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Introduction

When someone mentions naming rights these days,
you can’t help but notice the reaction from others
in the room. It seems as though a week doesn’t pass
without a major news story telling the tale of an-
other named gift or other naming rights deal. Nam-
ing rights have emerged as a hot topic for discussion
and taken on strategic importance for fundraisers.

As with most things in life, you have to give
something of significance if you want to get some-
thing significant in return. The commodity of
choice for nonprofits has become naming rights
to their tangible properties and endowment funds.
“Cash is king,” so the business saying goes, and
fundraising leaders haven’t ignored the lesson. A
named gift or sponsorship can be worth millions
of dollars. As a result, naming rights have become
an integral part of fundraising plans, whether a non-
profit is in or out of a campaign.

The use of giving or naming opportunities in
a fundraising campaign was once deemed to be
reserved for the upper echelon of nonprofit enti-
ties. Now, however, the tactic has spread through-
out the sector. A growing number of nonprofits,

xiii



xiv Introduction

municipalities, and other groups are willing to grant
naming rights in exchange for financial considera-
tions. From conservation groups to the Salvation
Army, from school districts and private schools to
YM/YWCAs, fundraising campaigns include the
offer of naming rights for tangible and intangible
assets of all shapes and sizes.

And the practice is growing fast. In 1997, only
two universities in the United States were in the
midst of billion-dollar fundraising drives. As of De-
cember 2007, there were more than 30. Each one of
those campaigns features a wide assortment of giv-
ing or naming opportunities for prospective donors,
ranging from naming a campus or a college to nam-
ing a scholarship endowment fund. With naming
gifts available for prices ranging from thousands
of dollars to millions, naming/giving opportuni-
ties have become the commodities of choice in the
current era. And although traditionally these nam-
ing rights were transferred to an individual, pri-
vate foundation, corporation, or other benefactor
in perpetuity, that, too, is changing.

Giving or naming opportunities (the terms are
used interchangeably) and their price tags are the
topics I will examine with you. This book is written
for professional fundraising staff in nonprofit orga-
nizations who live in a world where the competition
for the fundraising dollar has become more intense.
As the dollar amounts of the campaigns creep ever
higher, the nature of the ask for a major gift has
changed to one that is based more on the relation-
ship between donor and recipient than on modest
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direct mail solicitations that seek to evoke an emo-
tional response.

WHAT PRICE FOR NAMING
RIGHTS?

Over the last several years, I have been conduct-
ing The National Survey of Naming Opportunities and
Named Gifts. To date, my research has collected
more than 32,000 entries from the United States
and Canada. The information was gathered by do-
ing desktop enquiries using the Internet, conduct-
ing telephone interviews, and reviewing hard-copy
campaign reports. The results suggest that the non-
profit sector often struggles with the notion of ap-
propriate ask amounts for naming rights.

There are many similarities between completing
the sale of a residential property and completing
the negotiation of a gift to a nonprofit with naming
rights attached. The most important point in both
scenarios is setting the asking price.

How much should you ask to name a building
or an endowment? That has become the million-
dollar question. The properties owned by nonprof-
its, commonly referred to as naming opportunities, can
be worth millions of dollars. Publishing an appro-
priate ask amount that reflects the current market
conditions for a designated asset can be the differ-
ence between “making the sale,” as they say in the
real estate business, or having your property stay on
the market.
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Allow me to share a story with you. Last sum-
mer, I was on my way to Chicago to make a
presentation on emerging trends in naming op-
portunities to the Association of Professional Re-
searchers for Advancement (www.aprahome.org),
an industry group made up of research staff. I was
riding in an O’Hare Airport shuttle heading down-
town. As I casually chatted with fellow passengers,
I was asked what kind of work I do, and I said
research on naming rights. I was surprised at the
level of interest and passionate opinions this subject
brought out in my fellow passengers. Normally, the
route from O’Hare into downtown Chicago via the
heavily congested expressway system seems like it
takes forever, but not on this day.

No sooner had I said the words “naming rights”
than one passenger jumped right in, with noted
disdain in her voice, to take the moral high road
on the subject of universities selling naming rights.
The lady’s traveling companion added her own
short affirmations from time to time, acknowledg-
ing that her friend was right on the mark in her
opinion. Their comments reminded me of sim-
ilar words coming from the mainstream media.
For the umpteenth time, I listened to what I felt
were uninformed and biased opinions that nam-
ing rights were all about corporate giants coming
in and compromising the integrity of an institu-
tion just so it could fatten its wallet. This went on
for several minutes. She summed up her protests,
stating rhetorically “. . . why can’t we go back to
the way things were before?” Talk about shooting
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the messenger! I felt like I had a bull’s-eye on my
chest.

I paused for a moment before replying. “Do you
want the new library, the state-of-the-art medical
school, more scholarship money for aspiring stu-
dents? How about the medical equipment that will
be part of that new hospital? Funding shortfalls from
government are on the rise, and nonprofit organiza-
tions have looked inward to find new ways to raise
the funds they need. Where else is the money going
to come from?” My question did not get a reply.

I continued, “Nonprofit organizations have tan-
gible properties that have value. Each one of these
properties is a ‘naming opportunity’ that can be
marketed by nonprofit organizations. Each naming
opportunity—a hospital, a school, an area within
the library—is a unique property worth money to
the nonprofit entity. In appreciation for a cash gift
or multiyear pledge, nonprofit institutions, a group
that includes the largest universities and colleges in
the country, have traditionally thanked the donor
by placing the donor’s name on the facility or en-
dowment to commemorate the gift.”

Naming rights come after the fact. I asked them,
“Where would the money would come from, if not
from the sale of naming rights? Do you think people
would be willing to pay higher taxes instead?” No
reply. It was a quiet ride the rest of the way into
Chicago.

I remember thinking to myself that nonprofit
groups, especially the well-known universities, hos-
pitals, museums, and others that receive high-profile
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named gifts and sponsorships, really need to do a
better job of educating the community about what
they will do with the money. It’s about stewardship.
But we’ll discuss that later in the book.

Competition is what’s driving us down the road
to more, better, best. And our competition is on
a global scale, fostered by the increasing demands
of our own up-tempo lifestyles. Education is con-
sidered one of the keys to winning the fight in
the global village. The United States’ aging pop-
ulation is retiring, with increasing numbers leav-
ing the workforce every year. The demand on the
younger generations is growing exponentially as a
result. The entire education sector is racing to bring
improved and increased capacity online as soon as
possible to meet the demands for a better-educated
workforce. As they do so, new fundraising cam-
paigns have emerged to finance the growth that
comes from replacing old and outdated facilities and
expanding to meet the demand for state-of-the-art
engineering, medical, and computer-related edu-
cation programs that were not even in existence
10 years ago.

Funding these new facilities and offering the
accompanying scholarship support takes a lot of
money. Government sources and bond issues cover
only so much; the rest has to come from private
sources. This is where we can see how the nam-
ing opportunities fit into the nonprofit fundraising
plan. Nonprofits can sell the naming rights to phys-
ical properties that can be seen and touched, as well
as to endowments gifts, to get the funds they need to
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accomplish their goals. But every now and then, a
surprise benefactor comes along and makes a trans-
formational gift.

A NONPROFIT NAMED GIFT:
LIKE WINNING THE LOTTERY

As you read these pages, consider this notion: Land-
ing a top-of-the-pile naming rights deal for a non-
profit organization is better than winning the
lottery. Really! Six-, seven-, eight- and nine-figure
naming gifts have a transformational impact on
nonprofit organizations.

Every time an organization signs a naming rights
deal, that organization is forever transformed by the
impact of the amount of money now at their dis-
posal. Making an ask for a large philanthropic gift
or sponsorship is never a sure thing. The best in-
tentions of a would-be donor have been known
not to materialize into an actual gift for any num-
ber of reasons or unexpected events. So on the day
a big check arrives at the nonprofit’s door, there is
cause for celebration. Many of the gifts large enough
to earn naming rights often help elevate the op-
erational effectiveness of the organization. It’s bet-
ter than winning the lottery in a random draw of
chance. Effectively, a large monetary gift means that
someone stepped up and said “Yes, I believe in what
you are doing and what you are going to do with
my money. Here is my check.”
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For the nonprofit’s staff, the naming rights gift is
a validation for the hard work they have done and
plan to do in the future. It’s an indirect vote of confi-
dence that helps fuel morale for the ongoing mission
and the vision of the organization as a whole.

At times they get to pay off debt, sometimes all
of it. They get to build new buildings, expand the
delivery of programs and services, and push forward
in their efforts to serve the greater good. And unlike
lottery winners in many countries, they don’t have
to pay taxes on the newfound money.

Putting naming rights on the market has become
an easy decision. It’s so commonplace these days that
the marketplace for these commodities is extending
to previously unheard-of naming opportunities.

PRIVATE SECTOR BOUNTY

In the private sector, investors can compare naming
rights between one venue and the next by devel-
oping an apples-to-apples comparison. Generally,
you are provided with the statistics for a venue such
as a stadium or arena; you can examine the de-
mographics regarding who attends events and with
what frequency. Blend the number of events and
the estimated swirl in the projected number of bot-
toms in seats for those events, and you can identify
what I call the Class One candidates for brand name
publicity.

One other factor has an enormous impact on
the market value of naming rights. As real estate
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agents have so often said about residential property,
“location, location, location” is the number one
factor is determining the market value of a property.
And so it is with naming rights as well.

MAKING USE OF THIS
INFORMATION

Think of this book as a portable Manager’s Toolbox
on naming rights. As we examine recent events, we
can see that the tide is turning towards a broader
acceptance of the private sector model for naming
rights and the creation of a new realm within the
nonprofit sector.

For the most part, the nonprofit sector looks at
naming rights and naming opportunities through a
different lens than the private sector. In the pages
of this book, we will examine naming rights from
these two distinctly different, yet somewhat similar,
points of view. We will look at private sector naming
rights from megadeals for professional sports venues
to local examples that exemplify corporate partner-
ship. At the other end of the spectrum, we’ll exam-
ine contemporary snapshots of the nonprofit sector,
including universities, colleges, hospitals, museums,
environmental groups, and a wide assortment of
other organizations.

When you have turned the last page, I hope to
have shared with you insights and perspectives that
clarify the issues, answer your questions, and urge
you to learn more.
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Escalating Price Tags For
High-Profile Properties

Let’s set the stage for our discussion of naming
rights by examining one of the most significant
trends in the marketplace: escalating price tags
for high-profile properties. This is one of the
top three trends I see that is having the greatest
impact on the nonprofit sector as mentioned in my
presentation to the AFP National Conference of
Philanthropy, 2008 in San Diego and part of my
PowerPoint presentation available online at the Web
site www.supportingadvancement.com.

There are two distinct sectors offering marquee
properties: the private sector and the nonprofit sec-
tor. They are linked at the hip, so to speak, both
by association with naming rights and by the mar-
ket forces at work today. Supply and demand, the
most fundamental of economic theories, appear to
be at the center of any discussion of what price
tag to place on naming opportunities. As you look
around at your own organization and those of your

1
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peers, you’ll find that there is a limited supply of
high-profile properties available today.

Why is that? Historical choices made in years
gone by limit the availability of high-profile proper-
ties today, because traditionally, naming rights were
granted in perpetuity. If we use a university cam-
pus as our example, there is only one school of
medicine, one school of business, engineering, law,
etc. The supply is limited, and once a naming gift
has been received, each one of those named high-
profile properties is off the market.

