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Scope of Study

Executive Summary

State University Of New York 
City University Of New York
Staff Study: Private Fund Raising At SUNY And
CUNY

The State University of New York (SUNY), created as a public university
system in 1948, enrolls almost 400,000 students at its 64 campuses.
According to SUNY officials, SUNY is the largest comprehensive system
of public higher education in the nation. The SUNY system consists of 29
State-operated campuses, 5 statutory and contract colleges and 30
community colleges.  For fiscal year 1997-98, the Executive Budget
recommended $2.9 billion for SUNY.  SUNY is supported by State
appropriations, tuition and fees and, to a very limited extent, by private
donations.  SUNY reports that private donations at the 29 State-operated
campuses amounted to $56.6 million in fiscal year July 1- June 30, 1995.

The City University of New York (CUNY) was created as a public
university system in 1961. CUNY officials state that CUNY is the third
largest public university system in the nation in terms of enrollment,
comprising ten senior colleges, six community colleges, one technical
school, a graduate school, a law school and Hunter College High School.
CUNY is supported by State appropriations, tuition and fees, local tax
levy funds and, to a very limited extent, by private donations.  In 1997-
98, CUNY’s enrollment totaled approximately 355,000 students, and its
operating budget was $1.3 billion. The 13 CUNY campuses we surveyed
raised $32.7 million in private funds in fiscal year July 1 - June 30, 1995.

The most recent fund raising data available at the time of our field work
was for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1995. It was not feasible to update
the data because of the extent of the analysis necessary to make the SUNY
and CUNY data comparable. 

Between State fiscal years 1986-87 and 1996-97, State support for SUNY
core operations declined from 75 to 46 percent of revenue; similar
declines have been seen in State support at CUNY.  SUNY and CUNY
view private donations as a supplement to - not a substitute for - State and
(for CUNY) City support.  Fund raising is decentralized at both SUNY
and CUNY.  Development activities at SUNY are coordinated by the
Office of University Relations, Alumni and Development (Office).  CUNY
reports that effective April 1997, a Director was hired to oversee a central
Office of Development.



Study Observations
and Conclusions

Comments of
SUNY and CUNY
Officials

Our field work was performed between March 18, 1996, and January 31,
1997.  Follow up to preliminary findings ended November 20, 1997.  Our
study addressed the following questions about fund raising practices and
results at SUNY’s 29 State-operated campuses and at 13 of 20 CUNY
campuses for the period April 1, 1993 through January 31, 1997:

! What is the level of SUNY and CUNY fund raising performance?

! Are there recognized “best practices” in fund raising that can
improve results? 

We found that SUNY and CUNY raised significantly less money than the
top twenty fund raisers nationally, and that they also raised less than some
peer institutions.  We encourage both SUNY and CUNY to carry out the
“best practices” discussed in this report to improve results.

We compared SUNY and CUNY fund raising results for fiscal year ended
1995 to those of other institutions of higher education, as reported to the
Council for Aid to Education (CAE).  Although they are, respectively, the
largest and third-largest systems of public higher education in the country,
SUNY and CUNY raised significantly less money than did the top twenty
higher education fund raisers nationally, eight of which are public
institutions.  We also compared both SUNY and CUNY fund raising
results to those of a sample of development peers (similar in development
practices and results) and academic peers (similar in academic respects
only). In terms of dollars raised as a percentage of general and educational
expenditures (a traditional index), SUNY’s fund raising efforts were less
successful than those of its development and academic peers for all types
of campuses in the SUNY system. CUNY’s performance was better than
that of its development peers at some kinds of campuses, but trailed that
of its academic peers at all campuses. We also found wide variations in
the results achieved by individual SUNY and CUNY campuses. (See pp.
7-16)

Our study showed that the fund raising “best practices” for institutions of
higher education are: make a commitment of staff and resources; obtain
fund raising experience; maintain adequate alumni and donor records;
pursue prospect research; carry out an annual fund; set up a planned
giving program; and promote good relations with  corporations and
foundations.  Both SUNY and CUNY need to dedicate the resources
necessary to get the best return possible from their fund raising efforts.
We commend SUNY and CUNY for the steps they have recently taken to
promote private fund raising initiatives.  (See pp. 17-29)  

SUNY and CUNY officials generally agree with our observations and
issues for further consideration.  They indicate that actions have been
taken or are planned to promote further development.
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Background

Introduction

The State University of New York (SUNY) was created as a public
university system in 1948. SUNY is the largest comprehensive system of
public higher education in the nation, ranging from associate degree
granting community colleges through research, doctoral and professional
universities.  According to SUNY, almost 400,000 students are enrolled
at its 64 campuses.  SUNY offers a complete range of academic,
professional and vocational programs, and its  mission is to provide post-
secondary educational programs of the highest quality and with the
broadest possible access.  The SUNY system consists of 29 State-operated
campuses, including 5 statutory and contract colleges at Alfred and
Cornell Universities, and 30 community colleges.  For fiscal year 1997-
98, the Executive Budget recommended $2.9 billion for SUNY.
Currently, SUNY operations are funded by State appropriations, by tuition
and fees and, to a very limited extent, by private contributions.  Accord-
ing to Development 1995, SUNY’s annual report of the results of private
fund raising efforts, the 29 State-operated campuses raised a total of $56.6
million in private funds in fiscal year July 1-June 30, 1995, the latest year
for which these results are available.  

The City University of New York (CUNY) was created as a public
university system in 1961 and, in terms of student enrollment, ranks third
among the public university systems in the nation.  CUNY’s mission is to
maintain and expand its commitment to academic excellence and opportu-
nity for students, faculty and staff from both sexes and from all ethnic and
racial groups.  CUNY comprises ten senior colleges, six community
colleges, one technical school, a graduate school, a law school and Hunter
College High School. In 1997-98, CUNY’s enrollment totaled approxi-
mately 355,000 students, and its operating budget was $1.3 billion.
CUNY operations are funded by the following revenue sources:  State
appropriations; tuition, fees and miscellaneous income; local tax levy
funds; and, to a very limited extent, by private donations.  For the CUNY
colleges we contacted, total private donations for fiscal year July 1-June
30, 1995 amounted to over $32.7 million.

State funding for SUNY and CUNY has been decreasing for many years.
Between State fiscal years 1986-87 and 1996-97, State support for SUNY
core operations declined from 75 percent to 46 percent of revenue.
Similar declines have been seen in State support at CUNY. CUNY also
receives support from New York City, but the level of this support has
fluctuated significantly over the years. The decrease in State support for
SUNY and CUNY is consistent with national trends.  State support for
public higher education institutions throughout the nation decreased, on
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average, from about 75 percent of total funding two decades ago to about
30 percent today.

