUBMITTED BY: Leonard Raley, 301-445-1941 (raley@usmd.edu)






Date:

Time:

STATEMENT REGARDING CLOSING A MEETING
OF THE USM BOARD OF REGENTS

February 6, 2013

11:30 a.m.

Location: University System of Maryland office

(1)

2

©)

(4)

®)
(6)
()
©)

9)

STATUTORY AUTHORITY TO CLOSE A SESSION
State Government Article §10-508(a):
To discuss:
0] The appointment, employment, assignment, promotion, discipline,
demotion, compensation, removal, resignation, or performance evaluation of
appointees, employees, or officials over whom it has jurisdiction; or

(ii) Any other personnel matter that affects one or more specific individuals.

To protect the privacy or reputation of individuals with respect to a matter that is
not related to public business.

To consider the acquisition of real property for a public purpose and matters
directly related thereto.

To consider a preliminary matter that concerns the proposal for a business or
industrial organization to locate, expand, or remain in the State.

To consider the investment of public funds.
To consider the marketing of public securities.
To consult with counsel to obtain legal advice on a legal matter.

To consult with staff, consultants, or other individuals about pending or potential
litigation.

To conduct collective bargaining negotiations or consider matters that relate to
the negotiations.
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(10)

11)

12)

(13)

(14)

(15)

[]

[]

To discuss public security, if the public body determines that public discussions
would constitute a risk to the public or public security, including:

() the deployment of fire and police services and staff; and
(i) the development and implementation of emergency plans.
To prepare, administer or grade a scholastic, licensing, or qualifying examination.

To conduct or discuss an investigative proceeding on actual or possible criminal
conduct.

To comply with a specific constitutional, statutory, or judicially imposed
requirement that prevents public disclosures about a particular proceeding or
matter.

Before a contract is awarded or bids are opened, to discuss a matter directly
related to a negotiation strategy or the contents of a bid or proposal, if public
discussion or disclosure would adversely impact the ability of the public body to
participate in the competitive bidding or proposal process.

Administrative Matters

TOPICS TO BE DISCUSSED:
Matters related to individual donors and their support of USM institutions.

REASON FOR CLOSING:
To review and discuss items permitted to be discussed in closed session by §10-508
and to carry out administrative functions.
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University System of Maryland
FY 2013 Campaign and Year-to-Date Comparison Report

FY2012 FY2013 FY2013 Variance Campaign Campaign Variance
Institution Results Results Goal w/Goal To Date Goal (4) w/Campaign
31-Dec 31-Dec
UMB 40,894,147 84,957,902 88,000,000 (3,042,098) 665,944,057 650,000,000 15,944,057
UMBC (1) 3,391,281 18,817,512 10,000,000 8,817,512 142,167,662 100,000,000 42,167,662
UMCP (2) 56,494,758 37,935,314 108,000,000 (70,064,686) 1,021,980,114 1,000,000,000 21,980,114
Frostburg 988,904 906,804 2,250,000 (1,343,196) 19,707,577 15,000,000 4,707,577
Salisbury 1,932,009 9,346,868 3,500,000 5,846,868 49,862,085 35,000,000 14,862,085
Towson 2,248,488 4,486,755 6,500,000 (2,013,245) 59,992,245 50,000,000 9,992,245
uB 3,180,961 3,057,071 3,000,000 57,071 45,996,515| (5) 40,000,000 5,996,515
Bowie 1,092,456 3,530,066 2,750,000 780,066 13,911,252 15,000,000 (1,088,748)
Coppin 364,411 1,140,069 2,000,000 (859,931) 9,621,091 15,000,000 (5,378,909)
UMES 506,031 174,721 1,200,000 (1,025,279) 16,361,675 14,000,000 2,361,675
UMBI N/A 17,256,996 N/A N/A
UMCES 130,490 739,048 1,000,000 (260,952) 7,553,515 8,000,000 (446,485)
UMuC 1,839,052 689,608 3,000,000 (2,310,392) 29,397,517 26,000,000 3,397,517
UsMo 437,147 274,208 0 274,208 6,735,383 N/A N/A
TOTAL (3) $113,500,135 $166,055,946 $231,200,000 ($65,144,054) $2,106,487,684 $1,968,000,000 $138,487,684
Gifts in Kind $5,826,299 $1,933,233,299
Percentage 3.51% 91.78%

(1) Campaign started July 2002; internal goal a range from $5-10 million

(2) Campaign started March 2004 and to date totals include two gift commitments of more than five years that will be fulfilled by the end of the campaign.