One of the most curious aspects about naming
rights and the trends I have seen in the market is that
naming activity seems to have peaks and valleys. A
key attribute within this trend is the sharp upward
spike in the dollar value of the named gifts received.

HIGH-PROFILE NAMING
OPPORTUNITIES IN THE

NONPROFIT SECTOR

Named Schools of Business

A lot of variables go into the formula for establishing
the asking price of high-value properties, such as a
school of business. Take a look at Exhibit 1.1, which
lists the dollar value and the year of naming gifts to
universities during the 1990s.

Of the 80 named business schools in my sur-
vey, 37 (46%) were named with a private gift (i.e.,
the donor asked the institution not to reveal the
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EXHIBIT 1.1 Named Business Schools in the 1990s

University of Southern California—Marshall
School of Business (1997) Los Angeles, CA

$35 million

University of Iowa—Tippie College of Business
(1999) Iowa City, IA

$30 million

New York University—Stern School of
Business (1988) New York, NY

$30 million

University of South Carolina—Moore School
of Business (1998) Columbia, SC

$25 million

Indiana University—Kelley School of Business
(1997) Bloomington, IN

$23 million

University of Denver—Daniels College of
Business (1999) Denver, CO

$22 million

University of Oklahoma—Price College of
Business (1997) Tulsa, OK

$18 million

University of Kentucky—Gatton College of
Business and Economics (1996) Lexington, KY

$17 million

University of Maryland—Smith School of
Business (1998) College Park, MD

$15 million

University of Alabama—Culverhouse College
of Commerce and Business Administration
(1998) Tuscaloosa, AL

$14.5 million

Georgia State University—Robinson College
of Business (1997) Atlanta, GA

$10 million

Bradley University—Foster College of Business
(1994) Peoria, IL

$7.5 million

Source: Dig In Research 2007 Inc., National Survey of Naming Opportunities
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dollar amount of the gift). That means we know
the dollar amount of the naming gift for 63% of
the 80 business schools. Most would agree this is
a representative sample from which we can draw
conclusions and make fairly accurate predictions.

Exhibit 1.2 lists the business schools named since
the year 2000. You will notice a dramatic jump
in the dollar values of the named gifts received. It
is worth noting the distribution of which schools
landed naming gifts, sometimes less than 10 years
later than their peer institutions. The upward shift-
ing trends suggest many things, including how the
perceived value of a named school has changed so
dramatically over the last decade.

EXHIBIT 1.2 Named Business Schools since 2000

Stanford University—Knight Management
Center (2006) Palo Alto, CA

$105 million

University of Michigan—Ross School of
Business (2004) Ann Arbor, MI

$100 million

University of Wisconsin at
Madison—School of Business to remain un
named for 20 years (2007) Madison, WI

$85 million

Carnegie Mellon University—Tepper
School of Business (2004) Pittsburgh, PA

$55 million

University of Washington, Seattle—Foster
School of Business (2007) Seattle, WA

$50 million

Johns Hopkins University—Carey
Business School (2006) Baltimore, OH

$50 million
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University of Texas at Austin—McCombs
School of Business (2000) Austin, TX

$50 million

University of Houston—Bauer College
of Business (2000) Houston, TX

$40 million

University of Tampa—Sykes College of
Business (2000) Tampa, FL

$38 million

University of Colorado—Leeds School of
Business (2001) Denver, CO

$35 million

College of William and Mary—Mason
School of Business (2005) Williamsburg,
VA

$30 million

University of California, Irvine—Merage
School of Business (2005) Irvine, CA

$30 million

Northern Arizona University—Franke
College of Business (2007) Flagstaff, AZ

$25 million

University of Hawaii—Shidler College of
Business (2006) Honolulu, HI

$25 million

St. Mary’s University—Greehey School
of Business (2005) San Antonio, TX.

$25 million

California State University,
Fullerton—Mihaylo College of Business
and Economics (2008) Fullerton, CA

$30 million

Ball State University—Miller College of
Business (2003) Muncie, IN

$17 million

University of Washington,
Tacoma—Milgard School of Business
(2007) Tacoma, WA

$15 million

(Continued)
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EXHIBIT 1.2 (Continued)

Texas A&M Universtity—Mays Business
School (2005) College Station, TX

$15 million

University of Wisconsin,
Milwaukee—Lubar School of Business
(2006) Milwaukee, WI

$10 million

Rowan University—Rohrer College of
Business (2005) Glassboro, NJ

$10 million

Source: Dig In Research 2007 Inc., National Survey of Naming Opportunities

Wow! What a difference a decade can make!
That’s 21 named schools of business since the year
2000. The last six entries would have ranked highly
among named gifts just 10 years earlier.

As the years go by, the supply of high-profile
properties—in this case, schools of business—has
been diminishing, which has helped to drive up
the asking amount to name the schools. Except for
one university, just one.

BUSINESS SCHOOL TO GO
UNNAMED FOR 20 YEARS
AFTER $85 MILLION GIFT

What’s in a name? Interesting question these days,
especially in the higher education sector.

On Friday, October 26th, the University of
Wisconsin, Madison announced a most unusual gift to
its Business School. It seems that a number of alumni
had gotten together to make a group gift to the school.
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That’s not too unusual these days as class gifts and other
informal groups have banded together to support a
common interest. With this group of UW–Madison
supporters, the minimum buy-in was a no-nonsense
$5 million commitment. They call themselves the
Wisconsin Naming Partnership. The gift they made
to the university was $85 million.

In today’s marketplace $85 million buys you some
latitude with regard to naming rights. That was
precisely what the Wisconsin Naming Partnership
wanted. Their gift came with one caveat, that the
School of Business shall go unnamed for a single donor
or entity for the next 20 years. In the big scheme of
things, this gift of $85 million ranks #3 all time in
publicly announced gifts to a school of business.

According to my research, over 80 Schools/
Colleges of Business have been named across the USA
dating back to 1881 when the University of Pennsyl-
vania named the Wharton School of Business for a
private gift. Over the years many other universities
have also received private gifts to name the business
school including MIT, Notre Dame, University of
Arkansas and Dartmouth College.

There are a lot of ways we can look at this event.
On the one hand we have a committed group of
alumni with a passion for their school of business and
the financial means to support it. As individuals no
one member of the group could have pulled this off,
but together they were able to do what many would
have said was impossible.

Pooling their resources together to collect $85 mil-
lion was a remarkable feat unto itself. Requesting that
their business school remain unnamed for the next
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twenty years is unprecedented. It’s interesting to note
that the request was not to leave the school of business
unnamed in perpetuity, something the group could
have asked for given the dollar amount of their gift.

Twenty years from now the University of
Wisconsin—Madison will have a renewable asset
coming of age. Perhaps then there will be a naming
donor, or fast forward twenty years and see that the
tradition established in 2007 is something so unique
and revered by the university, alumni, and friends
that a second Wisconsin Naming Partnership group is
formed to continue what began today. An interesting
pivot and turn in the grand scheme of things don’t
you think?

How many others will follow the lead of the
University of Wisconsin–Madison and have unnamed
schools for a limited time contract period? How many
other donors will shift to the contrarian path and
make an unnamed gift to a university, college, hos-
pital, museum or other favorite charity just because
they can?

The large anonymous gift is not unheard of. On
May 30, 2007, the University of Chicago announced
an anonymous $100-million gift from an alumnus
who preferred to avoid the spotlight and not have his
(or her) name revealed, nor receive any sort of named
recognition. The magnanimous gift was directed
towards undergraduate student aid and announced by
the university’s president, Robert Zimmer, to kick off
a $400 million campaign. The joy comes in the giving.

In Erie, Pennsylvania, a town of 100,000 that
has struggled since the closure of the iron and steel
plants in the community, Christmas came early on
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November 13, 2007. Some 46 charities met that day at
the offices of the Erie Community Foundation to hear
the news of an anonymous gift of $100 million. The
executive director of the Foundation, Mitch Batch-
elor, is sworn to secrecy and apparently answered all
enquires with only a smile.

Earlier in 2007, Washington and Lee University
president Kenneth Ruscio made a surprise announce-
ment during the convocation ceremony on June 7.
The liberal arts college had been given a $100-million
gift, one of the largest ever made in to such a school
in the United States, by an anonymous donor.

Such generosity is not just a passing fancy or whim
by the recent rich. On May 7, 2001, Johns Hopkins
University announced an anonymous gift of $100 mil-
lion to its Bloomberg School of Public Health. The
donor requested that the funds go towards developing
new vaccines and drugs for malaria. At the time, this
was the largest gift ever for a single purpose.

The Southwestern Medical Center at the Uni-
versity of Texas received a wonderful surprise late in
2003. A $50 million gift arrived from an anonymous
donor for the Dallas-based group in early November
to help top a $300-million fundraising campaign that
was underway at the time.

These are just a few of many examples of
anonymous gifts made by donors who prefer to go
unnamed. At a time when universities are pressing
forward with ambitious fundraising campaigns and
offering their most precious commodities, naming
rights to a school or college in return for a mega gift,
this initiative is so unique in nature that it deserves its
fifteen minutes of fame.
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The University of Wisconsin–Madison’s unnam-
ing gift sent shock waves through the ranks of higher
education fundraisers. I spoke with the senior devel-
opment staff at one of the top 25 universities shortly
after the announcement, and it was suggested that the
university, the recent recipient of a large named gift,
was pausing to think more about its own naming poli-
cies. It only takes one stone to send ripples through
the pond.

Legacy gifts by individuals and foundations have
risen substantially over the past several years. Cor-
porations, too, are stepping up their involvement
on campus with naming gifts for athletic facilities,
endowments, and other facilities. Corporate dollars
have been an integral part of higher education for
decades, but they have traditionally been given in
the sponsored-programs area, dedicated to research
efforts. Corporate America has recently begun to take
a closer look at how to leverage the money they give to
universities and other nonprofit organizations from a
brand-building point of view. With an ever-shrinking
pool of pro sports venues that offer high-profile brand
name marketing and business development opportu-
nities, corporate eyes have swiveled towards the next
tier down in the naming rights marketplace. We can
expect to see a surge in new deals with hospitals, per-
forming arts, museums, school boards, community
colleges, and especially universities and colleges, in
2008 and beyond.

Adapted from Terry Burton’s article, Business School to go Unnamed
for 20 Years After $85 Million Gift, www.supportingadvancement
.com, 2007.

|
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How will this event impact the fundraising
strategies of major universities? Will the Univer-
sity of Wisconsin–Madison stand alone with their
unnamed school of business? Unlike other uni-
versities and colleges, which have been seeking
out this type of major gift, the University of
Wisconsin–Madison has a 20-year limited term
on its unnamed property. All others are named in
perpetuity.

At the University of Southern California, Los
Angeles, 10 of the 17 undergraduate schools have
received naming endowment gifts already. Neigh-
boring Stanford University, ranked alongside USC
within the top 25 universities nationally, has one
named school, the Knight Graduate School of
Business, as previously listed.

Schools of business are just one part of the uni-
versity campus that have been the beneficiaries of
naming gifts, endowments designed to not only
preserve but also enhance the long-term goals of
the institution.

While the deans of business schools have been
rejoicing, their colleagues in the other high-profile
faculties, including medicine, law, and engineering,
have had their own share of champagne celebra-
tions for naming gifts. In comparison to the business
schools, there have not been as many schools of
medicine named with an endowment gift—but the
dollar values of the naming gifts are relatively higher,
as shown in Exhibit 1.3.