As a consequence of decreased financial support from government, private
funding has ceased to be a luxury; seeking out revenues from private
funding is now an annual necessity.  SUNY and CUNY  institutions, like
other systems of public higher education, increasingly look to private
contributions to help support special programs and facilities that bring
distinction to their campuses, provide educational opportunities for their
students, and attract and retain faculty.  According to an article entitled,
The Public University Goes a Little Less Public in the November 1994
issue of Governing magazine,  donations from private fund raising now
cover about 10 percent of the average annual budget of a large public
university.  The author of the above article further notes that about 90
percent of the private funds donated are restricted; that is, donors specify
that their funds should be used only for certain projects or purposes. 

Therefore, SUNY and CUNY officials view these funds as a supplement
to - not a substitute for - State and (for CUNY) City support.  In SUNY
2000, a Vision for the New Century, a report from the Board of Trustees
and the Chancellor of SUNY,  private support is described as the critical
difference in the ability of SUNY’s institutions to achieve excellence
through such programs as merit scholarships, undergraduate research
programs, visiting lectureships, library and cultural enhancements, faculty
development, and seed money for innovative programming.

At SUNY, fund raising is generally decentralized in that each campus
determines its own fund raising goals and policies. However, the
Associate Vice Chancellor of the Office of University Relations, Alumni
and Development at SUNY System Administration (Office) offers training,
support, and advice to campuses to enhance their fund raising capability.
The Office also requires that all SUNY campuses report their fund raising
results for publication in the Office’s Development report.

CUNY’s fund raising activities are also decentralized.  Each CUNY
campus that engages in fund raising activities and receives private
donations has its own unique organization for fund raising, and has a
campus-related foundation that receives and administers donated funds.
CUNY Central Administration manages the schools’ investments made
with private funds through its University Accounting Office.  However,
at the time of our fieldwork, CUNY Central Administration was not
providing other services, such as training and support, to CUNY
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Scope, Objectives
and Methodology of
Study

campuses, or requiring the campuses to report their fund raising results
to CUNY Central Administration.

Response of CUNY Officials to Study: In responding to our study, CUNY
officials indicated that since April 1997, a University Director of
Development has been hired and efforts including successful solicitation
of scholarship funds, cultivation of potential private donors and collabora-
tion with colleges on University-wide development initiatives have taken
place.

Each year, the Council for Aid to Education (CAE) collects and reports
fund raising results of those colleges and universities that voluntarily
report fund raising data.  The CAE is a not-for-profit corporation
organized for the purpose of encouraging broader and more effective
voluntary support for education in the United States.  SUNY required its
campuses to report to the CAE, but CUNY Central Administration did not
require CUNY colleges to do so.  Over the past ten years, only one
CUNY college (City College) has consistently reported its fund raising
results; four other CUNY institutions (Baruch, Brooklyn, Hunter and
Lehman Colleges) have reported fund raising statistics, but not on a
regular basis.

Response of CUNY Officials to Study: CUNY officials indicated that, in
the future, reporting to CAE is planned.

Our study examined fund raising practices and results at SUNY’s 29
State-operated two-year and four-year campuses and at 13 of 20 CUNY
campuses (the ten senior colleges, the law school, the technical school and
the graduate school) for the period April 1, 1993 through January 31,
1997.  Our field work was performed between March 18, 1996, and
January 31, 1997.  Follow up to preliminary findings ended November
20, 1997.  The objectives of our study were to determine the extent of
SUNY’s and CUNY’s fund raising efforts and to identify recognized “best
practices” that can improve fund raising results. 

To accomplish our study objectives, we compared SUNY and CUNY
fiscal year ended 1995 fund raising data, as well as fund raising practices,
to those of other institutions of higher education.  These institutions
belonged to one (or more) of the following categories: 

! the top 20 private fund raisers among U.S. colleges and universi-
ties for fiscal year ended 1995 as reported to the CAE;
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! development peers (institutions with comparable fund raising
activities/results);

! academic peers (institutions which, in the estimation of SUNY or
CUNY officials or in our judgment, were peers in general
academic respects, but not in fund raising activities/results).

The most recent fund raising data available at the time of our field work
was for the fiscal year ended June 30, 1995. It was not feasible to update
the data because of the extent of the analysis necessary to make the SUNY
and CUNY data comparable. 

We also analyzed and compared fund raising practices and results among
individual SUNY and CUNY campuses.
  
To perform these analyses and comparisons at SUNY, we interviewed
SUNY System Administration officials and officials from two fund raising
organizations (Council for Aid to Education, and American Association of
Fund Raising Counsel, Inc.).  We also conducted telephone interviews of
development officials from 11 development peer institutions and 17
academic peer institutions, and did research on the subject of development
and fund raising.  In addition, we produced a development survey
document which was completed by each SUNY State-operated campus,
visited eight SUNY campuses and two private colleges and reviewed
development reports prepared by SUNY System Administration.  

To perform our analyses and comparisons at CUNY, we interviewed
CUNY administrative officials at Central Administration and at the
University Accounting Office, and also interviewed  officials from the two
fund raising organizations noted above.  We also conducted telephone
interviews with selected institutions viewed as CUNY’s development or
academic peers in this study.  We produced and submitted a development
survey document to CUNY campuses (the senior colleges, the graduate
school, the law school and the technical school) and their affiliated
foundations for completion, and received survey responses from all
thirteen schools.  We visited all the CUNY senior campuses except for the
College of Staten Island, which did not have a Development Director at
the time of our campus visits.  We also visited Old Westbury, a SUNY
campus identified by CUNY as one of its academic peers,  to obtain
information on their fund raising practices. We researched literature and
current news articles on the subject of development and fund raising.
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Response of SUNY
and CUNY Officials
to Study

To determine the total funds raised for FY 1995 we used the definition of
voluntary support for education provided by CAE.  This definition
includes the following categories as Voluntary Support:

! gifts and grants to the institution, both restricted and unrestricted
for current operations and for capital purposes, regardless of the
form (cash, products, property, securities, life insurance contracts,
etc.);

! gifts and grants to affiliated foundations and organizations created
to raise funds for the institution;

! cash payments returned as contributions from salaried staff; and

! insurance premiums paid by donors.

Some of the major items that are not included are pledges or commitments
of financial support not received during the year; revenue from contract
research and other contracts that violate the donative nature of voluntary
support; and any public funds.

We did not audit the data received from SUNY, CUNY or other
development or academic peer institutions concerning their fund raising
programs. We also did not audit the expenditures of fund raising money
the campuses received.

A draft copy of this report was provided to SUNY and CUNY officials
for their review and comment. The comments of SUNY and CUNY were
considered in preparing this report and are included as Appendix B and
Appendix C, respectively.