(3) Face value included in totals above
(4) Publicly announced goal is $1.7 billion
(5) Does not include verbal commitments of $3,212,500

Fiscal Year 13 Planned Gifts by Institution

Institution Face Value Net Present Value
BSU 0 0
CSU 1,000 0
FSU 90,000 33,494
SU 2,100,000 1,012,789
TU 73,168 0
UB 0 0
UC 110,000 0
UMB 4,071,412 2,441,810
UMBC 0 0
UMES 0 0
UMBI 0 0
UMCP 3,275,925 1,568,335
UMCES 0 0
USMO 0 0

Total $9,721,505 $5,056,427

Percentage 5.85% 3.05%

Total Planned Gifts By Institution since July 2005

Institution Face Value Net Present Value
BSU 33,082 33,082
CSU 289,157 0
FSU 1,461,632 966,979
SU 11,564,290 6,805,032
TU 2,188,110 752,275
UB 4,401,940 1,990,187
UC 250,000 25,000
UMB 34,709,809 12,203,617
UMBC 1,700,000 292,000
UMES 1,975,000 1,225,000
UMBI 0 0
UMCP 141,318,620 58,244,233
UMCES 0 0
UsSMO 2,800,000 2,800,000

Total $202,691,639 $85,337,405
Percentage 9.62% 4.05%

(updated 1/25/13)
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University System of Maryland
FY 2013 Campaign and Year-to-Date Comparison Report

FY2012 FY2013 FY2013 Variance Campaign Campaign Variance
Institution Results Results Goal w/Goal To Date Goal (4) w/Campaign
30-Nov 30-Nov
UMB 33,968,063 26,009,069 88,000,000 (61,990,931) 606,997,224 650,000,000 (43,002,776)
UMBC (1) 2,347,852 16,275,532 10,000,000 6,275,532 139,785,071 100,000,000 39,785,071
UMCP (2) 20,738,443 28,860,431 108,000,000 (79,139,569) 1,009,832,496 1,000,000,000 9,832,496
Frostburg 649,318 654,510 2,250,000 (1,595,490) 19,354,436 15,000,000 4,354,436
Salisbury 687,491 8,546,838 3,500,000 5,046,838 49,062,055 35,000,000 14,062,055
Towson 1,751,741 4,015,645 6,500,000 (2,484,355) 59,506,151 50,000,000 9,506,151
UB 890,522 2,151,477 3,000,000 (848,523) 45,090,921| (5) 40,000,000 5,090,921
Bowie 1,002,557 3,304,081 2,750,000 554,081 13,675,934 15,000,000 (1,324,066)
Coppin 559,229 189,992 2,000,000 (1,810,008) 8,671,014 15,000,000 (6,328,986)
UMES 226,657 79,763 1,200,000 (1,120,237) 16,264,492 14,000,000 2,264,492
UMBI 0 0 N/A 17,256,996 N/A N/A
UMCES 76,547 226,874 1,000,000 (773,126) 7,041,340 8,000,000 (958,660)
UMucC 1,527,610 474,171 3,000,000 (2,525,829) 28,813,301 26,000,000 2,813,301
USMO 357,581 201,783 0 201,783 6,662,958 N/A N/A
TOTAL (3) $64,783,611 $90,990,166 $231,200,000 ($140,209,834) $2,028,014,389 $1,968,000,000 $60,014,389
Gifts in Kind $7,149,086 $1,933,233,299
Percentage 7.86% 95.33%

(1) Campaign started July 2002; internal goal a range from $5-10 million

(2) Campaign started March 2004 and to date totals include two gift commitments of more than five years that will be fulfilled by the end of the campaign.
(3) Face value included in totals above