That scenario is common with universities,
colleges, hospitals, arts and culture organizations,
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EXHIBIT 1.3 Named Schools of Medicine

University of California, Los
Angeles—Geffen School of Medicine (2002)
Los Angeles, CA

$200 milllion

Johns Hopkins University—Kimmel Cancer
Center (2001) Baltimore, MD

$150 million

University of Southern California—Keck
School of Medicine (1998) Los Angeles, CA

$110 million

McMaster University—DeGroote School of
Medicine (2003) Hamilton, ON, Canada

$105 million

Brown University—Alpert Medical School
(2007) Providence, RI

$100 million

University of Miami—Miller School of
Medicine (2004) Miami, FL

$100 million

Cornell University—Weill Medical College
(1998) Ithaca, NY

$100 million

University of Iowa—Carver School of
Medicine (2002) Iowa City, IA

$90 million

Northwestern University—Feinberg School
of Medicine (2002)

$75 million

Source: Dig In Research 2007 Inc., National Survey of Naming Opportunities

and many other nonprofits. Some people are
anxious about corporate sponsorship and all that
comes with it.

The top-tier universities have an alumni base
that includes a generous collection of individu-
als with high net worth individuals. For these
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institutions, the corporate-named facility, especially
a corporate-named school, may be a long time in
coming. But for the second-, third-, and fourth-
tier universities, the community colleges, the school
districts, hospitals, museums and performing arts
venues, corporate naming/branding gifts are begin-
ning to take hold—not just in the United States, but
in other countries as well.

Fundraising campaigns numbering in the hun-
dreds have as their goal massive amounts of cash, as
compared to those of 10 and 15 years ago. They are
helping to restock the nonprofit sector with new
buildings, new colleges, libraries, medical centers,
and the like, each with a high-end price tag. Donors
love them. More than 90% of the named gifts you
see in the tables above have gone to create or build
new facilities.

My research suggests that legacy gifts to char-
ities are, at the very least, a distant cousin to the
acquisition fees paid to name venues and events that
promote brand names. The legacy gift makes a state-
ment about the individual making the gift, whether
it was $10 million, $50 million, $100 million, or
more, and about the high net worth community as
a whole. The capacity to give amongst the über-
rich, as they are sometimes called, has skyrocketed
in tandem with their swollen bank accounts,
equity valuations, hedge fund bonanzas, and other
alternative investments that have added numerous
zeroes to the personal net worth of the upper
class.
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For both the organizations offering naming
rights and the prospective philanthropic donors or
corporate buyers, the upward pressure, especially
on marquee properties, brings a certain amount
of angst to the process. Coming up with the dol-
lar amount for the asking price tag to name the
property can be a difficult challenge, especially in a
marketplace where the benchmarks are continually
shifting. Choosing which organization to give the
money to may be an equally difficult choice for the
philanthropist.

Health Care and Escalating Naming Gifts

Hospitals, cancer centers (for patient care as well
as cancer research), and other health care–related
properties appear to be riding the coattails of the
success of universities and colleges. The exchange
of naming rights for mega-gifts of $100 million
and more is evidence of the importance given to
wealthy donors who want to make a difference with
a hospital or health care–related gift.

Health care is on the minds of a majority of
seniors, especially those of the baby boomer gen-
eration. On March 21, 2006, City of Hope in Los
Angeles dedicated the Arnold and Mabel Beckman
Center for Cancer Immunotherapeutics and Tumor
Immunology after the couple’s foundation made
a $20 million gift. According to the announce-
ment from City of Hope, the Beckmans’ gift will
be directed toward building an integrated research
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facility that will focus on tumor immunology and
research on converting scientific discoveries into
innovative treatments and diagnostic methodology
for cancer patients.

Ten years ago, a $20 million gift would have
made national headlines. In 2006, the news of this
generous contribution barely made it out of Cal-
ifornia. Despite the generosity of the gift and the
importance of City of Hope’s efforts, in today’s mar-
ketplace it take a bigger splash to get the attention
of the national media. The escalating price tags and
the named gifts received have raised the bar of what
is a newsworthy story.

As you review Exhibit 1.4, note that Nationwide
Insurance, a corporate sponsor, made a remark-
able choice to give $50 million to the Children’s
Hospital in St. Louis, Missouri, in 2006. This gift is
particularly noteworthy because it is the most sig-
nificant corporate gift to a high-profile property in
the nonprofit sector since Mattel’s $25 million gift
to UCLA’s Children’s Hospital in 2002.

A sign of things to come? I think so. Why?
Because the number of traditional high-profile
properties available for naming opportunities has
shrunk dramatically. We’ll discuss that further in
Chapter 2.

In my three years researching this topic and
twenty years doing other philanthropic research,
I have come across several organizations that use
innovative strategies and tactics to market their
naming rights. One of the most creative online
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EXHIBIT 1.4 Escalating Price Tags for Naming Rights in
Health Care

Sanford Health System (2007) Sioux City, SD $400
million

University of Southern California—Mann Institute
for Biomedical Engineering (1998) Los Angeles, CA

$112.5
million

University of California, Davis—Moore School of
Nursing (2007) Davis, CA

$100
million

Ann & Robert H. Lurie Children’s Hospital (2007)
Chicago, IL

$100
million

Texas Children’s Hospital—Duncan Neurological
Research Institute (2007) Houston, TX

$50
million

Nationwide Children’s Hospital (2006)
St. Louis, MO

$50
million

University of North Carolina—Gillings School of
Public Health (2007) Chapel Hill, NC

$50
million

University of Texas—Southwestern Medical Center
Simmons Comprehensive Center for Research and
Treatment in Brain and Neurological Disorders
(2008) Dallas, TX

$50
million

Dana Farber Cancer Center (2008) Shapiro Cancer
Clinic Boston, MA

$27
million

Washington University in St. Louis—Wolff Institute
for Biomedical Research (2008) St. Louis, MO

$20
million

University of Notre Dame—Eck Center for Global
Health and Infections Disease (2008) South Bend, IN

$20
million

Source: Dig In Research 2007 Inc., National Survey of Naming Opportunities
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marketing strategies was developed by the Chil-
dren’s Hospital of Atlanta (www.choa.org). The
campaign that recently completed featured an
innovative approach to sharing information about
naming opportunities While the Web pages were
available you could click on the link to “About
the Foundation,” and there you would have found
a left-side navigation bar that included a link
to “Naming Opportunities.” Users interested in
giving could click on a link for “Naming Oppor-
tunities,” which led to a Web page that was simple,
yet elegant. The usual staff contact information and
phone number were available, but what came next
was very cool.

The Web site visitor was invited to learn more
about the naming opportunities for Children’s Hos-
pital of Atlanta’s facilities and programs by specialty
area classification or by price range. If you chose
specialty area classification, you could view up
to 18 specialty subsections of naming opportuni-
ties. Alternately, you could view the information
by price range, which extended from $50,000 to
$50 million to name the building addition at the
Children’s Hospital at Egleston.

The innovative approach of using a flat file type
of database, with two choices to view the informa-
tion, within the campaign Web site was very clever
on the part of the fundraising team and especially
the information technology support person who
devised it. This kind of tactic is indicative of the
changing nature of the marketplace and the ways
that donor relations staff are using the organization’s
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Web site to keep in touch with their donor com-
munity. In a later chapter, we will go into more
detail about the marketing strategies and tactics in
use today.

I spoke with Jane Ellington, Director of Donor
Relations for the Children’s Hospital of Atlanta,
and asked her about their innovative approach to
naming opportunities.

“It really did serve us well,” said Ellington. “We
were able to go into the internal Web site and
update the list while the campaign was underway.
This gave us a tool to work together.” She went on
to remark that the foundation office did receive a
number of phone calls about the naming opportuni-
ties from prospective donors. Ellington felt that the
format “allowed the donors to feel like they were
more involved in the decision-making process,” as
compared to other campaigns where the donor is
typically presented with a limited selection of major
gift naming opportunities.

The foundation’s staff were able to make notes
on individual properties, especially when a donor
showed specific interest. They could add a note to
the file and reserve a potential named property for
up to 60 days. This is another feature that the staff
found to be very helpful.

The online database was created from scratch by
Robert Massey, the lead software engineer for the
hospital, who was given some general directions by
the foundation staff and then created the interac-
tive naming opportunities page using the Oracle
database program.
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$100 MILLION NAMING RIGHTS:
ENTITLEMENT OR NEED?

Mile high expectations or just a fishing trip?
In late November of 2006, the University of

Colorado announced a $25 million gift from Den-
ver philanthropist Phillip Anschutz. In appreciation
of this donation, the Medical Campus in Aurora
was re-named in Anschutz’s honor.

The School of Medicine used the announce-
ment to trumpet the call for a naming rights donor,
asking price $100 million—an interesting tactic in
the grand scheme of fundraising efforts.

An emerging trend in the nonprofit sector is the
supercharged escalation of ask amounts for nam-
ing rights. This trend is directly linked to the surge
in billion dollar fundraising campaigns currently
underway at universities, colleges, environmental
groups and others across the USA.

I wonder aloud sometimes and ask the wind,
“Who checks the moral barometer of nonprofit
entities?”

Which organization is genuinely qualified to ask
for a $100 million gift in return for the perpet-
ual naming rights to an intangible like a school of
medicine? Is this about entitlement or need?

Trend in Named Gifts to Universities

Last August Stanford University received a $105
million gift from the founder of Knight Industries
and in turn named the Knight Graduate School



20 Escalating Price Tags

of Management. The dollar amount of $105 mil-
lion, by the way, made it the number one ranked
named gift to a business school, $5 million more
than the gift made to the University of Michigan in
December of 2004.

Stanford is ranked #7 Best National University—
Doctoral level by the U.S. News and World Report.
The six schools ahead of Stanford include Prince-
ton, Harvard, Yale, Cal Tech, Duke and MIT.

Now add to that perspective that there are only
two business schools that have received a nine-figure
gift. That’s it. Of the 67 named business schools,
#21 ranked Carnegie Mellon University, is next,
having received a $55 million gift in 2004.

For the record, there have been more naming
gifts made to business schools than to medicine,
law, and engineering combined. Capitalism helped
to create wealth; some are giving back in a big way.

Naming rights for nonprofit organizations take
their benchmarks from these named business
schools. Every now and then there is a gift out-
side the norm, made by someone who has financial
capacity and a strong emotional attachment to the
institution.

UCLA—David Geffen School
of Medicine (2002)

$200 million

University of Miami—Miller
School of Medicine (2004)

$100 million

Cornell University—Weill
Medical College (1998)

$100 million
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Northwestern University—
Feinburg School of Medicine
(2002)

$75 million

Stanford—Knight School of
Management (2006)

$105 million

University of Michigan—Ross
School of Business (2004)

$100 million

Carnegie Mellon University—
Tepper School of Business (2004)

$55 million

University of Texas, Austin—
McCombs School of Business
(2004)

$50 million

I pose the question somewhat rhetorically. Are
the asking amounts for naming rights about need
or are they based on some sense of entitlement?

To the universities and colleges, receiving a large
naming gift is like winning the lottery. Truth be
known, it’s better because unlike someone who
claims a windfall from a random lottery ticket, there
are no state or federal withholding taxes skimmed
off the top. It’s more like cashing in a tax-free prize
from the Irish Sweepstakes.

Twenty years ago, philanthropy was all about
contributing to a favorite charity because of the
emotional ties that made us a part of the organiza-
tion.

Contemporary fundraisers seem to be focused in
on pushing for as much as they can get every time
they ask for a gift. Profiling of the would-be donors
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is skewed towards a what’s-in-it-for-us background
research according to wealth indicators. Many times
the profiles are compiled without ever having a
conversation with the individual, foundation, cor-
poration, or other possible benefactor.

