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Online demographics: age

Fig. 3: 2006 Median Donors by Age
As Percentage of Total File
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Note: percentages for non-online and online donors w ill not necessarily add up to 100%, as each is a median of the
percentages of the 12 participating organizations.




Online demographics: income

Fig. 4: 2006 Median Donors by Household Income
As Percentage of Total File
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Note: percentages for non-online and online donors wi ill not necessarily add up to 100%, as eachis a
median of the percentages of the 12 participating organizations.




Internet serves primarily as an
acquisition tool



Online & multi-channel donors give

larger gifts

Fig. 5: 2006 Median
Average Gift
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Online donors: I1t’s not all rosy

Fig. 13: 2006 Median Retention Rate
For Donors Acquired in 2005
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* Online-acquired donors are really
hard to renew — horrible retention rate
* Online fundraising still accounts for a really
small proportion of fundraising efforts for
most organizations (| %)
So, why do it?!?




Online fundraising: Why do it?

* Email and the internet are very good at tying
everything else together

* They support other forms of giving

* |t works so well, it’s often confusing!

— DMA: 33% of donors go online before making a
gift through some other channel (other studies say

more)
— Convio: 50%+ of online gifts are “online white
mail”



Online engagement: Everybody’s still
figuring it out

e Donors don’t even know:

— Self-identified web donors:
* 47% give via direct mail vs. 37% online

— Online activists:
* 57% give via direct mail vs. 42% give online
* The for-profit world also confused:

— J. Crew stopped printing and mailing of its catalog when
online sales eclipsed catalog sales. Online sales plummeted.

— Sharper Image retail store sales skyrocketed when a
catalog was mailed. The catalog division now gets credit.



Online Fundraising: So what do we know?

* Constituents are operating in “multi-channel mode”
— Our constituents expect to be able to interact with us when and how
they want. And we can’t control it!
 Each communications channel influences another’s
performance

— Direct mail recipients may choose to research or transact their gift
online

— Traditional direct mail donors may continue or expand their support
because of email newsletters and online engagement

* Donors and customers have come to expect anything they
can do offline, they should be able to do online.

— They will find you.



Buzzword Alert:
‘Integrated’ & ‘Multi-Channel
Marketing

* Understand your tools: some are used to send a message
(outbound) while others are used to transact a gift (inbound);
some can do both

Direct Mail Advertising

—
Email |:>
¢—

Telemarketing

Direct Response
Broadcast

The Internet

111



Home page

Integrated Direct
Response

Fundraising at work ©

Direct Mail

VOF Landing page (donation form)



Start with Direct Mail

Traditional Direct Mail

This vital component of your
fundraising effort is still the
most important part of any
appeal. It's the vehicle
through which the majority of
members will be touched and
how the majority of revenue
will be raised. It arrives in
your member’s mailbox,
bringing a timely,
personalized message.



Use Email to Support the

public broadcasting
for northem california

KQE

< Email

This electronic companion to your
traditional direct mail piece
reinforces the personalized
message and provides convenient
links to a special landing page on
your station’s website. The
landing page (donation form) also
supports the direct mail message
and gives the member the ability
to donate online.

Same colors as the direct mail
piece.

Same look and feel as direct mail
piece by sharing design elements.

Landing Page (Donation Form) >

The outgoing email links your
recipients directly to a specially
designed page on your website
which gives them a convenient
way to give online. Once a gift is
made, an auto-reply is
immediately sent to your donor,
you don’t have to do a thing
except count the responses and
dollars.

Message



The Web is a vital way to respond

Website integration is of even greater importance
than email, providing clear and easy options to give
online. Links will serve to attract those inspired to
give after receiving direct mail and/or email, as well
as those who venture to an organization’s website on
their own.

Add Gift and Lapsed campaigns are prominently
displayed on home page, support and membership
pages. Links lead visitors to the donation forms seen
on previous slides.

< Home page

Support page >

< Membership
page



Case Study - Thirteen/WNET

* Direct Mail-to-Web
(10 Part Series)

e 3-Part Email Series
* Simple Links from the Web

‘ Direct Mail ‘

FROM THE
WEB

‘ Online renewal program ‘

‘ Email-to-Web ‘

Direct Mail 16%
Email 19%
FROM THE WEB 65%




Case Study - Prospect Park

* |t doesn’t have to be complicated

Prospect ParkqP

— 1 Online

1 Mail




Case Study - Humane Society of the
United States

Humane Society Legislative Fund, lobbying for the Federal
“PETS” Act

Set-up four communication streams
— Email appeal-only

— Direct mail-only

— Pre-email, followed by direct mail

— Direct mail, followed by email

Also segmented by source and recency
— DM-acquired
— Internet-Acquired (with Katrina subgroup)
— Advocates (non-donors)
— 0-6 months vs. 6-12 months



Case Study - Humane Society of the
United States

* Pre- and Post-emails were different versions
— Pre-email: “Look for this envelope in your inbox”

— Post-email: “Did you receive my letter in the mail?”