(4) Publicly announced goal is $1.7 billion

(5) Does not include verbal commitments of $3,212,500

Fiscal Year 13 Planned Gifts by Institution Total Planned Gifts By Institution since July 2005
Institution Face Value Net Present Value Institution Face Value Net Present Value
BSU 0 0 BSU 33,082 33,082
Csu 1,000 0 CsuU 289,157 0
FSU 40,000 33,494 FSU 1,411,632 966,979
SuU 2,000,000 987,480 SuU 11,464,290 6,805,032
TU 64,642 0 TU 2,179,584 752,275
UB 0 0 UB 4,401,940 1,990,187
UMuUC 110,000 0 UMUC 250,000 25,000
UmMB 1,171,412 872,330 UMB 31,809,809 12,203,617
UMBC 0 0 UMBC 1,700,000 292,000
UMES 0 0 UMES 1,975,000 1,225,000
UMBI 0 0 UMBI 0 0
UMCP 2,985,925 1,568,335 UMCP 141,028,620 58,244,233
UMCES 0 0 UMCES 0 0
USMO 0 0 USMO 2,800,000 2,800,000
Total $6,372,979 $3,461,639 Total $199,343,113 $85,337,405

Percentage 7.00% 3.80% Percentage 9.83% 4.21%)|  (updated 1/15/13)
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The Board of Regents Advancement Committee Meeting

October 31, 2012

Barry Gossett, Chair, presiding

Minutes

A meeting of the Board of Regents Committee on Advancement was held at the
University System of Maryland office on October 31, 2012 at 11 a.m. In attendance were:
Regents Barry Gossett, Linda Gooden, Tom McMillen, Steven Hershkowitz and Tom
Faulk, Office of the Attorney General. Via conference call were Regents Jim Shea,
Thomas Slater and Chancellor Kirwan. From USM institutions: Theresa Silanskis (UB),
David Balcom (UMCES), Richard Lucas (BSU), Gary Rubin (TU), Greg Simmons
(UMBC), Cathy Sweet (UMUC), Jason Curtin (SU), and Al Essien for Doug Dalzell
(CSU). Via conference call: Colleen Stump (FSU), Tom Hofstetter (UMB) and Kim
Dumpson (UMES). From the USM office: Leonard Raley, Marianne Horrigan, Gina
Hossick, Sapna Jacob, Pamela Purcell, Vlad Jirinec, Janice Doyle, and Mike Lurie.
Unavailable were Peter Weiler (UMCP) and Bill Schlossenberg (USG).

Review of Minutes
The minutes were approved as presented.

Campaign Update

Regent Gossett reported that the USM federated campaign total was approaching $2
billion, well past its $1.7 billion goal. The campaign will sunset on December 31. Several
vice presidents reported on significant gifts to their programs. The group discussed the
need to craft a final campaign report for presentation to the Regents in 2013 that will focus
on the impact to campuses.

USM Branding Campaign
Associate Vice Chancellor Marianne Horrigan summarized plans to launch a branding
campaign for the USM during FY 14—the 25th anniversary of the USM’s foundation.
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The goals of this campaign are to:

e highlight the university system's value to the state even more;
e educate more people about who and what the system is; and
e celebrate the system's excellence

The Advancement Office will be working with the Communications Office to solicit
$5,000 sponsorships for this effort, and will be sharing information with the vice
presidents about corporations and organizations we approach. Regent Gossett and the
USM Foundation committed to a sponsorship in support of this effort.

Discussion of Advancement Presentation to the BOR

Regent Gossett and Vice Chancellor Raley summarized the major points of the
presentation planned for the full Board of Regents meeting on November 224, Regent
Gossett stressed the need for additional resources for advancement operations, with
particular attention to recruiting a professional, committed, and stable staff, building
endowment, and using technology to build the pipeline of donors. Regent McMillen
asked about whether we measured fundraising performance among presidents;
Chancellor Kirwan explained that it was part of their evaluation. The Regents were
encouraged to think of good questions for the presentation in order to generate a
thoughtful and provocative discussion.