Within 90 days after final release of this report, we request that the
Chancellor of the State University of New York and the Acting Chancellor
of the City University of New York report to the Governor, the State
Comptroller and leaders of the Legislative and fiscal committees, advising
what actions were taken by the management of the Universities in
response to the study issues, observations and conclusions.
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Comparison of
SUNY and CUNY
to the Top Twenty
Fund Raisers

Comparing SUNY and CUNY Fund Raising Results
to Those of Other Institutions

Both public and private institutions of higher education carry out fund
raising efforts to supplement revenues from other sources.  To gauge how
successful SUNY and CUNY have been in raising private funds, we
compared their fund raising results to those of a sample of other
institutions of higher education nationwide.  First, we compared SUNY
and CUNY  fund raising results to those achieved by the top twenty (total
money raised) institutions of higher education in the country for fiscal
year ended 1995 as reported to the Council for Aid to Education.  We
then compared SUNY and CUNY fund raising results to those of their
“development peers” (similarities in fund raising practices/results) and
“academic peers” (similarities in academics, but not in fund raising
practices/results).  Finally, we analyzed and compared the fund raising
performance of individual campuses within the SUNY and CUNY
systems.  Our study found that SUNY and CUNY raised significantly less
money from private sources than institutions among the top twenty fund
raisers, and less money than some of their development and academic
peers.  We also found that certain SUNY and CUNY campuses were
much more successful in fund raising than others.

SUNY and CUNY are among the largest public higher education systems
in the nation.  These institutions together provide educational services to
three-quarters of a million students.  Therefore, it might be expected that
both SUNY and CUNY would be among the top private fund raisers for
systems of higher education.  However, when we compared SUNY and
CUNY fund raising figures for fiscal year 1995 to those of the top twenty
fund raisers, both public and private, we found that neither SUNY nor
CUNY were listed among the top twenty institutions.  In fact, the top
twenty institutions clearly outdistance SUNY and CUNY in their fund
raising results. 

Table 1 on the next page shows the amounts of private funds raised, as
reported to CAE, for each of the colleges or universities listed.  It is
significant to note that eight of the twenty most successful private fund
raisers in fiscal year ended 1995 were public institutions (as shown in
bold).
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Table 1

The 20 Colleges or Universities Reporting the Most Voluntary
Support in 1995 From All Sources

Total Dollars 

1.  Harvard University (MA) 323,406,242

2.  Leland Stanford Junior University (CA) *1 240,832,287

3.  Yale University (CT) 199,646,606

4.  Cornell University (NY) 198,736,229

5.  University of Wisconsin, Madison (WI) 164,349,458

6.  Duke University (NC) 155,164,009

7.  Columbia University (NY) 151,800,682

8.  University of Michigan (MI) 145,757,642

9.  University of Southern California (CA) 138,366,230

10. University of Pennsylvania (PA) 135,324,761

11. University of Minnesota (MN) 131,638,509

12. University of Washington (WA) 127,774,167

13. University of Illinois (IL) 116,578,975

14. Indiana University (IN) 109,654,739

15. University of California, San Francisco (CA) 108,127,887

16. Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MA) 107,937,812

17. Princeton University (NJ) 103,826,392

18. University of California, Berkeley (CA) 103,088,570

19. Brown University (RI) 102,513,437

20. Northwestern University (IL) 101,041,213

Source: Voluntary Support of Education-1995, prepared by the Council for Aid to
Education

*1 The University is known more generally as Stanford University.
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In contrast, SUNY reported in Development 1995 that it raised $56.6
million at the 29 State-operated campuses included in our study scope and
another $11.8 million at its 30 community colleges, for a grand total of
$68.4 million in private fund raising donations.  As noted earlier, the
individual CUNY campuses do not externally report their fund raising
results.  However, the total private funds raised in fiscal year ended 1995
at the 13 CUNY campuses we surveyed as part of this study amounted to
$32.7 million.

Response of SUNY Officials to Study: SUNY officials responded that
annual giving for 1996 totaled approximately $68 million.  In addition,
SUNY officials stated that the University Board of Trustees has adopted
a goal of annual private fund giving to reach $100 million by the year
2000.  Officials of SUNY also pointed out that the Governor’s 1998-99
Executive Budget contains a 5 Year - $100 million Capital Match Program
which is designed to supplement the $2 billion multi-year capital
construction program.  SUNY reports that campuses are already
identifying donors in order to qualify for a matching gift. Also, SUNY
officials point out that the University is pursuing legislation to establish
and Eminent Scholars Program to attract and keep renown scholars at
campuses.  This program would require State dollars matched by
campuses private support.

Response of CUNY Officials to Study: CUNY officials responded that
fund raising totals used in the study do not jibe with those of college
foundations and that such possible inaccuracies had been previously
reported during the study fieldwork.  CUNY officials also identified some
of the factors that cause difficulties in measuring fund raising results
across the University.  Officials also reported that they are reviewing the
best ways to record private and philanthropic dollars raised across the
colleges in an accurate and consistent manner.  CUNY plans to eventually
report fund raising results to CAE and other national associations.

Auditor Comments: To complete the study we estimated fund raising
results by using the criteria established by CAE for defining voluntary
support.  Of necessity this required some interpretation of available
CUNY college records, which are not, as CUNY points out, necessarily
kept on a uniform basis.  Accordingly, results obtained by the study may
not agree with records kept by the colleges.  We agree with CUNY
efforts to review the best ways to record private fund raising dollars
across the University.
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Comparison of
SUNY and CUNY
to Their
Development and
Academic Peers

The top twenty fund raisers among institutions of higher education are the
most successful at seeking out private contributions of all such institutions
in the country.  As evidenced by the totals raised by the top twenty
national fund raisers, SUNY and CUNY have a long way to go before
they can rank among the top twenty.  There are numerous reasons for this
“fund raising gap” which we will discuss in the next section of this
report, entitled “Using Best Practices to Improve Fund Raising Results.”

To examine SUNY and CUNY fund raising efforts in another context, we
also compared their fund raising results for fiscal year ended 1995 to
those of peer institutions.  We found that SUNY’s performance, in
general, and CUNY’s in some instances, tended to lag behind that of peer
institutions.

SUNY regards certain institutions as its development peers (called the
Eastern Cohort)  and others as academic peers (called the National
Cohort).  SUNY’s development peers are those that share similar fund
raising characteristics and activities. The Eastern Cohort comprises
campuses located in eleven northeastern states (Connecticut, Delaware,
Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New
York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and Vermont) that reported their fiscal
year ended 1995 fund raising statistics to the CAE. The National Cohort
comprises all campuses that reported their fund raising statistics to the
CAE for the fiscal year ended 1995.

CUNY does not have a central source of data about fund raising results
and does not compare CUNY campuses’ fund raising performance with
that of any other institutions.  Therefore, the information we report for
CUNY represents the collective fund raising results, as reported to us, by
the 13 CUNY campuses in our study survey and computed by using CAE
definitions of voluntary support.  CUNY officials told us that CUNY has
no true development peers.  However, we believe that comparing CUNY
to SUNY’s peers provides for a fair and reasonable comparison of their
respective fund raising efforts and results.  CUNY’s academic peers are
those institutions that were regarded, either by CUNY officials or by our
staff, as generally similar to CUNY. These institutions are: Rutgers
University, University of California at Berkeley, University of California
at Los Angeles, Indiana University, Ohio State University, University of
Maryland, University of the District of Columbia, State University of New
York at Binghamton, and State University of New York at Buffalo.