Maybe it’s the system that is bent. When senior
fundraising staff look around and see the off-the-
chart numbers being asked for naming rights at
other schools they appear to be ready to announce
in public, “me too.”

Is that enough? Who gets to pose the questions
asking organizations to validate their ask amounts?
Hopefully some of the donor community or per-
haps a trustee.

Should they not have to back it up with some
sort of track record of outstanding accomplish-
ments such as a highly touted academic curriculum,
maybe a Nobel Prize–winning faculty on staff or
evidence of breakthrough research by accomplished
professors? How did they come up with a $100
million price tag anyway?

Why are they not accountable to show deemed
value in these naming rights? Should the donor
community blindly accept any dollar amount that a
university or college or any other nonprofit orga-
nizations promotes as the ask for its naming rights?

In a market economy, the theory is that the
marketplace will influence the price based on the
Law of Supply and Demand. Based on my observa-
tions the nonprofit sector does not always operate
in lock step with the free market principles when it
comes to naming rights for properties, especially the
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high-ticket items. Scarcity has a significant influ-
ence on what that price tag should be. I wonder
how much the final decision is influenced by need
or the sense of entitlement?

And what kind of influence do these high-
minded tactics have on the rest of the nonprofit
organizations in that community? This is not to
mention the impact they have on donor’s choices
to distribute the same amount of money to a wider
group of deserving organizations.

A month before I wrote this article there was
an announcement from the corporate side of the
fence. Citibank, the largest financial services com-
pany in the land and one of the largest in the world,
announced two naming rights deals on successive
days.

The first was a commercial sector naming rights
agreement for $20 million a year for 20 years, a
$400 million deal, for the new baseball stadium
where the New York Mets play. The second was
a $34 million dollar deal to name the Wang Center
for Performing Arts in Boston.

Isn’t it interesting to see a bank buying naming
rights in both the private sector and nonprofit at
these dollar levels? Building up brand name appears
to have elevated to new heights in terms of per-
ceived value.

Are universities and colleges that employ these
aggressive fundraising strategies strictly working
towards the fulfilling their role to enhance the
greater good or merely acting out repressed ambi-
tions to be the wealthiest kid on the block?
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The information in this section is taken from an
article that I wrote and appears at the online Web
site located at www.supportingadvancement.com.
That Web site has become a dynamic resource for
many fundraising professionals who are in and out-
side of higher education.

PRIVATE SECTOR: ESCALATING
PRICE TAGS

Let’s look at the other side of the naming rights mar-
ketplace. Private sector companies have sought out
naming opportunities to enhance and in some cases
create brand name recognition, sponsorship bene-
fits, and long-term business development opportu-
nities. One of the most common references these
days is to the naming rights of professional sports
venues, so we’ll start by taking a look at what’s going
on with the price tags for naming rights with profes-
sional sports. The high-profile nature of pro sports
serves as one aspect of benchmarking the going rate
for a named property in the marketplace today.

Keep in mind that there are two types of naming
scenarios for pro sports facilities. On one hand, you
have naming rights for a newly constructed stadium
or multipurpose arena; on the other, you have nam-
ing rights for an existing venue when the previous
naming rights deal has expired. The location of the
venue has a lot to do with how much the owner can
ask to name the venue. In New York, two naming
rights deals have been concluded within the last
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year, at $400 million each. In contrast, the stadium
in Jacksonville, Florida, where the Jaguars pro foot-
ball team plays its games, may only fetch half that
amount.

Marketing, media hits, and brand name expo-
sure are all a part of the corporate naming rights
game. How the numbers are determined is a mys-
tery, with no consistent rules that apply across the
board. The New Jersey Sports Authority has asked
for bids to name their prized property, the Con-
tinental Airlines Arena. The naming rights expire
in 2008, and the primary tenant, the NBA’s New
Jersey Nets, is moving to a new home. In Dallas,
Texas, the owner of the Dallas Cowboys football
team has reportedly asked for a billion dollars to
name his stadium, which was built only a few years
ago. So far, there have been no takers.

In 1920, William Wrigley, Jr., became the owner
of the Chicago Cubs. He was also the president of
Wrigley Gum and owned the Wrigley Building.
In 1926, the ball park was renamed Wrigley Field.
In his retirement years, Mr. Wrigley was heard to
say that the decision to name the field after himself
helped sell more gum in the city of Chicago than
any other marketing effort they had ever tried.

Baseball Stadium Naming Rights

Let’s take a look at major league baseball. Exhibit 1.5
lists named ball parks, ranked by the dollar value of
their naming rights agreements.



E
X

H
IB

IT
1.

5
M

aj
or

Le
ag

ue
B

as
eb

al
lS

ta
di

um
N

am
in

g
R

ig
ht

s

T
ea

m
N

am
in

g
R

ig
h
ts

S
p
o
n
so

r
T
o
ta

l

N
ew

Yo
rk

M
et

s
C

iti
Fi

el
d

(2
00

6)
$4

00
m

ill
io

n
ov

er
20

ye
ar

s;
(o

pe
ns

in
20

09
)

C
iti

gr
ou

p
$4

00
m

ill
io

n

H
ou

st
on

A
st

ro
s

M
in

ut
e

M
ai

d
Pa

rk
(2

00
0)

$1
68

m
ill

io
n

ov
er

28
ye

ar
s;

$6
m

ill
io

n
av

er
ag

e
pe

r
ye

ar
T

he
C

oc
a-

C
ol

a
C

om
pa

ny
$1

68
m

ill
io

n

C
in

ci
nn

at
iR

ed
s

G
re

at
A

m
er

ic
an

B
al

lP
ar

k
(2

00
3)

$7
5

m
ill

io
n

ov
er

30
ye

ar
s;

$2
.5

m
ill

io
n

av
er

ag
e

pe
r

ye
ar

G
re

at
A

m
er

ic
an

In
su

ra
nc

e
G

ro
up

$7
5

m
ill

io
n

C
hi

ca
go

W
hi

te
So

x
U

.S
.

C
el

lu
la

r
Fi

el
d

(1
99

1)
$6

8
m

ill
io

n
ov

er
23

ye
ar

s;
$2

.9
6

m
ill

io
n

av
er

ag
e

pe
r

ye
ar

(e
xp

ir
es

20
26

)

$6
8

m
ill

io
n

A
ri

zo
na

D
ia

m
on

db
ac

ks
B

an
k

O
ne

B
al

lp
ar

k
(1

99
8)

,n
ow

C
ha

se
Fi

el
d

(2
00

5)

$6
6

m
ill

io
n

ov
er

30
ye

ar
s;

$2
.2

m
ill

io
n

av
er

ag
e

pe
r

ye
ar

(e
xp

ir
es

20
28

)

B
an

k
O

ne
C

or
po

ra
tio

n,
no

w
C

ha
se

$6
6

m
ill

io
n

D
et

ro
it

T
ig

er
s

C
om

er
ic

a
Pa

rk
(2

00
0)

$6
6

m
ill

io
n

ov
er

30
ye

ar
s;

$2
.2

m
ill

io
n

av
er

ag
e

pe
r

ye
ar

(e
xp

ir
es

20
30

)

C
om

er
ic

a
B

an
k

$6
6

m
ill

io
n

26



Sa
n

D
ie

go
Pa

dr
es

Pe
tc

o
Pa

rk
(2

00
4)

$6
0

m
ill

io
n

ov
er

22
ye

ar
s;

$2
.7

m
ill

io
n

av
er

ag
e

pe
r

ye
ar

(e
xp

ir
es

20
26

)

PE
T

C
O

(t
he

na
tio

n’
s

#
2

pe
t

su
pp

ly
sp

ec
ia

lty
re

ta
ile

r)

$6
0

m
ill

io
n

Ph
ila

de
lp

hi
a

Ph
ill

ie
s

C
iti

ze
ns

B
an

k
Pa

rk
(2

00
4)

$5
7.

5
m

ill
io

n
ov

er
25

ye
ar

s;
$2

.3
m

ill
io

n
av

er
ag

e
pe

r
ye

ar
(e

xp
ir

es
20

29
)

C
iti

ze
ns

B
an

k
$5

7.
5

m
ill

io
n

Lo
s

A
ng

el
es

A
ng

el
s

of
A

na
he

im
E

di
so

n
In

te
rn

at
io

na
lF

ie
ld

of
A

na
he

im
(1

99
6)

$5
0

m
ill

io
n

ov
er

20
ye

ar
s;

$2
.5

m
ill

io
n

av
er

ag
e

pe
r

ye
ar

(e
xp

ir
es

20
18

).
St

ad
iu

m
na

m
e

dr
op

pe
d

af
te

r
se

ve
n

ye
ar

s;
in

20
03

,i
t

be
ca

m
e

th
e

A
ng

el
St

ad
iu

m
of

A
na

he
im

.

E
di

so
n

In
te

rn
at

io
na

l
$5

0
m

ill
io

n

Sa
n

Fr
an

ci
sc

o
G

ia
nt

s
Pa

ci
fic

B
el

lP
ar

k
(2

00
0)

$5
0

m
ill

io
n

ov
er

24
ye

ar
s;

$2
.1

m
ill

io
n

av
er

ag
e

pe
r

ye
ar

(e
xp

ir
es

20
24

).
T

he
st

ad
iu

m
is

na
m

ed
A

T
&

T
Pa

rk
as

of
20

06
.

Pa
ci

fic
B

el
l

$5
0

m
ill

io
n

T
am

pa
B

ay
R

ay
s

T
ro

pi
ca

na
Fi

el
d

(1
99

0)
$4

6
m

ill
io

n
ov

er
30

ye
ar

s;
$1

.5
m

ill
io

n
av

er
ag

e
pe

r
ye

ar
(e

xp
ir

es
20

26
)

Pe
ps

iC
o,

In
c.

$4
6

m
ill

io
n

M
ilw

au
ke

e
B

re
w

er
s

M
ill

er
Pa

rk
(2

00
1)

$4
1

m
ill

io
n

ov
er

20
ye

ar
s;

$2
.0

5
m

ill
io

n
av

er
ag

e
pe

r
ye

ar
(e

xp
ir

es
20

20
)

M
ill

er
B

re
w

in
g

C
om

pa
ny

$4
1

m
ill

io
n

(C
on

tin
ue

d)

27



E
X

H
IB

IT
1.

5
(C

on
tin

ue
d)

T
ea

m
N

am
in

g
R

ig
h
ts

S
p
o
n
so

r
T
o
ta

l

Se
at

tle
M

ar
in

er
s

Sa
fe

co
Fi

el
d

(1
99

9)
$4

0
m

ill
io

n
ov

er
20

ye
ar

s;
$2

m
ill

io
n

av
er

ag
e

pe
r

ye
ar

(e
xp

ir
es

20
19

)

Sa
fe

C
o

$4
0

m
ill

io
n

Pi
tt

sb
ur

gh
Pi

ra
te

s
PN

C
Pa

rk
(2

00
1)

$3
0

m
ill

io
n

ov
er

20
ye

ar
s;

$1
.5

m
ill

io
n

av
er

ag
e

pe
r

ye
ar

(e
xp

ir
es

20
20

)

PN
C

Fi
na

nc
ia

l
Se

rv
ic

es
$3

0
m

ill
io

n

Fl
or

id
a

M
ar

lin
s

Pr
o

Pl
ay

er
Pa

rk
/S

ta
di

um
(1

99
6–

20
06

)
Sh

ar
ed

w
ith

M
ia

m
iD

ol
ph

in
s

fo
ot

ba
ll

te
am

$2
0

m
ill

io
n

ov
er

10
ye

ar
s;

$2
m

ill
io

n
av

er
ag

e
pe

r
ye

ar
(e

xp
ir

ed
20

06
).