* Direct mail piece used ‘vanity URL’ on the reply-device: “To
make your gift
go to work faster,
donate online using
our easy, secure
form at
www.fund.org/pets



Case Study - Humane Society of the
United States

Conclusions

* Integrated messaging provides significant lift, with highest lift in
DM/post email stream
— Was the highest net $$ for both DM and Internet-acquired donors

* Net revenue per thousand
is best in the email-only
stream (because there
was no expense)

* There were only 3

responses to the
‘vanity’ URL



Why Integration works

* By repeating the direct mail message, the donor is
reminded about the need instead of introducing a
new concept

* Each medium does what it does best:
— DM: Traditional letter to make the case
— Email: Urgency
— Telemarketing: A warm, personal message
— Online: A convenient way to respond / research

e The coordination assures the donor that the
organization is serious and well-organized



Online & multi-channel donors have
higher value

Fig. 9: Median Three-Year
Lifetime Value (2004-2006)
of Donors Acquired in 2004
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Fig. 12: 2006 Median
Revenue per Donor
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Online giving results aren’t well
integrated*

Fig. 10: Channel Migration of Donors Acquired in 2005
# Median % Giving Online
Median % Giving via Mail
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* This is a self-fulfilling prophecy because NO
ONE IS REPORTING RESULTS
CORRECTLY!



Think campaigns, not appeals

See appeals the way donors see them -- not as
isolated direct mail, email or phone initiatives, but as
a flow of information offering a choice of ways to
help.

People will respond however it is most convenient at
the moment.

Plan at the beginning, not last minute (Don’t forget!)
Make a calendar
Chart out the entire program



Chart out your entire program

SEPTEMBER '07
S

:Pledge Drives :Mai\ Dates

OCTOBER '07
S M

WXYZ - FY08 MAIL SCHEDULE
:Holidays Observed

=il ates

-Home Page Promo

DM = Direct Mail

-Renewal Drop

NOVEMBER '07
S M

DECEMBER '07
S

M T W T F S |T W T F S T W T F S M T w T F S
29 1 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 1
2 3 4 5 6 7 B 7 8 9 10 |12 12 |13 4 |5 3 7 8 9 10 2 3 g 6 7 8
9 10 [z [13  [12 |15 14 16 |17 |18 [19 |20 11 12 |13 |14  [15 [16 |7 9 10 |12 12 [:8 [ |15
16 17 |18 |19 [20 [22|22 21 22 |23 [22 |25 27 18 19 |20 [21 |22 24
23 25 26 27 28 29 28 29 30 31 25 26 27 28 29 30
30
8/29 DM ACQ1, LP1, AG1, Basic and ML 10/2 DM AG3 Basic, LP3 11/21 DM AG1 Basic & ML, LP1, ACQ1 12/4 Integrated Email ACQ1, AG1 Basic & ML, LP1
9/11 Integrated Email AG1 Basic ML, LP1 10/2 Integrated Email AG2 Basic & ML, LP2 11/23 Renewal Drop 12/5 DM AG2 Basic, LP2, ACQ2
9/19 DM AG2 Basic & ML, LP2, ACQ2 10/15 Integrated Email AG3 Basic 12/17 - 2/29/08 Home Page Promo
9/21 Renewal Drop 10/26 Renewal Drop 12/18  Integrated Email AG2 Basic, LP2
9/24 - 11/30 Home Page Promo 12/21  Renewal Drop
12/26  End-of-Year Email to ALL
JANUARY '08 FEBRUARY '08 MARCH '08 APRIL '08
S M T W T F |s S M T W T F S S M T W T F S S M T W T F |s
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 1 1 2 3 4 5
6 7 8 9 10 |11 |12 3 4 |5 3 7 8 9 2 3 4 B 7 8 6 7 8 9 10 |1z |12
13 14 15 16 17 18 19 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 13 14 15 16 17 18 19
26 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 21 22 20 21 22 23 24 26
A” ”led la are 22 25 |26 |27 |28 |29 | 28 |29 27 |28 |22 [0
- 2/22 DM ACQ1, LP1, AG1 Basic & ML 3/5 Integrated Email LP1, AG1 Basic & ML 4/25 Renewal Drop
coordinated to have |« 2% menewsitrp 3 OWiee G B
3/14 DM ACQ2
3/17 - 5/19 Home Page Promo
t e g reatest 3/19 Integrated Email LP2, AG2 Basic & ML
3/21 DM LP3, AG3 Basic
b . d . 3/21 Renewal Drop
compinedad in IpaCt > JUNE '08 JULY '08 AUGUST '08
S S M W I_T F S S M T W T F S S M T W T F S
a 3 1 2 4 5 6 7 1 2 3 4 5 1 2
4 5 6 7 8 9 10 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
11 14 |15 [16 |17 15 ‘ 19 |20 |21 13 14 |15 |16 |17 [18 |19 10 |1z 2 |13 [14 |15 16
18 19 20 21 22 24 22 23 24 25 26 28 20 21 22 23 24 26 17 18 19 20 21 23
25 26 27 28 29 30 31 29 30 27 28 30 31 24 25 26 27 28 29 30
31
5/1 DM AG1 Basic & ML 6/3 Integrated Email AG2 Basic & ML, LP1 7117 DM AG Basic & ML (TBC) 8/22 Renewal Drop
5/12 -5/29 Home Page AG, LP, ACQ 6/5 DM ACQ2, LP2, AG3 Basic 7125 Renewal Drop 8127 FY09: DM AG1 Basic & ML, LP1, ACQ1
5/13 Integrated Email AG1 Basic 6/16 - 7/25 Homepage AG, LP, ACQ 7125 - 9/8 (FY09) Homepage AG, LP, ACQ
5/22 DM ACQ1, AG2 Basic & ML, LP1 6/17 Integrated Email LP2 7129 Integrated Email AG (if 7/17 is Mailed)
5/23 Renewal Drop 6/27 Renewal Drop
June 18, 2007