Institutions of higher education fall into a variety of categories, from
technical colleges to large university centers.  Because campuses that serve
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significantly different numbers and types of students can realize very
different fund raising results, we made our comparisons according to
campus type. SUNY’s Development 1995 reports results according to four
broad campus types: 

! research/doctoral, or R/D (institutions that offer a full range of
baccalaureate programs, are committed to graduate education
through the doctoral degree and give high priority to research);

! masters/comprehensive and liberal arts, or MC/L (institutions that
offer a full range of baccalaureate programs and are committed to
graduate education through the master’s degree and institutions that
emphasize baccalaureate programs only);

! specialized colleges, or SP (institutions that emphasize degrees
awarded in specialized programs); and 

! agricultural and technical, or 2 Yr. (institutions that offer two-year
degrees).

For the sake of simplicity, we show the comparison of SUNY and CUNY
fund raising results together in Table 2 which follows.  We compared
SUNY and CUNY to their development and academic peers by campus
type, for fiscal year ended 1995 using averages for dollars raised as a
percentage of general and educational (G & E) expenditures. This fund
raising index is one that is traditionally used and reported by development
professionals. The data we show for SUNY was taken from SUNY’s
Development 1995 report, which SUNY derived from information reported
to the CAE, and which is published in the CAE’s Voluntary Support of
Education 1995. The results we show for CUNY were compiled from the
data received from our survey and campus visits.
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Table 2

Dollars Raised as a Percentage of General and Educational Expenditures - 1995

Campus Type (Academic Peers) (Development Peers)
National Cohort Eastern Cohort SUNY CUNY

Research/Doctoral 7.2% 5.2% 2.7% 6.2%

Masters Comprehensive/ 3.8% 2.3% 1.8% 3.0%
Liberal Arts

Specialized Colleges 6.9% N/A 1.3% .7%

Agricultural and Technical 2.2% N/A 1.1% None

* “N/A” (Not Applicable) indicates that too few institutions in that category reported to the CAE to obtain a
          meaningful average.
  “None” for CUNY indicates it has no schools in this category.

As shown in Table 2, SUNY’s fund raising results in terms of dollars
raised as a percentage of general and educational expenditures are less
successful than those of its development and academic peers for all types
of campuses in the SUNY system. CUNY’s performance is better than
tha t  of its development peers at research/doctoral and
masters/comprehensive campuses.  However, CUNY’s performance lags
behind that of its academic peers at all types of campuses.

As shown in Table 3, we compared SUNY only to its academic and
development peers for dollars raised per enrolled student. This fund
raising index is one that is also traditionally used and reported by
development professionals.  CUNY officials told us that, since they have
a large number of part-time students, using an index that relied on a
headcount, as this one does, would result in a flawed comparison for
CUNY.
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Comparison Among
Individual SUNY
and CUNY
Campuses

Table 3

Dollars Raised Per Enrolled Student-1995

Campus Type National Cohort Eastern Cohort SUNY
(Academic Peers) (Development Peers)

Research/Doctoral $1,060 $809 $493

Masters Comprehensive/   272  183 185
Liberal Arts

Specialized Colleges 4,371 N/A 997

Agricultural and Technical    82 N/A 127

* “N/A” (Not Applicable) indicates that too few institutions in that category reported to the CAE to obtain a
          meaningful average.

As shown in Table 3, SUNY trails its fund raising and academic peers in
dollars raised per enrolled student for Research/Doctoral and Specialized
campus types. SUNY exceeds the dollars raised for enrolled student for
Masters Comprehensive/Liberal Arts and Agricultural and Technical
campuses.

It is important to recognize, however, that we are making these compari-
sons and assessments based on statistics reported to CAE.  Since reporting
is voluntary, those higher education institutions that have raised relatively
little in private funds may not report their results to CAE.  Therefore,
CAE data may overstate the actual average of fund raising results
experienced by all institutions nationwide.  We commend SUNY for
requiring its campuses to report their results to CAE, regardless of
performance.  

SUNY and CUNY are both large university systems whose individual
campuses vary in size, enrollment, campus type (as defined above) and
location.  Individual campuses’ fund raising results also vary considerably.
Table 4, which follows, lists the 29 SUNY State-operated two-year and
four-year campuses in order of total fund raising dollars received in fiscal
year ended 1995.  Excluded are SUNY’s 30 community colleges
sponsored and funded, in part, by local governments and governed by
local boards of trustees.

Table 4
SUNY Private Fund Raising 1995

By Total Giving

Campus Campus Type Date Founded Total Giving

1.  Buffalo University R/D 1846 $15,116,095
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2.  Stony Brook R/D 1956 9,515,464

3.  Albany R/D 1844 5,812,876

4.  Binghamton R/D 1946 4,111,723

5.  Purchase MC/L 1967 2,674,488

6.  Syracuse Health Science Center SP 1834 2,464,653

7.  Environmental Science and Forestry MC/L 1911 2,097,813

8.  Buffalo College MC/L 1871 1,579,568

9.  Utica/Rome Technology MC/L 1966 1,195,434

10. Potsdam MC/L 1816 1,105,627

11. Plattsburgh MC/L 1889 1,084,942

12. Geneseo MC/L 1867 1,069,883

13. New Paltz MC/L 1885 1,032,602

14. Morrisville 2 Yr. 1908 1,006,168

15. Fredonia MC/L 1826 944,562

16. Oswego MC/L 1861 885,863

17. Empire State MC/L 1971 686,449

18. Brockport MC/L 1836 597,791

19. Oneonta MC/L 1889 571,667

20. Maritime MC/L 1874 506,796

21. Cobleskill 2 Yr. 1911 424,901

22. Cortland MC/L 1868 371,027

23. Delhi 2 Yr. 1913 329,247

24. Brooklyn Health Science Center SP 1860 327,568

25. Optometry SP 1970 278,620

26. Alfred 2 Yr. 1908 265,480

27. Canton 2 Yr. 1906 254,538

28. Farmingdale 2 Yr. 1912 121,777

29. Old Westbury MC/L 1968     119,091

  Total   $56,552,713
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Shown in Table 5 are the total fund raising dollars for the fiscal year
ended 1995 reported to us by the 13 CUNY campuses we surveyed.
Excluded are CUNY’s six community colleges which receive funding from
the City of New York in addition to State funding and tuition revenue.