The next BOR Advancement Committee meeting is February 6, 2013 @ 11:00 am.
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OFFICE OF ADVANCEMENT

TeLEPHONE: 301.445.1941
FAacsimILE: 301.445.2738

3300 METZEROTT ROAD
ADELPHI, MD 20783-1690

Summary of Gift Naming Policy Changes

Clarification of terms—definition of facilities and programs requiring Regents’ approval.
Addresses naming of existing buildings requiring no renovation.

Changed policy language to encourage seeking naming opportunities.

Softened the 10% rule and imposed more flexible thresholds.

Clarified gift terms (previous policy had contradictions).

Reorganized/clarified Regents’ right to remove a name if gift pledge is unfulfilled or for other
circumstances.

Timeline added for process/institutional presidents held responsible for submitting request.
Policy prohibits public announcement of gift prior to Regents approval; “encourages” public
announcement after a significant portion of gift is in hand.

Policy clarifies Chancellor’s role in deciding what moves forward to the Regents.





*‘“ & j UNIVERSITY SYSTEM OF MARYLAND

POLICY ON THE NAMING OF FACILITIESAND ACADEMIC PROGRAMS

The Board of Regents of the University System of Maryland wishes to encourage opportunities
for significant philanthropy to its member institutions through the naming of major facilities and
academic programs. Any such naming must undergo a high level of consideration and due
diligence to ensure that the name comports with the purpose and mission of the USM and its
institutions. No naming shall be permitted for any entity or individual whose public image,
products, or services may conflict with such purpose and mission.

This policy shall apply to the following:

1. Facilities: planned and existing buildings of all types, major new additions to existing
buildings, aswell as institution grounds and athletic venues, all major outdoor areas
including streets, entrances, gates, and landscape features such as quadrangles, gardens,
lakes, fountains, and fields.

2. Programs: colleges, schools, departments, centers, and institutes.

Items not cover ed: interior space within facilities (laboratories, classrooms, practice rooms,
lecture halls, etc.); minor landscape features such as benches or sidewalk bricks; scholarships,
fellowships and chairs. Institutions should develop their own naming policy for these items. In
cases where there may be some question regarding the need for Regents' approval, the
Chancellor will determine which naming opportunities require approval.

Requests made to the Board of Regents to name a facility must comply with the following
guidelines:

1. The proposed gift should contribute significantly to the realization or completion of a
facility or the enhancement of afacility's usefulness to the university.

2. All requests should demonstrate that the institution has maximized the potential of
fundraising in association with facility naming. To receive best consideration, the Board
recommends the following:

a. For institutions considered research intensive institutions in the Carnegie
classification (University of Maryland, Baltimore;and University of Maryland,
Baltimore County; and University of Maryland, College Park), the present value
of the gift should be an amount equal to or greater than 15 percent of the cost to
construct or substantially renovate the building proposed for naming.

b. For all other institutions, the present value of the gift should be an amount equal
to or greater than 7.5 percent of the cost to construct or substantially renovate the
building proposed for naming.
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c. Thenaming of existing buildings not targeted for substantia renovation will be
considered on a case-by-case basis. The underlying principle of such naming
should be to honor a significant gift or history of significant giving to the
institution.

3. Gifts madeto fund the direct costs of construction or renovation, or to establish an
endowment in support of maintenance or program costs, are encouraged and will receive
more favorable consideration.

4. Building should be approved for construction or renovation in the Capital Improvement
Plan.

5. If anaming opportunity is being considered for a set period of time (naming rightsto an
athletic field, for example), the cost of installing and removing the name should be a
consideration, and plans accounting for those costs should be included in the request to the
Board.

6. Thegift may bein cash or in the form of alegally binding pledge, provided however, that
if intheform of a pledge, it should be paid in full within five years. A portion of the gift
may bein the form of an irrevocable trust or bequest, provided that the donor is age 75 or
older. If abequest, there must be alegally binding pledge backing up the bequest. The
Board of Regents may consider exceptions to these gift provisions aslisted in thisitem if
astrong rationale is provided.