T
he

st
ad

iu
m

is
no

w
kn

ow
n

as
D

ol
ph

in
St

ad
iu

m
;t

he
M

ar
lin

s
m

us
t

le
av

e
at

th
e

en
d

of
th

ei
r

cu
rr

en
t

le
as

e
(2

01
0)

.T
he

re
’s

a
ne

w
st

ad
iu

m
be

in
g

bu
ilt

fo
r

th
e

te
am

,w
ho

w
ill

be
re

na
m

ed
th

e
M

ia
m

iM
ar

lin
s.

Pr
o

Pl
ay

er
(s

po
rt

s
ap

pa
re

ld
iv

isi
on

of
Fr

ui
t

of
th

e
Lo

om
)

$2
0

m
ill

io
n

28



Sa
n

D
ie

go
Pa

dr
es

Q
U

A
LC

O
M

M
St

ad
iu

m
(1

99
7)

Sh
ar

ed
w

ith
Sa

n
D

ie
go

C
ha

rg
er

s
fo

ot
ba

ll
te

am

$1
8

m
ill

io
n

ov
er

20
ye

ar
s;

$9
00

,0
00

av
er

ag
e

pe
r

ye
ar

(e
xp

ir
es

20
17

).
Pa

dr
es

re
lo

ca
te

d
to

Pe
tc

o
Pa

rk
(s

ee
ab

ov
e)

in
20

04
.

Q
U

A
LC

O
M

M
C

or
po

ra
tio

n
$1

8
m

ill
io

n

C
ol

or
ad

o
R

oc
ki

es
C

oo
rs

Fi
el

d
(1

99
5)

$1
5

m
ill

io
n;

te
rm

of
co

nt
ra

ct
un

av
ai

la
bl

e
C

oo
rs

B
re

w
in

g
C

om
pa

ny
$1

5
m

ill
io

n

C
le

ve
la

nd
In

di
an

s
Ja

co
bs

Fi
el

d
(1

99
4–

20
08

)
$1

3.
9

m
ill

io
n

ov
er

20
ye

ar
s;

$6
95

,0
00

av
er

ag
e

pe
r

ye
ar

(e
xp

ir
es

20
14

).
T

he
st

ad
iu

m
is

na
m

ed
Pr

og
re

ss
iv

e
Fi

el
d

as
of

20
08

.

N
am

ed
fo

r
fo

rm
er

te
am

ow
ne

rs
th

e
Ja

co
bs

br
ot

he
rs

$1
3.

9
m

ill
io

n

O
ak

la
nd

A
th

le
tic

s
N

et
w

or
k

A
ss

oc
ia

te
s

C
ol

ise
um

(1
99

8)
;n

ow
M

cA
fe

e
St

ad
iu

m
(2

00
4)

Sh
ar

ed
w

ith
O

ak
la

nd
R

ai
de

rs
fo

ot
ba

ll
te

am

$6
m

ill
io

n
ov

er
5

ye
ar

s;
$1

.2
m

ill
io

n
pe

r
ye

ar
.O

ri
gi

na
lc

on
tr

ac
t

ex
pi

re
d

in
20

03
an

d
w

as
re

ne
w

ed
fo

r
a

fu
rt

he
r

5
ye

ar
s

an
d

$6
m

ill
io

n.

N
et

w
or

k
A

ss
oc

ia
te

s,
no

w
M

cA
fe

e
$1

2
m

ill
io

n

K
an

sa
s

C
ity

R
oy

al
s

K
au

ffm
an

St
ad

iu
m

(1
97

3)

N
on

e
O

w
ne

rs
hi

p
fa

m
ily

na
m

e
$1

29



30 Escalating Price Tags

Hot properties on the baseball stadium market
include RFK Stadium, home of the Washington
Nationals. Word on the street is that the ball club,
formerly the Montreal Expos, will have a named
stadium by the time they return in April 2008.
On the west coast, the San Francisco Giants are
reported to be in discussions with groups interested
in renaming their baseball stadium.

Last but not least, the Detroit Tigers and Comer-
ica Bank have had some talks about the continuation
of the bank’s name on the facility. Due to the hard
times that have hit the Detroit area thanks to the
downturn in the auto sector, Comerica has relo-
cated its head office and much of its staff to Texas.
Time will tell if this naming rights deal will stand
as is.

Football Stadium Naming Rights

Football has long been one of America’s favorite
pastimes. With its unique scheduling, unlike any
other pro sport, the National Football League
(NFL) has legions of fans who follow their teams
with passionate energy and focus. From the tail-
gate parties that may start the night before a weekly
contest to the post-game interviews on television,
the brand name of the stadium is front and center,
entwining itself into the fabric of the event and the
history of the game.

There are some things you just can’t mess with,
and sometimes, the name of a football stadium is one
of them. In Denver, Colorado, when the naming
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rights to the stadium expired a few years ago and the
new corporate label Invesco Field went up, the fans’
protest was so dramatic that the corporate spon-
sor changed the name to satisfy them. The revised
name incorporates a link with the past: Denver’s and
Colorado’s football stadium is now called Invesco
Field at Mile High Stadium.

Exhibit 1.6 shows the naming rights for the pro-
fessional football sports leagues. There are 32 NFL
teams, and only 18 of the stadiums have naming
rights attached. Some of these teams’ stadiums are
unlikely to change names, including the Green Bay
Packers’ Lambeau Field in Green Bay, Wisconsin.
The stadium took on that name in 1965 after the
death of Curly Lambeau, a founder, player, and the
first coach of the Green Bay Packers. First built
in 1957, the stadium has had plenty of opportu-
nities to add a new name during seven different
upgrades—but some things are not for sale.

The revenue from naming rights deals may help
some teams pay for the high-priced talent of free
agents. On the other hand, teams that have pursued
the free-agent market in an effort to improve the
team have not always met with success; for example,
consider the Washington Redskins.

The city of Jacksonville, Florida has proposed
that it receive up to 25% of any naming rights
agreement, in what would be one of the first munic-
ipality/pro football team revenue-sharing contracts.
This is another precedent in the business.

Look for several headline stories from NFL foot-
ball over the next two years, as new stadium deals are
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announced. Will Texas become the top of the pile
for pro football? What will happen with Oakland
Coliseum or RFK Stadium?

Basketball Arena Naming Rights

Basketball enjoys the flexibility of being played in a
multipurpose arena. In many cities, the NBA team
shares a venue with a hockey team from the NHL
and a women’s basketball team from the WNBA.
Event staff in these arenas often have to make the
switch from a frozen ice surface for a hockey game
to a basketball court overnight. Exhibit 1.7 shows
the naming rights for the NBA. In the Home Teams
column, you will see references to multiple teams
that use the same facility, something that was not
lost on the corporate sponsor.

Hockey Arena Naming Rights

In United States professional sports, hockey ranks
a distant fourth behind baseball, football, and
basketball—but it has an international following
that the top three lack. In the early days of pro-
fessional hockey, the Original Six teams straddled
the American/Canadian border, with teams in
Detroit, Toronto, Montreal, Chicago, New York,
and Boston. It is interesting to note the interna-
tional market for the game and, with that, the
long-established cross-border sponsorship tradition.

As you review the list in Exhibit 1.8, take note
of the home country of the naming sponsors of
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these arenas. For now, the international ownership
of naming rights is much more prevalent in the
game of professional hockey than it is baseball.

The second item to note is the dispersion of the
corporate industries represented on the list. We find
airlines, banks, telecommunications firms, automo-
bile makers, computer and technology companies,
newspapers, dot-com businesses, energy compa-
nies, and office supply companies. Quite a mix, isn’t
it? More than 40% of the hockey arenas that are
home to an NHL team are named for a consumer
product or services company. This is followed by
naming rights owned by financial services compa-
nies and airlines.

The impact of brand name recognition is the
primary motivation for a company acquiring nam-
ing rights. With hockey teams being just one of the
tenants in the building, the companies that bought
the naming rights are enjoying additional marketing
exposure thanks to the other events such as con-
certs, trade shows. Multipurpose venues appear to
be a popular choice and we can expect to see this
trend continue and expand down to include smaller
multipurpose facilities in smaller markets.

Only three teams play in stadiums without cor-
porate naming rights attached to them: the Detroit
Red Wings, in Joe Louis Arena; the New York
Rangers, in Madison Square Garden; and the New
York Islanders, in Nassau County Coliseum. The
first two are unlikely to change, but the New York
Islanders are the most likely NHL team to have
naming rights come available sometime soon.
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In late September 2007, Bill Wirtz, the owner of
the Chicago Black Hawks, passed away. Wirtz had
been instrumental in working with Chicago Bulls
ownership to land the naming rights deal for the
United Center, but he refused to allow the broad-
cast of hockey games on local TV. Brand name
and brand value have a direct correlation with vis-
ibility in the market. Maybe that will change in
Chicago.

Golf Tournament Sponsorships

The Professional Golfers Association (PGA) Tour
features the most recognizable name in pro sports,
Tiger Woods. That fact alone has had a lightning-
rod effect on tournament sponsorships. Television
ratings, the standard measure of viewership statis-
tics, have bolted upwards for PGA events over
the last two years, a fact not lost on corporate
America.

One such example is the Northern Trust Open,
played in California in February 2008. Northern
Trust is a leading wealth management company that
hopes to boost awareness of its brand in major mar-
kets with a recently announced five-year naming
rights deal to sponsor this annual PGA Tour event.
Although Northern Trust is far from a household
name, a weekend of prime-time viewing on tele-
vision, helped along by proverbial underdog Phil
Mickelson winning his 33rd PGA tour event at the
Northern Trust Open, brought the brand to the
consumers’ consciousness.
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The British are Coming!
The British are Coming!

What say you, scout? The British are coming to
America?

It’s true. And there’s no need for the lanterns in
Paul Revere fashion; the Brits are already here.

The NBA’s New Jersey Nets recently had $400
million worth of British money land in their pockets
from global banking giant Barclays Bank of London,
UK. The Nets’ new facility will be called Barclays
Arena—the first time a British company has ven-
tured into the United States. Barclays snapped up
one of the juiciest sports properties on the market.
The announcement in May 2007 came less than
eight months after rival Citigroup signed a similar
naming deal for $400 million with the cross-town
New York Mets of major league baseball.

At first glance, New Yorkers might think that
Citigroup is the clear winner in this one. People
know the Citigroup brand name as one of America’s
leading financial services providers. According to
an annual survey published by Interbrand, a com-
pany that puts a ranking number on the value of
brand names, the Citi brand sits at number 11 on
the Best Global Brands list, behind Coca Cola,
Microsoft, and IBM (www.businessweek.com/
pdfs/2007/0732 globalbrands.pdf ). Further, Citi-
group has a significant presence in the greater New
York area and an established client base. The naming
rights deal is one more way to deepen the relation-
ships with existing customers and attract new ones.
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When the first pitch is thrown out in 2009, Citi
Field will be home to 81 ball games. That’s half
of the 162-game schedule, and perhaps more if the
team makes it into the playoffs.