Table 5
CUNY Private Fund Raising 1995

by Total Giving

Campus Campus Type Founded Total Giving
Date

1.  Hunter MC/L 1870 $8,998,418

2.  City College MC/L 1847 4,845,809

3.  Queens MC/L 1937 4,764,952

4.  Graduate School R/D 1961 4,297,814

5.  Lehman MC/L 1931 2,806,350

6.  Brooklyn MC/L 1930 2,770,327

7.  Baruch MC/L 1919 2,341,572

8.  New York Tech SP 1947 552,445

9.  Staten Island MC/L 1955 503,119

10. John Jay SP 1964 352,841

11. York MC/L 1966 271,151

12. Law School SP 1983 125,816

13. Medgar Evers MC/L 1969     109,950

  Total $32,740,564

The tables show a wide range of success between the individual SUNY
and CUNY campuses in their fund raising results.  There are many
reasons which may explain the variances of fund raising success within the
SUNY and CUNY systems.  As also discussed later in this report, experts
in the field of fund raising note that the characteristics of the institutions
themselves (e.g., their prestige, their age and size, the number of alumni,
the importance of research) and the contexts in which they operate (e.g.,
the health of the local economy, the wealth of area residents and their
willingness to give, and the existence of alumni ties to corporations and
foundations) can also impact fund raising results.  While the University



16

at Buffalo and Hunter College were relatively successful, raising over $15
million and almost $9 million, respectively, Old Westbury and Medgar
Evers raised only about $119,000 and $110,000, respectively.  Some of
this variation is almost certainly attributable to the basic campus differ-
ences noted above.  However, we believe that the varying levels of fund
raising success are influenced, in part, by the extent to which individual
campuses employ what development professionals consider to be the best
practices of private fund raising.  We discuss these best practices in the
next section of our study.
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Fund Raising Best
Practices 

Using Best Practices to Improve Fund Raising
Results

Research has not established formal guidelines for institutions of higher
education to follow to be successful at fund raising.  According to a 1990
report entitled, The Campus Green:  Fund Raising in Higher Education,
research on the effectiveness and efficiency of fund raising practices is
lacking.  Furthermore, we did not find a formal set of recommended
practices established for private fund raising.  However, as a result of our
discussions with college officials, our contact with development profes-
sionals and our research into fund raising practices, we noted certain
practices that were consistently associated with successful fund raising
programs.  We encourage SUNY and CUNY officials to carry out the
“best practices” that we discuss in detail in this section to improve their
fund raising results.  

Our study identified the following “best practices” for institutions of
higher education to use in raising private funds:

! make a commitment of staff and resources;

! have or obtain significant experience in fund raising;

! maintain adequate alumni and donor records;

! pursue prospect research for donations and major gifts;

! carry out an annual fund;

! set up a planned giving program; and

! promote good relations with corporations and foundations.

Our study examines SUNY and CUNY performance in each of these best
practice areas.  Further, since our study found that CUNY Central
Administration has had limited involvement in campuses’ fund raising
efforts, we also examined the potential benefits of two other best practices
as they relate specifically to CUNY:
 
! coordinate fund raising efforts; and
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! increase the support of the president and involvement of the board
of trustees.

Response of CUNY Officials to Study: CUNY officials responded that
coordination of fund raising activities is one of the charges assigned to the
Director of Development.  CUNY officials stated that, in contrast to
SUNY, CUNY fund raising responsibilities include programs that run on
all or several campuses.  Therefore, even greater coordination with college
efforts may be necessary.  CUNY officials also agreed that involvement
at the highest levels of governance is a “best practice” for fund raising.
They added that this applies not just to CUNY, but to every not-for-profit
institution.

It is important to note that a program’s use of such best practices will
likely increase, but will not guarantee, the success of development efforts.
Other variables can impact fund raising results.  For example, in The
Campus Green: Fund Raising in Higher Education, the authors note that
fund raising itself is as much an art as it is an administrative function; the
nature and quality of fund raising techniques, such as person-to-person
transactions, can affect fund raising success.  Further, other experts in the
field of fund raising note that the characteristics of the institutions
themselves (e.g., their prestige, their age and size, the number of alumni,
the importance of research) and the contexts in which they operate (e.g.,
the health of the local economy, the wealth of area residents and their
willingness to give, and the existence of alumni ties to corporations and
foundations) can also impact fund raising results.  However, it is also
important to emphasize that adopting fund raising best practices can only
improve the current level of fund raising success; adverse factors may
simply limit the amount of the additional funds an institution can raise.

Response of CUNY Officials to Study: In responding to the study, CUNY
officials commented that each of the best practices discussed in the study
must be in place before ambitious fund raising endeavors are implemented.

1. Make a Commitment of Staff and Resources 

In The Campus Green: Fund Raising in Higher Education, the authors
note that when institutions make fund raising efforts a priority, that choice
is reflected in the size of their development office’s staff and budget.
Through our research of fund raising practices, we found that there is no
rule of thumb institutions can use to predict the exact return they can
expect for each development staff hired and every investment in other
resources (like computer hardware and software, training courses and
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adequate travel budgets) for development efforts.  However, it is
reasonable to conclude that the more people an institution commits to
development efforts, the more effective the development office can be in
carrying out all the various best practices we discuss in the remainder of
this section.  We discuss the issue of staff and resources first in this
section because without sufficient personnel, a development office cannot
undertake many of the best practices the top twenty fund raisers use, and
development professionals recommend.  

While no standard correlation exists between the number of staff an
institution commits to development and the amount of private funds it can
raise, it is useful to examine the extent of resources applied to develop-
ment by a very successful fund raising public institution, the University
of California at Berkeley.

The University of California at Berkeley (Berkeley), a research/doctoral
institution, is part of a nine-campus system funded by the State of
California.  Each campus has its own fund raising program.  According
to the CAE, Berkeley raised $103,088,570 in 1995, ranking it 18th out
of the top 20 fund raisers for that year. Berkeley also reported to the
CAE that it had an enrollment of 29,634 students in 1995. According to
the Vice Chancellor for University Relations at Berkeley, Berkeley is the
most successful of the nine campuses in its private fund raising endeavors.
The Vice Chancellor said that private fund raising activities began in
1975, but that the program was strengthened in 1983-1984.  He also told
us that approximately 56 staff are dedicated to fund raising activities and
that the fund raising budget for Berkeley averages about $12 million per
year. He further stated that Berkeley has a central development office with
f i v e  functional areas: major gifts, annual fund programs,
corporate/foundation relations, planned gifts and international fund raising.
Eight full-time staff are also dedicated to researching prospective major
donors.

The State University of New York at Stony Brook (SUNY Stony Brook),
also a research/doctoral institution, had an enrollment of about 17,600
students in 1995. SUNY Stony Brook reported to the CAE that it raised
$9,515,464 in private funds in 1995. This total made SUNY Stony Brook
the second largest fund raiser for all the SUNY campuses in 1995.  To
accomplish this level of success, SUNY Stony Brook fund raising officials
told us that approximately 13 staff were dedicated to fund raising
activities, and that its fund raising budget was about $900,000 in 1995.
SUNY Stony Brook told us that its fund raising programs began in the
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late 1970s, and began to reach a level of maturity in the 1990s.  One full-
time staff is dedicated to researching prospective major donors.