Test, test, test

Test: Unlike direct mail, email response results come
in 24-48 hours, and reconfiguration is easy

Every email drop is a potential opportunity to test a
variable with your constituent base — use it

Don’t forget what you already know



Things to test

Timing

— Event, before or after, day/time of day
Subject line

— Straightforward, tease, include appeal
From line

— Sender: org or person

Length/Use of images

These things may also affect deliverability.



Reporting

Report response in an integrated way too: Don’t judge only
by original channel

The technical requirements of truly tracking and testing
response across all reply devices often makes this very

difficult

Usually in an organization, disparate units control various
channels of the fundraising program

— Internet activities should not be managed as a technology function any
more than direct mail should

Give ‘soft’ credit to everyone responsible



The Democratization of Philanthropy
and the Internet

The “old” Internet is readable; the “new’” internet is writable

User-created content without filtering by authority
— Very close to the original intent of the WWWV developers

Technology provides donors with a greater voice in the
decisions of charities

Nonprofits used to control which programs received funding,
now donors are armed with an endless supply of information
and expect to direct their own money



Kiva.org

* Micro-financing

* The donor chooses who to
help

* 100% of the donation goes
to the recipient

* You can also support Kiva
directly

* They use myspace, etc.



Globalgiving.org

* Straightforward project budgets
are detailed

* Exact money needed is raised
and other similar projects are
shown (like Amazon)

* Communications with project
managers

* Reports are required every 3 - 4
months



American Express - The Members
Project



Viral Campaigns

* “Tell-a-friend”, quizzes,
games, surveys, polls, e-
cards, contests, giveaways,
video

* Functionality that allows —
and preferably, encourages
— donors and email
recipients to forward the
email or advocacy or
fundraising campaign to

their friends and colleagues
Be mine!



Advocacy Campaigns



Personal Pages

* This NYU student
created a page for his
friends to sponsor his
participation in the ACS
Relay for Life.

— Lets him establish
his own goal

— Allows donors to
get credit

— He contacts his own
personal list of
friends and
associates

— Best of all, it reflects
his own unique
personality



MySpace & Facebook “Widgets”

* A Chipln widget is essentially a
miniature application that allows you
to ask for money on blogs, online
communities, and other websites.

* Enables bloggers to create an
interactive widget that allows them to
raise money directly through blogs
and other social media.

* Allows non-profit organizations to
engage a distributed network of supporters
in “blograising” campaigns for major
fundraising efforts.



Care2

* “MySpace for adults”

* Over 9 million
registered users

* |[ndicate the issues
you care about

 Multiple Web 2.0
features

» Connect users to
organizations
through emails, ads
and sponsorships



Don’t go crazy

Katherine Miller, United Nations Foundation

9

“Don’t get sucked into the tech movement of the moment
— The majority of revenue still comes in checks in the mail
— Develop of strategy of relevant old and new media

“Technology is just another word for grassroots”

— Think about where and who your supporters are and pick the
technology that fits -- not the other way around

“Keep your message and campaigns simple.”

— Online is not the time to promote the grandeur of your mission, the
genius of your programs, etc.



Making it easy - a self-assessment

Donate to your own organization through a mail appeal and then make a
gift online. Which was easier?

Are there convenient, visible navigation links throughout your website for
visitors to donate and sign up for email?

Talk to your donors! Ask them what they find the most and least
convenient about donating to your charity. What projects are most
important to them. Ask them to identify their favorite online groups.

Provide tools to your supporters so they can easily invite others. And for
them to raise money on your behalf.

Have volunteers monitor relevant online communities.

Allow your donors to choose a specific area or project to support. Give
them feedback on the impact of their gift in terms that are specific and not
merely thematic.

Be transparent about reporting and governance online — start with your
Form 990.



Resources

* Your Peers:
Sign up for as many nonprofit email
lists as you can

* Data/Research:
Target Analysis Group
www.targetanalysis.com

* General Mktg Strategy:
Marketing Sherpa
www.marketingsherpa.com
ClickZ
www.clickz.com
Carl Bloom Associates
www.carlbloom.com

* Deliverability:

ReturnPath
www.returnpath.net
Pivotal Veracity
www.pivotalveracity.com
Habeas
www.habeas.com

Technology:
N-TEN
www.nten.org

Applications:
Convio (GetActive)
Wwww.convio.com



Another Resource

Me:
Luke Vander Linden
718-833-8967
luke@carlbloom.com