Along comes Barclays. On the global stage of
financial services, Barclays Bank (www.barclays.co
.uk) is the heavyweight, and Citigroup the under-
ling. The British firm has a long-standing rela-
tionship with the New York financial community,
including brokerage houses, the New York Stock
Exchange, and member institutions. But if you read
through the full list of the Best Global Brands, you
won’t find Barclays anywhere on that list.

At the time of the announcement, Barclays Bank
did not even have a single retail banking location in
New York City. In January 2007, Barclays paid $225
million to acquire EquiFirst, the 12th-largest sub-
prime whole mortgage originator in the United
States, with 600 employees in Charlotte, North
Carolina. EquiFirst works with more than 9,000
mortgage brokers in 47 states and will be merged
into the Barclays Capital division of the multina-
tional corporation.

Barclays is no stranger to sports properties.
The bank is the title sponsor of the Barclays Pre-
mier League Web site for English football, which
features daily updates about team and players (www.
premierleague.com/page/Home/0„12306,00.html).
Barclays regards sports properties as extensions of
its global marketing plan. Gaining a share of the
wallet in New York, as they like to say in financial
circles, is high on the British bank’s agenda.
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The scenario is reminiscent of what Key Bank
pulled off in Seattle 20 years ago when they bought
the naming rights to the venue that plays host to the
NBA’s Seattle Supersonics. At the time, Key Bank
had just made a series of retail banking acquisitions
in the Seattle area and was looking for something
to give its marketing a shot in the arm. Since its
acquisition of the naming rights to the Supersonics’
arena, Key Bank has grown into a market leader
with tremendous brand name presence in the local
community. If you happen to do a Google search of
the name, you will find that the Key Bank Arena is
not just a basketball floor for the NBA, but a year-
round entertainment facility that includes concerts,
sports, trade shows, and other high-profile events.

In recent years, Japanese car makers Toyota
and Honda bought the naming rights to multi-
event arenas in the western part of the United
States. The Toyota Center in Houston features the
NBA’s Houston Rockets as its main tenant, and the
Honda Center in Anaheim bills itself as southern
California’s premier sports and entertainment cen-
ter. It is no coincidence that Japanese cars are selling
well in these regions and are on track to continue
to gain market share.

Honda certainly got plenty of mileage during the
2006–2007 NHL season, as the resident Anaheim
Ducks made it to the finals and won the Stanley
Cup, representing hockey supremacy. Media cover-
age is the marketing department’s nirvana, especially
television broadcasts from the Honda Center—it
just doesn’t get any better than that. Over and over
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again during those events, the media referenced the
named facility. This sort of presence in the market-
place is exactly what naming rights acquisition is all
about.

HSBC, the world’s largest bank, acquired the
naming rights to the Buffalo Sabres’ hockey arena,
now called the HSBC Arena. In this case, an inter-
national corporation came to the United States,
land of opportunity as the old saying goes, to steal
away the naming rights for a paltry $800,000 a year
because there were few others interested in the deal
to bid up the price at the time. What a good call
that was, compared to the going rate to get a named
venue with television coverage and multipurpose
functionality.

Two years ago, the Royal Bank of Canada,
another foreign entity that bought a named venue
in the United States, celebrated with gusto as their
own feature tenant, the Carolina Hurricanes of the
NHL, won the title.

In a September 18, 2007 press release, the Royal
Bank of Canada noted that it was getting good
value for the $4 million a year it is paying to name
the RBC Center in Raleigh, North Carolina. The
multipurpose arena plays host not only to the NHL’s
Carolina Hurricanes but also to the North Carolina
State University basketball team—talk about a one-
two punch! The basketball team alone brought the
bank enormous exposure and brand-building for
the RBC Centura name after the parent company
began a series of retail bank acquisitions about four
years ago in the southeast United States.
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A recent study by a sports marketing firm in the
area points to positive feedback in terms of media
hits and feedback from locals who go to the arena.
The Canadian bank has an $80 million commitment
to the region that extends more than a decade. This
is another example of a long-term marketing plan
rolling out as it should.

Some might say, “Big deal, it’s just hockey.” It’s
true that hockey is not as popular as football and
baseball, but the real value to the owners of a named
sports venue, especially one that is a multipurpose
facility, is the amount of media coverage that comes
from being in the sponsorship game.

Citi Field will be home to 81 New York Mets
baseball games starting in 2009. The Barclays Arena
will be a state-of-the-art multipurpose facility posi-
tioned to challenge the venerable Madison Square
Garden for top-flight entertainment dates.

The 20-year naming rights deal is already start-
ing to pay dividends for both companies. In the
international realm of wealth management, clients
use international tax treaties, foreign investments,
and 24/7 stock markets around the world to man-
age their wealth. New York, the Big Apple, is home
to a lot of money. Barclays has just taken its first bite
of that apple.

The British are coming! The British are coming!
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Naming Traditions,
Then and Now

Naming traditions have been around for hundreds
of years. The tradition of granting naming rights
in exchange for money has been gaining momen-
tum over the last three decades. The escalating
sticker prices for high-profile, scarce properties have
fundraising executives rethinking their short- and
long-term strategies and, with that, making radical
changes to the status quo. In this chapter, we will
explore naming rights traditions, then and now.

Recently, the trend has been toward a greater
selection of naming rights from organizations large
and small. Like a residential homeowner eyeing a
red-hot seller’s market, an ever-increasing number
of nonprofits are listing their inventory of nam-
ing opportunities to major gift prospects. Since the
mid-1990s, there has been a groundswell of naming
rights activity. Not only nonprofits but other orga-
nizations as well, including municipalities, state and

49
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federal government departments, are out there mar-
keting their shopping list to would-be supporters.
My own research suggests that 2007 was a banner
year for naming rights deals in this sector. Amer-
ican nonprofits are estimated to have logged over
$4 billion, including named endowments, over the
last 12-month period. In Canada, the estimate tops
the $300 million mark. Not so sure about those
numbers? Check out the chart below:

List of Top 12 Named Gifts to Nonprofits
in the USA—2007

Sanford Health System
Sioux City, SD $400 million
Robert Day Scholars Program
Claremont McKenna College, CA $200 million
Kosair Children’s Hospital, KY $130 million
University of California, Berkeley

Hewlett Packard Foundation
Grant for 100 Endowed
Professorships $113 million

University of Washington
Gates Institute for Health Metrics

and Evaluation $105 million
Moorehead Foundation

Scholarship gift
University of North Carolina $100 million
McNair Campus, Houston
Baylor College of Medicine $100 million
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Lurie Chidrens’ Memorial
Hospital, Chicago $100 million

Oregon Athletics Legacy Fund
University of Oregon $100 million

Betty Irene Moore School of
Nursing

University of California, Davis $100 million
University of Illinois in Urbana,

Champaign
Gift from Tom Siebel to academic

endowments $100 million
Warren Alpert Medical School
Brown University, RI $100 million

Those 12 named gifts add up to $1.64 billion in
naming rights. Over and above these naming gifts
are three other gifts of $100 million made in 2007
from anonymous donors. Their generosity is felt by
many, their names known to but a few. Choosing
not to be publicly recognized in typical naming tra-
dition is a matter of personal privacy, something that
is done more frequently these days.

The next 16 named gifts made in 2007 add up
to another $595 million. Combined they add up
to more than $2 billion in named gifts from 28
donors. Based on the data shown above and on my
research work, The National Survey of Naming Oppor-
tunities and Named Gifts, I estimate that the nonprofit
sector had approximately $4 billion in named gifts
announced in 2007—an unofficial record.
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BIG ROCKS TOSSED
INTO A SMALL POND

We all know what happens when we toss big rocks
into a small pond, don’t we? There is an immediate
splash relative to the size of the rock and the size of
the pond. The ripple effect extends outward in all
directions. I maintain that this not unlike the effect
of what happens when major gifts come in during
a fundraising effort.

When we consider the number of billion-dollar
campaigns currently underway, more than 50 and
counting, along with their respective campaign
goals, I predict that 2008 will be another record-
setting year for named gifts, topping the $5 billion
mark in total.

How did this corner of the nonprofit sector
become so dynamic, so vibrant? What does it say
about the times we live in when the fundraising
campaigns of a local university or hospital transcend
the needs of the institution itself and become focal
points of economic development?

THEORY OF THE CAPITAL
CAMPAIGN MULTIPLIER EFFECT

Fundraising is no longer only about the finan-
cial legacy of the campaign for the organization.
Large fundraising campaigns and the naming rights
gifts they attract bring waves of new jobs, starting
with new staff to run the campaign right through



Theory of the Capital Campaign Multiplier Effect 53

to completion of the construction several years
hence.

The movement of large amounts of money
through a community is referred to as economic
development. It is typically measured by a tech-
nique referred to as the multiplier effect. Politicians
and civil servants talk about the multiplier effect of
a trade show or international conference that brings
tourists to town, or that of a new employer moving
into the city, town, or region, bringing new jobs.

I maintain that the fundraising campaigns going
on across the country leave a deeper imprint in the
economic landscape than the arrival and departure
of the annual flow of tourists and convention atten-
dees. And because of their long-term effects they
should be given more credit in the overall economic
matrix.

For every dollar raised in the campaign, there is
a multiplier effect that spirals through the organiza-
tion and out into the community. The payroll of the
organization may increase or achieve a new level of
financial certainty prior to the naming rights gift(s).
In turn, the staff spends their paychecks on housing,
cars, groceries, and other living expenses, and the
money flows through the local economy.

The impact of multimillion dollar naming gifts
crosses the boundary of one individual leaving a
legacy for the recipient organization. It helps us all.

So how did we get here? I think we can find
some answers when we look back and examine the
melding together of naming traditions with neces-
sity.
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‘‘NAMED IN HONOR OF . . . ’’
—A TRADITION FADING FAST

As you look around your own community, you
will no doubt be able to find plenty of examples
of a building or place that was named in honor
of someone. A bird’s-eye view of North America
reveals thousands of cities, towns, rivers, lakes, and
roads named for someone or someplace across the
Atlantic. Settlers who came to the New World
brought with them memories of the places and peo-
ple they respected and revered. The label given to
the city of “New” York and “New” Jersey have his-
toric links back to the city of York and the island
of Jersey in England.

In the state of Massachusetts alone, we find
Bedford, Brockton, Cambridge, Chatham, and
Gloucester, all named after towns in England. In
Canada, the English influence is even more signifi-
cant, as the northern country had a longer living
arrangement with the Brits than did their U.S.
cousins.

In New Paltz, New York, people there say that
The Street of the Huguenots is the oldest named
street in the country. The Huguenots originally
came from France, part of a Protestant religious
group that immigrated to the New World. Histor-
ical records show the first landing of Huguenots on
May 1, 1562 at St. John’s River in Florida, accord-
ing to the National Huguenot Society. In 1585, the
Huguenots were expelled from France and began an
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outward migration looking for new homes. 100
years later, religious persecution led to a mass
exodus of 400,000 Huguenots and Protestants to
countries around the world. They went looking for
a country where they would be safe and allowed to
practice their religious beliefs. Those who settled
in the United States named streets to honor their
ancestors, like the one in New Paltz.

Naming traditions were born out of the events
and lives of people like the Huguenots. They helped
to set the bar for what would follow. In the edu-
cation field, we can point to several keys naming
events that helped to establish benchmarks for the
first colleges and universities.

In Williamsburg, Virginia, the College of
William and Mary, the second oldest university in
the United States, was chartered in 1693 by King
William III and Queen Mary II of England and
bears the names of both English monarchs. Naming
a university in the American colonies after British
royalty was considered a high tribute to the distant
king and queen.