These illustrations of fund raising efforts and results may not clearly
define what “sufficient” staff might be for every system of higher
education, or for every campus in such a system.  However, we believe
it is only reasonable to conclude that, unless an institution’s development
office has enough staff to implement the best practices discussed in this
section, the office will not be as successful as it could be.  In short, an
institution has “sufficient” staff when its development office can carry out
all these practices.

We used our survey questionnaire to find out how many staff all 29
individual SUNY campuses commit to fund raising, and to what extent
campus officials believe staff numbers affect their fund raising capabilities.
In response, eleven SUNY campuses specified that their fund raising
efforts are hindered by what they believe is inadequate staffing.  Eleven
of the 29 campuses reported that they have staffing levels of one to three
full-time equivalent employees in their fund raising offices.  One campus
(Brooklyn Health Science Center) reported it does not have a fund raising
program and does not have any staff dedicated to fund raising. Thirteen
campuses reported that they have no plans to alter their levels of staffing
for fund raising and one campus plans to decrease staffing.

When we questioned campus officials at CUNY colleges about this issue,
we found that 11 campuses also responded that they have insufficient
levels of staffing and funding for development efforts.  For the 1995/96
CUNY fiscal year, the thirteen CUNY campuses we surveyed had a total
fund raising budget of about $4.1 million, or an average of $313,000 per
campus.  Many campuses reported that fund raising staff have other
responsibilities that take time away from fund raising.  Six of the CUNY
campuses reported that they have no plans to add to their fund raising
staff, and three plan to decrease their staff.  Eleven of the campuses
reported that their development office staffing has been subject to losses
due to budget cuts, layoffs and attrition.  Campus fund raising personnel
believe that loss of staff is an indication of the campuses’ lack of support
for development.

In The President and Fund Raising by James L. Fisher and Gary H.
Quehl, the authors give the following assessment of the need to dedicate
staff to raising funds, despite the costs involved in doing so.  “It is easy
to understand, especially in difficult times, why institutional leadership
may find it difficult to fund a development (fund raising) program
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adequately, given faculty needs and other priorities.  However, not to fund
it adequately is extremely short-sighted because that limits the overall
resources that the institution can generate.” We concur with the authors’
assessment.  In our opinion, SUNY and CUNY cannot reach their full
fund raising potential until they dedicate adequate staff resources to the
task.

2. Have or Obtain Significant Experience in Fund Raising

In The President and Fund Raising, the authors note that institutions that
have a substantial history in conducting fund raising have built and
maintained a fund raising culture. Over time, they have fostered
understanding and support of fund raising among their faculty, staff,
students, alumni, parents and community.  In SUNY’s Development 1995
report, a SUNY fund raising official also notes that fund raising is an
incremental process.  Results are built upon the achievements of earlier
years.  It takes time to cultivate and receive support.

Many SUNY and CUNY campuses have only recently begun fund raising
programs.  This short history in fund raising puts them at a disadvantage
compared to universities like Indiana University (ranked as 14th out of the
top twenty colleges reporting the most voluntary support in 1995) that
have had fund raising programs for many years.  Indiana University
officials told us that their fund raising program began back in the 1930s.
SUNY officials from System Administration and numerous campuses told
us they were not encouraged or expected to engage in fund raising before
the late 1970s.  One CUNY official told us that CUNY, as a public
institution, should not be encouraged to do private fund raising. Another
CUNY official believes that the college does not raise funds due to a fear
that the State will cut its funding. This kind of mind set, at both SUNY
and CUNY, may have been a factor that tended to discourage or delay a
serious commitment to fund raising. 

We believe that SUNY and CUNY need to build a fund raising culture to
establish a sense of expectation, or a tradition of giving to their institu-
tions.  Private fund raising may not have been considered necessary in the
past because the State (and City, for CUNY) were able to pay for most
operating costs.  Numerous SUNY and CUNY campus officials told us
that many people still believe that government provides for most, if not
all, of their institutions’ financial support.  Officials acknowledged that
they must inform potential donors that government funding has decreased
and will probably continue to do so, making their donations essential.
Some SUNY campuses have already begun to send this message to
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potential donors. However, we believe that SUNY and CUNY campuses
must make a greater effort in this area.

3. Maintain Adequate Alumni and Donor Records

An institution should work to maintain up to date alumni records with at
least a current address and phone number. In The President and Fund
Raising, the authors note that about 25 percent of an institution’s alumni
may move in a year’s time, so the potential for losing track of alumni is
great.  The cost of losing them is greater, however, because a strong
alumni base is essential to most development programs.  

Major donor and prospective major donor records need to include the
kinds of information necessary to cultivate, and ultimately solicit a large
gift.  The amount of data needed can be substantial.  The data should
include biographical information, gift history information, business and
professional relationship data, family relationship data, personal interest
data, and key indicators of wealth (e.g. value of home(s) and other real
estate, philanthropic experiences, stock holdings, memberships, etc.).
Development staff must conduct research to gather much of this informa-
tion.

The state of alumni and other donor records is generally tied to the length
of time an institution has been involved in fund-raising.  An established
program has most of the necessary data in place, and must simply update
it periodically.  However, a new program may have little constituent data,
and must start from the beginning to create it.

Many SUNY campuses did not start fund raising programs until the early
1980s. The history of SUNY’s fund raising programs ranged from none
at Brooklyn Health Science Center to 34 years at SUNY Buffalo
University.  Also, many campuses had not dedicated the resources needed
to maintain alumni contacts (having had no compelling reason to do so).
Therefore, these campuses had to start creating adequate alumni and donor
records.  Six of the eight SUNY campuses we visited told us that they are
in the process of, or have just finished, establishing an alumni database
of basic information (current addresses and phone numbers).  On average,
the campuses have basic information on around 77% of alumni.  Five
campuses do not have fund raising software to track alumni and potential
donor information.  Eleven campuses have fund raising hardware/software
which is inadequate for their needs.



23

Although 11 of the CUNY campuses we surveyed reported having a little
more than fifty percent of their alumni records available, two of the 11 do
not know how reliable they are for fund raising purposes.  Previously, the
campuses did not use the records for fund raising and had no incentive to
maintain them or ensure that the addresses were current.  Three campuses
did not have fund raising software to track alumni and potential donor
information.  Two had problematic software or antiquated hardware which
could not utilize the modern software. CUNY campuses cannot contact
alumni and potential donors until basic and current data is obtained and
maintained.

4. Pursue Prospect Research for Donations and Major Gifts

In the Survey Course on Fund Raising by the National Society of Fund
Raising Executives (NSFRE), prospecting for donors is noted as a critical
component of a successful development effort.  Prospect research is the
process of identifying, interviewing, and involving persons and organiza-
tions with the potential to become major donors to an organization.

The authors of The President and Fund Raising note that it is important
to have specially trained people performing much of this work because
information is needed above and beyond that normally found in constituent
files.  The staff must have access to and know how to use various types
of research materials.  These include society publications, business
magazines, newspapers, investment information (stock holdings, proper-
ties, etc.), business and professional relationship data, family relationship
data, giving history, personal interest data, memberships and other
biographical data.  A well-targeted research library and on-line search
capabilities are essential to obtain such information.  It may even be
possible to better focus on-line searching efforts to obtain the information
from fewer sources at an overall lower cost basis.  The goal is to collect
enough information to determine how to make an effective connection with
each prospect.