In some cases, an institution may wish to leverage donor funds to help move a building project
forward in the capital projects queue. Such gifts must meet different criteria than those required
for naming abuilding. Pleaserefer to Regents Policy V1-4.20 - GUIDELINES REGARDING
THE EFFECT OF DONOR FUNDING AND OTHER EXTERNAL FUNDING ON THE
PRIORITIZATION OF STATE-FUNDED CAPITAL PROJECTS for details regarding moving
abuilding forward in the capital projects queue.

Requests made to the Board of Regents to name a program must comply with the following
guidelines:

1. The named gift levelsfor schools, colleges, departments, centers, and institutes will be
established on a case-by-case basis. Endowed gifts are strongly encouraged.

2. Generaly, the endowment established through the gift should generate 10 to 20 percent of
the unit’ s operating budget, depending on the size of the unit.

3. Gift termsrequired to name a program are the same as those set forth for facilities, as
described above.

Honorific Naming

In those cases where facilities and academic programs are named for nondonors, they should be
named for scholars and other distinguished individuals who are both preeminent in their field of
endeavor and/or have contributed meaningfully to the University System of Maryland or to any
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of its constituent institutions. Although significant philanthropy made over adonor’s lifetime
may constitute a valid rationale for an honorific naming, honorific naming should not be used to
circumvent the requirements of gift-related naming policies.

1. No campus facility or academic program will be named for individuals currently
employed by the University System of Maryland or the State of Maryland.

2. When the person to be honored is living and a non-donor, three years must have passed
since any formal association with the University System of Maryland or employment
with the State. Such affiliation includes time spent as an undergraduate, graduate, or post-
graduate student; as a paid member of the faculty or staff, whether full- or part-time; as a
paid State employee; and as a member of the Board of Regents.

3. When the person to be honored is deceased, two years must have passed since the date of
death before their name can be applied to a University System of Maryland facility or
academic program.

Process and Procedures

The USM Vice Chancellor for Advancement should be notified of possible facility or academic
program naming discussions as early in the process as possible. Requests will be reviewed within
the USM Office of the Chancellor before being submitted for review by the Board of Regents
Committee on Advancement. The Committee on Advancement will then 1) decline the request,
2) request additional information or clarification, or 3) recommend approva by the full Board.

All requests should be approved by, and submitted through, the president of the requesting
institution six weeks prior to the full board meeting at which the request will be considered.
Exceptions to the timeline may be considered by the Chancellor and the Board of Regents. In
making requests for naming of facilities or academic programs, the following information isto
be submitted:

1. A detailed request in letter or memo form that should provide:

a. Thedonor’s name and relationship to the USM or institution.

b. The gift amount and terms.

c. Asapplicable, the overall cost of the facility construction or renovation or the
overall budget of the program to be supported. If the gift represents partial or total
funding of the construction, remodeling, or renovation, the following information
must be included:

i. A timetable for project implementation;
ii. Relationship of the project to the institution's long-range plans,

iii.  Source and status of capital budget funds needed in addition to the gift;

iv. Operating budget implications, and sources of funds.
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d. The proposed name of the facility or program and, if applicable, the current name
of the facility or program

2. A copy of the gift contract and/or pledge agreement.

3. A biographical profile of the prospective donor.
All requests will be held in the strictest confidence.

Public Announcement

No public announcement of a naming should be made prior to Regents' approval. Public
announcements should be scheduled in coordination with the Chancellor’ s Office to ensure
proper representation from the USM Office and Board of Regents. In cases where the gift is
funding new construction or substantial renovation, the Board encourages institutions to consider
having 50% of the gift in hand before a public announcement is made.

Removal of Name from a Facility or Program

As naming authority lies with the Board of Regents, so does the authority and responsibility to
remove a name. In the case of a gift-related naming, the Board of Regents reserves the right to
remove names from facilities and programs when the gift remains unpaid beyond the five-year
limit. Should this occur, the Regents may name an area of the facility or seek another
appropriate naming opportunity that would be proportionate to the value of the gift received. The
naming of afacility or program follows the facility or program for its useful life unless otherwise
determined by the Board of Regents. Other situations may occur that would warrant the removal
of aname from afacility or program in the USM.

The institutions will provide an annual report to the Regents on all such gifts and the form of
recognition.
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