The Marshall-Wythe School of Law at the Col-
lege of William and Mary was so designated in
1953, followed the institution’s naming tradition.
The joint name is a tribute to John Marshall, an
alumnus who went on to become one of the first
Justices of the Supreme Court of the United States,
and George Wythe, the first holder of the Chair of
Law created in 1779 at the College of William and
Mary. Wythe was instrumental in developing the
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course curriculum for the school of law, along with
other notable achievements, including his roles as
a leader in the struggle for independence, a signer
of the Declaration of Independence, and a leader in
American legal education.

Visitors to Washington, D.C. can find many
named spaces and places throughout the nation’s
capital. The statue at the Lincoln Memorial is
named for President Abraham Lincoln, nearby
Arlington House is a tribute to General Robert E.
Lee, and the Franklin Delano Roosevelt Memorial
honors the former President. Each one is a national
monument with historic significance, named to
honor the memory of American leaders.

We can see how these naming traditions created
by the federal government set the pattern for nam-
ing traditions at the state and local level. Naming
initiatives like these helped to set the framework,
or guidelines as some would call them, for what
it meant to have a place or property named for
someone. But this tradition is fading fast from the
American landscape. School boards, municipalities,
and government agencies are joining thousands of
nonprofit organizations on the “let’s sell the naming
rights!” bandwagon.

THREE TYPES OF NAMING RIGHTS

As you move through the content of this book, keep
in mind the three distinct types of naming rights
traditions that exist today:
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1. Naming rights for a legacy gift
2. Naming rights for a title sponsor of an event
3. Naming rights for a long-term corporate

partner

The government was not alone in creating the
naming rights tradition. Along the way, people were
helping create the identity of independent states
and regions in the formative years of the nation.
Part of that identity was defined by philanthropists,
wealthy people who stepped up and decided they
wanted to make a difference without government
involvement.

Naming Rights for a Legacy Gift

Naming rights granted in exchange for a legacy gift
became more common in the 1900s. As prosper-
ity levels rose in the late 1890s and into the start
of the next century, an upper class of financially
well-off individuals and families emerged. Their
wealth came from industry and commerce, such as
banking, forestry, mining, oil, and gas, and manu-
facturing. One at a time, they began to get involved
in offering financial support to a wide range of
charitable initiatives.

The Rockefeller family, for example, is leg-
endary for their generosity and philanthropic
support. People like the Rockefellers helped to
create new opportunities for education, arts, and
culture groups; to build libraries; and to lay the
foundation for accomplishment that we enjoy today.
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The Rockefeller Center in midtown Manhattan is
named after billionaire John D. Rockefeller, the
founder of Standard Oil and one of the wealth-
iest men in America at the time. He had leased
11 acres of land from Columbia University in 1928
and planned to revitalize the area with the construc-
tion of the Metropolitan Opera House and office
buildings. The stock market crash of 1929 forced
him to change his plans, and instead he decided
to develop an art deco–style collection of 19 office
buildings instead.

The Rockefeller Institute for Medical Research
in New York, was founded in 1901 by John
D. Rockefeller and later renamed The Rocke-
feller University. The Rockefeller College of Public
Affairs & Policy at the State University of New
York, Albany was named after him. And the John
D. Rockefeller, Jr. Library at Colonial Williamsburg
was named for him as well.

John D. Rockefeller did not confine his philan-
thropy to the United States. Numerous facilities
around the world are named for his charitable
support, including the Rockefeller Archaeological
Museum in Jerusalem and the Rockefeller Music
Hall in Oslo, Norway.

In 2005, his grandson, David Rockefeller, Jr.,
donated $100 million to New York’s Museum of
Modern Art endowment fund. The museum itself
was co-founded by David’s mother, Abby. Reports
from the Museum of Modern Art indicate that the
89-year-old philanthropist had contributed in excess
of $200 million to the museum up to that year.
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Abby got involved in another museum project
in Colonial Williamsburg. Her contribution was
so significant that the facility is named in her
honor: the Abby Aldrich Rockefeller Folk Art
Museum.

Other famous Americans who have been recog-
nized with naming rights include Caroline Wiess
Law, who left a $300 million bequest to the Hous-
ton Museum of Fine Arts. Her gift is on record as
the largest cash contribution ever given a museum
in the country.

Contemporary philanthropist Joan Kroc, widow
of McDonald’s founder Ray Kroc, gave away $2.3
billion during her life, often without the fanfare
of the naming rights conferred on others. At her
death, among other gifts, she left $200 million to
National Public Radio and $50 million to the Uni-
versity of Notre Dame to strengthen the Joan B.
Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies, after
previous gifts of $6 million to establish the Insti-
tute and $14 million in general support. These are
some of the many gifts from the woman who liked
to be known as a maverick philanthropist. At one
point Kroc set up a foundation, as was the cus-
tom at the time, and began to take applications.
She shut it down, citing too much paperwork. The
legend of Joan Kroc suggests that if you asked for
money it would not come. She was a free spirit
who chose to follow her intuition and spontaneous
assessment of the moment. Joan Kroc was one of
the most generous and intriguing philanthropists of
all time.
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CHANGING TRADITIONS

The changing traditions regarding naming rights are
not only about how big the sign is on the outside
of the building and what kind of material is being
used. In Exhibit 2.1, you will find a side-by-side
comparison chart that highlights the many activities
that go into securing a naming rights legacy gift.

The higher education sector provides numerous
examples of naming rights conferred on a donor
in appreciation of their legacy gift. Hastings Col-
lege of the Law at the University of California was
founded by Serranus Clinton Hastings, who was the
first Chief Justice of the California Supreme Court.
In 1878, he paid $100,000 into the State Treasury
for the establishment of California’s first public law
school.

Given the naming rights tradition at the time, it
seemed most appropriate to name the college after
Hastings, a tradition that lives on today. Exhibit 2.1
offers a side-by-side comparison of many of the
aspects that impact the naming rights process both
then and now. For illustrative purposes, I have cho-
sen to use the example of Hastings College of the
Law to compare the naming traditions of 1878 to
their modern-day versions.

Comparing naming traditions then and now is
an interesting exercise, if only to see how the sec-
tor has evolved. Since the 1800s, the fundraising
office has added layers of infrastructure, including
staff members dedicated to donor relations and,
more recently, an office of stewardship to go along
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with the annual giving and planned giving
departments. The other significant change is the
development of and consistent application of nam-
ing policies for an organization.

A challenge for contemporary fundraising exec-
utives appears to be making time to review and
update those naming policies and the accompany-
ing ask amounts for naming opportunities. Most
development staff appear to wait until the start of a
campaign to think about updating the naming poli-
cies. Determining which properties are going to
be included in the list of available naming oppor-
tunities is something that should be done sooner
rather than later in the planning process. For more
on that subject, see Chapter 6, “Manager’s Toolbox
for Naming Rights.”

As we reflect on the history of naming rights,
we see other examples of people volunteering to
give without being asked. A number of these can
be found among the western settlers, whose pioneer
spirit embraced many possibilities as they helped to
build America.

One day a few years ago I happened to witness
one such event. I can recall the look of surprise and
delight of a scholarship officer walking through the
development office, sharing the news of a $73,000
check that had just arrived. It was accompanied by
a brief handwritten note from a prospect turned
donor, whom he had met with the week before.
The university in turn set up a named scholarship
endowment for the donor.
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You may have heard it said that the best ask is
the one that is not made. Meeting with and talking
to the donors about the mission and vision of the
campaign has led to many a major gift.

A SIGN OF THE TIMES

Another tradition that has carried forward to mod-
ern days is the ceremony involved in changing the
name of the property. In the old days, new signage
was created and attached, engraved, or added to the
structure, followed shortly afterward by a ribbon-
cutting ceremony to officially open the area to the
public. The tradition in the 1800s of the transfer of
naming rights included a public ceremony, ribbon
cutting, and an article in the local newspaper.

Today, naming gift ceremonies are taking on a
much more vibrant style as multimedia outlets get
involved in the event. There is so much competition
for people’s attention these days. Many nonprofits
enlist the help of dedicated marketing and commu-
nications staff to get the message out. Tactics and
strategies include the tried-and-true approach of
gathering a collection of stakeholders at the naming
event, digital broadcast of the event, and electronic
messaging.

Nonprofits have found they can effectively lever-
age technology to spread the word and share the
moment with their donor community via e-mail
announcements and Web site broadcasts that can
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be archived for viewing again. A few groups have
gone so far as to include an audio recording of the
naming ceremony on their Web sites, something I
think we will see more of in the future.

TODAY’S WEALTHY AMERICANS
AND NAMED PROPERTIES

For many of the richest people in America, like Bill
and Melinda Gates, Warren Buffet, Oprah Winfrey,
Tiger Woods, and Lance Armstrong, a named gift to
a nonprofit organization is something that is done
sparingly. Don’t get me wrong. These people are
incredibly generous in their financial support. It’s
just that the list of facilities or properties that have
their names on them are few. Many appear to take
this route because they do not want to take away
from the work being done by the recipient orga-
nization; others choose to intentionally stay out of
the spotlight, as Joan Kroc did. Often, they prefer to
step back from the limelight and make a “quiet con-
tribution” to a favorite charity. The lack of name
recognition does not diminish the thanks and appre-
ciation from those who received the financial sup-
port.

The nonprofit sector itself is full of wonderful
examples of philanthropic gifts that have been hon-
ored with naming rights. In the majority of cases,
they are named in perpetuity. Naming in perpetuity
is something else that is quickly changing.
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Naming Rights for a Long-Term
Corporate Partner

The corporate sector appears to be increasing its
focus on naming rights within the nonprofit sec-
tor on several fronts. The corporation’s marketing
and sponsorship staff seek to align the corporation’s
interest with events, programs, institutes, and facili-
ties that fit the demographic mix of their customers.
Corporations are attempting to get the most bang
for their marketing buck, we all know that. It’s an
important distinction to keep in mind when having
a conversation with a prospective corporate donor
or sponsor as compared to a conversation with an
individual or private foundation who might wish to
give a purely philanthropic gift.

In recent years, many of our public traditions
have been absorbed by corporations seeking naming
rights to enhance recognition of their brand names.
Why? To take advantage of the acute focus that the
general public brings to holidays, special events, and
other happenings.

But did the corporate sector take a page from the
nonprofit sector when it came to acquiring nam-
ing rights? In the United States and Canada, there
is a long-standing tradition of philanthropic sup-
port. Choosing to have a philanthropic perspective
is a tradition that has been passed along in many
families. Name recognition for designated support
is another tradition that began hundreds of years
ago. It is one that has gained momentum in recent
times.
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New Year’s Eve, for example, brings with it a
multitude of corporate naming initiatives in the
annual celebrations. It’s the biggest party that just
keeps getting bigger, as the global population pushes
past the 6 billion mark. From Tokyo to Times
Square to Sydney to Paris, corporations have been
buying up the advertising and naming rights to
events far and wide. In turn, we have been treated
with a televised spectacle complete with fireworks,
symphony orchestras, and dare I say it, a beloved
tradition of counting down those last few seconds.
10, 9, 8, as hundreds of millions join in to ring in
the New Year, 7, 6, 5, champagne glasses raised in
salute, 4, 3, 2, 1, hugs and kisses and well wishes all
around. Happy New Year!

How do you bring in the New Year? If you are
within a certain age demographic, you can be cer-
tain that the marketing staff and advertising agencies
are working on ways to attract your eyeballs to their
promotional material. New Year’s Eve celebrations
are a high-profile place to be seen. For the mar-
keters, it’s not about direct sales—it’s more along
the line of product and brand name recognition.