Only five out of the 29 SUNY campuses we surveyed have at least one
full-time person dedicated to prospect research.  Eight additional campuses
indicated that they have a less than full-time person dedicated to this task.
Five of the 13 CUNY campuses and their affiliated foundations surveyed
have at least one person dedicated to prospect research full-time.  These
five were among the top six CUNY campuses in fund raising.  Four
additional campuses indicated that they have one person working part-time
on prospect research. Although SUNY and CUNY campus officials
generally recognize the importance of a prospect researcher, they told us
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that they do not have the additional funding to hire such a staff person or
provide the necessary materials (research materials, on-line search
capabilities, etc).
 
Tied closely into the prospect research function is the major gift area,
staffed by an individual or individuals with responsibility for identifying,
cultivating, soliciting, and maintaining major donor prospects. A major
gift officer is responsible for establishing means and devices for
identifying major donor prospects, researching them and developing
cultivation plans and ensuring that they are carried out.  A major gift
officer is also responsible for determining when it is time to solicit, and
then to develop the solicitation strategy.  This includes determining the
purpose of the gift, size of request, and who will solicit.

Nineteen of the 29 SUNY campuses indicated through our survey
questionnaire that they have a major gifts program in place.  According
to SUNY’s 1995 fund raising data, 18 of the 28 SUNY campuses (one
campus did not maintain major gift records) received less than 10 major
gifts (a major gift constitutes a donation of $5,000 or more).  The lack of
a full-time prospect researcher at many of these campuses prohibits the
major gift program from meeting its full potential.

Four of the CUNY campuses indicated that they have a major gifts
program in place. We believe that CUNY should consider establishing
major gift programs at all of the campuses  to realize substantial gains
from fund raising efforts.

5. Carry Out an Annual Fund

NSFRE defines annual giving as the primary fund raising method used to
broaden support, upgrade giving levels, and increase donor retention.
Most organizations starting a fund raising program begin with an annual
fund.  An annual fund program may be designed to raise unrestricted
funds only to meet immediate operating needs, or may also include
restricted giving to specified purposes.  The annual fund program brings
in mostly small gifts from many donors.  The methods used include mail
campaigns, and phone campaigns using volunteer and/or paid callers.  The
annual fund is an important means of identifying and cultivating donors
who may be sources for major gifts.  The authors of The President and
Fund Raising note that a successful annual fund demands adequate
staffing, effective planning, effective caller recruiting and training,
adequate budget, technical support, accurate and timely donor records and
the support and involvement of the campus president.
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Twenty-eight of the 29 SUNY campuses we surveyed indicated that they
have an annual fund program, with staff dedicated to such program.  The
Health Science Center at Brooklyn, without a fund raising office, is the
only campus that indicated it does not have  an annual fund program.
Since this campus is the site of a major medical school, the absence of
development capability of any kind could represent a significant loss in
fund raising potential.

Nine of the 13 CUNY campuses that responded to our survey indicated
that they have an annual fund  program, with staff dedicated to such
program. We believe that both SUNY and CUNY should establish annual
fund programs at those campuses that currently do not utilize this primary
fund raising method.

Response of CUNY Officials to Study: CUNY officials responded that an
annual fund is important, but it is far from sufficient.  Officials empha-
sized the need for focus on major gifts and planned gifts.

Auditor Comments: We concur with the CUNY response.
 
6. Set Up a Planned Giving Program

According to the Survey Course on Fund Raising by NSFRE, planned
giving is the integration of sound personal, financial, and estate planning
concepts with the individual donor’s plans for lifetime giving.  The
purpose of planned giving for the institution is to secure larger gifts and
to increase the future stability of fund raising success.  Planned giving is
attractive to donors because these vehicles can involve certain tax
advantages.  For example, a life estate contract allows a donor who owns
a personal residence or a farm to receive current income tax reductions
for a future gift.  Bequests and other planned giving have become a more
important source of long-term revenue for organizations over the last 15
years, in part because organizations can no longer count on receiving
corporate gifts, as they had been able to do in the past.  Development
professionals agree that a significant growth area in fund raising will be
in planned gifts from individuals.

Nineteen of the 29 SUNY campuses indicated through our survey
questionnaire that they have a planned giving program.  Many of the
campuses we visited send out brochures on planned giving to potential
donors, and some also sponsor planned giving seminars.  However, seven
SUNY campuses reported receiving no planned gifts in 1995. (Three
additional campuses did not maintain planned giving records.)
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Only five of the CUNY 13 campuses indicated  that they have a planned
giving program. To make significant gains in its development profile,
CUNY should encourage campuses to make greater use of planned gifts
in their fund raising strategies.

7. Promote Good Relations with Corporations and Foundations

Cultivation, maintenance of relationships, and stewardship are as important
for corporate giving as they are for individual fund raising.  Corporations
give to institutions for their own self-interests.  For example, there is an
interdependent relationship between the institutions’ need for money to
produce educated people and the corporations’ need for educated people
to produce money.  Institutions should be aware of their own current and
potential ties with particular businesses through placement services,
alumni, employees, student internships, and faculty consulting.

The authors of The President and Fund Raising note that research must
be conducted to discover foundations with funding interests that match a
program’s nature and needs.  After that, an effective cultivation program
must be implemented.  Most foundations do not make gifts to institutions
unless they know them quite well.  The authors of The Campus Green:
Fund Raising in Higher Education further observe that foundations appear
to have conservative interests, tending to follow the lead of other, larger
foundations.

Sixteen of the 29 SUNY campuses indicated through our survey
questionnaire that they have a corporate gifts program and 13 have a
foundation gifts program.  Many of the campuses we visited indicated that
the competition for donations from corporations and grants from
foundations is fierce because New York State has many private institutions
to compete with for the same  monies. According to the September 1995
issue of The Chronicle of Higher Education, there are 314 colleges and
universities in New York State, of which 226 (72%) are private. In other
words, there is much competition for corporate support from institutions
which have traditionally claimed the largest share of private funds.
Therefore, it is very important for institutions like SUNY to cultivate the
support of these donors by establishing corporate and foundation gift
programs.

Only two of the CUNY campuses indicated that they did not have either
a corporate or foundation gifts program.  CUNY officials indicated that,
like SUNY, they feel that they are competing with New York State’s
many private institutions for donations from corporations and foundations.
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Two Additional
Best Practices

As noted earlier in this section, and elsewhere in our study, CUNY
Central Administration has had limited involvement in CUNY campuses’
fund raising efforts. Therefore, individual campus development offices
manage their own fund raising, with varying degrees of success, without
being able to compare their results to those of other CUNY colleges, or
find out how to improve these results.  During our discussions with
CUNY campus officials, some indicated that they believed central
coordination of fund raising efforts would be very helpful.  We agree with
them.  Other officials also suggested that increased support of the
president and involvement of the Board of Trustees at their institutions
would enhance their fund raising efforts.  The following two “best
practices,” then — while certainly good advice for SUNY and for all
institutions of higher education — are included here to address concerns
expressed to us by CUNY campus officials.

8. Coordinate Fund Raising Efforts

Each CUNY college has or is establishing a separately incorporated
foundation for fund raising purposes.  Some CUNY colleges have as
many as three not-for-profit foundations for fund raising.  CUNY Central
Administration did not receive an annual financial report from these
foundations or other fund raising entities at campuses (like alumni
associations), even though they are the main vehicles for private fund
raising at CUNY.  Central Administration does maintain a University
Trust and Gift Account for all restricted funds over a certain amount that
come directly to CUNY colleges (rather than the foundations).  However,
it did not maintain information on the total funds raised through private
gifts to foundations and associations.

CUNY Central had not been actively involved in fund raising practices of
the individual CUNY colleges.  It had not coordinated fund raising plans,
provided fund raising information on a systematic basis or provided
ongoing training and support to enhance the colleges’ fund raising
capabilities.  CUNY had sponsored an all-day Development Conference
in October 1994.

We believe it is important for CUNY Central Administration to establish
an office to coordinate development efforts and facilitate networking
among the CUNY schools.  This office could also be a contact point for
centrally purchasing membership in fund raising organizations.  A central
development office may also be helpful in obtaining funding from national
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organizations that are not interested in funding individual schools, but may
be interested in funding school systems. 

The establishment of a central development office also shows the
administration’s commitment to private fund raising as a function of
university-wide interest.  The Vice Chancellor for University Relations at
the University of California at Berkeley, a public institution listed by CAE
as the 18th most successful fund raiser in 1995, stated that not only must
development be strongly supported by the administration, but that it
(development) is one of the most important things the University
Chancellor does.  We believe the involvement and support of CUNY
Central Administration could act to enhance the image of the entire
system, and contribute greatly to the success of each college’s fund raising
efforts.

Response of CUNY Officials to Study: CUNY officials pointed out that
a half-day, CUNY-wide development conference was held on November
5, 1997.  In addition, CUNY officials stated that prior to this date, the
Director of Development met individually with college chief development
officers and continues to confer with each of them on a regular basis.
Similar CUNY-wide conferences are to be held once each semester.
CUNY officials reported that since April 1997, a University Director of
Development has been hired and efforts including successful solicitation
of scholarship funds, cultivation of potential private donors, and
collaboration with colleges on University-wide development initiatives have
taken place.

Auditor Comments: We commend CUNY for these efforts.

9. Increase the Support of the President and Involvement of the
Board of Trustees

In responding to our survey question as to the major reasons for its
success  in fund raising, one of the top public universities in fund raising
stated “great leadership from the president.”  This element in successful
fund raising allows all the other elements to take place. The Vice
Chancellor for University Relations of the University of California at
Berkeley told us that everyone is involved in fund raising at his university
system, from the chancellor to the alumni volunteers.

There were many mixed responses to our question about the level of
support development received from top CUNY campus officials. No
officials were actually willing to state that they did not have the support
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of the campus president. However, one high level campus official stated
that it was not the task of the schools to raise funds for brick and mortar.
He said that CUNY is a public system and should be funded by govern-
ment funds.  Some campus officials did note that upper level support has
increased over the past couple of years.

To increase the effectiveness of fund raising efforts, the Board of Trustees
of the affiliated foundations should have dedicated members who are very
involved in all development aspects of the school.  According to CUNY
officials from two of the three top fund raising campuses, it is also helpful
to have Board members with good name recognition who can add prestige
to fund raising efforts.  However, only four CUNY campuses indicated
they have Board of Trustee members who are very involved in the
development aspects of the school.

Response of CUNY Officials to Study: CUNY officials responded that
involvement at the highest level is a “best practice” and is necessary to
garner major gifts.  CUNY is researching the patterns of Central Office
staffing and Board involvement at major public universities in order to
propose a structure for CUNY.

SUNY officials have advised us that SUNY’s Board of Trustees have set
a development goal of $100 million annually by the year 2000. In
addition, the SUNY University Relations Office expects to hire a
professional fund raising firm to assist the campuses with meeting the
Board’s goal.
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Conclusion

We believe that both SUNY and CUNY can improve their fund raising
efforts to obtain better results. SUNY and CUNY are, respectively, the
first and third largest systems of comprehensive higher education in the
nation, and should be competitive with other colleges and universities in
the nation in their efforts to raise private funds.  SUNY and CUNY must
marshall their resources to establish development programs that can
maximize this additional, but important source of funds.  The greater the
amounts of private funds SUNY and CUNY campuses have at their
disposal, the greater the opportunities they will have to achieve excellence.
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Issues for Consideration

SUNY System Administration

1. SUNY System Administration should consider encouraging all its
campuses to carry out the fund raising best practices identified in
this study.

SUNY Campuses

2. SUNY campuses should consider pursuing the following steps to
improve fund raising performance: 

C make a commitment to fund raising by providing the
resources to support the necessary fund raising programs;

C make campus fund raising efforts an institutional priority;
and

C strive to meet the private fund raising averages of their
development and academic peers.

(SUNY officials responded that they will undertake some
immediate and some long-term steps to facilitate greater private
giving to the campuses.  Their plans include providing a
Development Manual that details development guidelines,
procedures and recommendations.  SUNY officials also indicated
that the University has set a goal of raising $100 million in annual
fund raising by the year 2000 and that System Administration is
poised to assist the campuses where needed to help meet this
goal.)

CUNY Central Administration

3. CUNY Central Administration should consider carrying out the
following steps to improve fund raising results:

C establish a central development office as a resource of
fund raising ideas and information for all CUNY
campuses;

C provide campuses with the needed resources to fund
development programs;

C provide leadership and guidance to CUNY campuses in
the area of private fund raising;
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Issues for Consideration (continued)

C ensure that each CUNY campus has at least one full-time
staff dedicated to development at all times;

C require campuses to report the results of private fund
raising, from all sources, to a central development office;
and

C encourage all CUNY campuses to carry out the fund
raising best practices identified in this study.

CUNY Campuses

4. CUNY campuses should consider working together effectively to
raise private funds.

5. CUNY campuses should strive to meet the fund raising averages
of their development and academic peers.

(CUNY officials responded that its newly created Office of
Development will be a resource of fund raising ideas for all
CUNY campuses, and it will consider the best ways to provide
the campuses with the resources they need to fund development
programs. Officials acknowledged the importance of coordination
of campus efforts to identify prospects for multi-campus projects
and avoid sending competing proposals to corporations and
foundations.  CUNY officials also indicated the Office of
Development will be responsible for collecting fund raising data
from the campuses and reporting the data to national associations,
such as CAE.)
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