New Year’s Eve celebrations are a good start-
ing point to examine corporate naming rights at
traditional events. Think about how the corporate
sector gets involved in your community. Look at
the pre-event marketing material, and the materials
used the evening of the event.

Many a nonprofit organization has unique events
and get-togethers, each one wrapped in its own tra-
ditions. For example, opening night at the North
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American Auto Show, which is held annually
in downtown Detroit, Michigan. The tradition
includes a Charity Preview event. On January
18, 2008, the Charity Preview was held—a black
tie affair that cost was $400 per ticket to attend.
The funds raised from ticket sales this year went
to Detroit youth groups such as the local Boys
and Girls Clubs, Easter Seals—Michigan, Detroit
Children’s Hospital, March of Dimes, the Judson
Center, and Think Detroit PAL.

The Charity Preview in Detroit, like many other
events, is typically supported not only by ticket sales
but also by corporate sponsors who pay for naming
rights to be associated with the event. January 2008
saw the Royal Bank of Scotland Group, Charter
One, and Sprint all getting involved in this interna-
tional event, which garners television, print media
and on-site promotional opportunities.

What I find most interesting in the growing
trend of corporations buying naming rights from
nonprofit groups is the scope of these actions and
the accompanying dollar values involved. Here are
some incidents of naming rights being bought up
at high schools:

� November 23, 2007—In Hueber Heights,
Ohio, Good Samaritan Hospital acquired the
naming rights and marketing strategies for
Wayne High School athletics. The hospital has
a new health center under construction and
has committed to investing $1.5 million over
10 years in exchange for the naming rights.
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� March 20, 2007—An Indiana school board cut
a deal to sell naming rights. Forum Credit
Union agreed to pay $26,000 over the next
three years to refurbish the Hall of Champions
wing in Fishers High School. It marked the first
time this school board had sold naming rights
to a sponsor.

� 2006—Prior to the naming agreement at
Fishers High School, another Indiana school
completed a more substantial deal. Offi-
cials from Noblesville High School accepted
$125,000 from Hare Chevrolet in exchange for
the naming rights to the high school football
field.

� June 20, 2006—Acuity Insurance of Wiscon-
sin secured the naming rights to the Plymouth
High School Auditorium in Sheboygan, Wis-
consin, for $300,000. This was Acuity’s second
major gift to a high school in the commu-
nity that year; in January 2006, Acuity made
a gift of $650,000 for naming rights to the new
North and South High School field houses in
the Sheboygan Area School District.

Corporate support in the form of named spon-
sorships has been around for decades. A visit to just
about any university or college Web site will offer
a list of current named sponsors for the institution.
The interesting part is that some of these corporate
partners are spreading their wings and “investing in”
other named properties. Take a look at the following
list to see what I mean.
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January 19, 2008
PACCAR Hall named University

of Washington, Seattle $18 million
January 18, 2008
Harris Corp. Institute for Assured

Information
Florida Institute of Technology,

Orlando $5 million
January 16, 2008
Bank of America Ctr. for Banking

& Financial Studies
Florida State University $2 million

Corporate philanthropy is nothing new. What
appears to be changing is the style and manner of
corporate support. There appears to be a grow-
ing trend for corporations to ask for and get public
naming rights in exchange for the dollars they are
investing in nonprofit organizations.

More evidence of this emerging trend is the
$25 million naming rights acquisition by AT&T.
The company now has naming rights to the AT&T
Executive Education and Conference Center at the
University of Texas, Arlington. It’s a 25-year limited
term naming rights deal that resembles a private sec-
tor naming arrangement for an athletic venue such
as a ball park or football stadium. It gives AT&T a
strategic location that provides high-profile brand
name recognition for the telecom giant, which has
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been facing increasing competition in the state of
Texas.

Those of you who follow college football are
well aware of how corporate naming rights to bowl
games have expanded over the years (partial list
below).

� PapaJohns.com Bowl
� Insight Bowl
� Meineke Car Care Bowl
� MPC Computers Bowl
� GMAC Bowl
� Chick-fil-A Bowl
� Capital One Bowl

Allow me to touch on one more aspect of cor-
porate naming rights as we wrap up this chapter,
something that I think we will see sooner rather
than later: a corporate name appearing on a promi-
nent school or college at a major university. Is it too
much of a stretch to consider the Kodak School of
Performing Arts or the TRW School of Engineer-
ing? Both are hypothetical examples and not meant
as projected happenings. However, I don’t think
corporate naming rights for schools and colleges
is a matter of if it will happen, but when.
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Impact of the Internet on
Naming Rights

. . . when I talk to our donors about our
campaign, the next thing they do is to go
to our Web site. . . .

This is the type of comment I have heard over and
over during the past two years from senior devel-
opment staff. It’s easy to understand why.

According to Internet World Stats (www.inter
networldstats.com/emarketing.htm), thenumber of
Internet users has grown from 16 million in 1995
to more than 1.32 billion as of December 2007.
Annual growth is in excess of 17%.

LEVELING THE PLAYING FIELD

The Internet has helped to level the playing field for
small businesses relative to the corporate giants. One
Web site is just as accessible as another. And the same
can be said about the nonprofit sector. As of 2006,
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there were more than 1,478,154 registered non-
profit organizations in the United States, according
to the National Center for Charitable Statistics.
Hundreds of thousands of them have Web sites.

A Web site is vital in the competitive world of
major gift giving. As a prospective donor enters the
URL that leads to a Web site, they are just key
strokes away from making that connection. Those
few precious seconds when someone chooses to
access one Web site address rather than another
is part of the level playing field. In the electronic
domain of the Internet, all have equal access, all
have equal presence, and all are equally accessible.

For the smaller nonprofit organizations this equal
access/equal presence is a double-edged sword. On
one hand, the Internet allows them to create and
deliver Web sites that reach out to prospective
donors just like the most successful universities and
colleges, hospitals, social service agencies, and other
nonprofits that raise the majority of fundraising dol-
lars each year. On the other hand, those Web sites
should be maintained with regular updates, which
can be difficult to do when time and resources are
in short supply.

When it comes to online naming rights, the con-
cept of the level playing field is a natural extension
of the Web site. From promoting special events to
capital campaigns, the Web site has become an ideal
marketing tool to quickly update and inform the
donor community about what’s going on. Oppor-
tunities to promote naming properties are growing
exponentially.
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Take named endowments as an example. In the
higher education sector, where universities hold vast
sums of money in named endowment accounts,
survey results suggest that an increasing number of
donors are choosing to receive their endowment
reports electronically instead of the traditional hard-
copy version.

INTERNET TRENDS FOR
NONPROFIT WEB SITES

Listed below are some of the most prominent Inter-
net trends relating to nonprofit Web sites. When we
look at these trends as a whole, we can see the depth
and magnitude of the impact that the Internet has
had on the nonprofit sector.

� Nonprofit Web sites are evolving.
� Online giving continues to boom.
� Online planned giving appears to be maturing.
� Electronic marketing by e-mail and online
newsletters has increased.

� Naming rights for high-profile named gifts
include the acquisition of Web site named
properties.

� The format and style of donor recognition
to naming rights is becoming standardized on
Web sites.

� Fundraising campaigns are carried out within
dedicated sections of nonprofits’ Web sites.
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Advanced Donor Relations Strategy

The final item in the above list, fundraising cam-
paigns with dedicated pages on the Web site, is a
splendid example of what I refer to as advanced
donor relations. Campaign Web sites have risen to
a new level in recent years. They have evolved in
style and content, taking on greater significance.

One element of advanced donor relations related
to nonprofit Web sites is the ease-of-use quotient,
which measures how quickly and easily a Web site
visitor can find what they are looking for on the
Web site. Web site navigation starts at the home
page. Studies show that in the time it takes to blink
twice, a Web site visitor has already formed an
opinion of how comfortable he or she is in navigat-
ing a Web site. The implication for online naming
rights and naming rights recognition of sponsors
and legacy gift donors is critically important.

When a donor is being recognized for making
a naming rights gift it is important that the visual
recognition be placed in an easy-to-find location
on the Web page. For example, a medical clinic is
named for a legacy gift of an individual, the top
left corner of each Web page will typically show a
revised logo of the medical clinic that includes the
name of the donor. This style of naming rights rec-
ognition is what has come to be seen as an accept-
able form in both the private and nonprofit sectors.

Many universities with fundraising campaigns
feature an easy-to-find link to the campaign Web
page displayed prominently on the home page of
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their Web sites. These campaign-specific Web pages
can be described as another example of advanced
donor relations. For examples, see the list later in
this chapter.

Using dedicated Web pages to promote current
fundraising campaigns can be seen as one of the
advanced fundraising techniques. Organizations
that employ these strategies and best practices for
campaign Web sites are among the leaders in this
sector.

Unfortunately, this technique is not commonly
used by all other nonprofit organizations. When
a nonprofit makes it difficult for a Web site vis-
itor to find a link to the foundation Web page, it
compromises its relationship to the potential donor.

Here are some of the residual benefits that
I see coming from implementing advanced donor
relations strategies:

� Enhance the brand name of the nonprofit.
� Promote the mission and vision of the
organization.

� Enable “quiet conversations” with donors.
� Extend storytelling.

Discussing the nature and extent of online naming
rights recognition is an advanced donor relations
tactic that is coming into play more often. How
the donor is recognized on the nonprofit’s Web site
is factoring into the wording of the naming rights
agreement with greater frequency.
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Nonprofits are leveraging their investment in
their Web sites as they cherry-pick the advanced
fundraising techniques that best suit their own situ-
ation. The beauty of the Internet is that the digital
platform, the nonprofit’s electronic billboard, is
designed with a collapsible structure that lets you
make incremental changes quickly and efficiently.

NAMING RIGHTS IN THE
CAMPAIGN WEB SITE

A growing number of nonprofits are expanding
the content of their Web sites with details about
their fundraising efforts, be it in-campaign or not.
For example, one long-standing practice has been
the use of the Web site to advertise and promote
endowment gifts, something that many universities
do now.

What about using the Web site to promote and
advertise the ask amounts for other named proper-
ties, such as interior spaces and locations, along with
departments and existing buildings? This is another
area of advanced fundraising techniques that appears
to be gathering momentum. Think about it. You
are in a competitive market. The campaign goal is
in the millions, perhaps hundreds of million of dol-
lars. Telling a story is a big part of what you do. If
you could add depth to the story of the campaign
goals and objectives, would you?

A growing number of nonprofits are choosing
to do just that. They are adding the ask amounts
for their naming opportunities to their campaign
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Web pages, as well as information about named gifts
already received.

What does that do for the Web site visitors?
How does that change their online experience?
What does it say about the nonprofit organization?
How does that change the nature of the next con-
versation between the major gift donor prospect
and the development staff ? Naming rights strate-
gies open a lot of doors. Which doors, and how
many you open, are up to you.

Each of these questions in the above paragraph
and throughout the book are offered in a rhetorical
context. They are meant to get you thinking about
the process, the strategies and related tactics that you
use or don’t use, regarding naming rights. There
are no perfect answers, only a series of choices to
be considered. If you find this approach perplexing
I do not apologize; it’s meant to get you thinking
about how and why your organization makes the
choices that it does.

Two techniques are used for sharing information
about naming rights:

1. Shopping list approach
2. Descriptive text approach

Shopping List Approach

This technique is quickly becoming the most pop-
ular with nonprofits that want to share the ask
amounts for naming rights with their donor com-
munity. Here is an example:
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Name the Building $5,000,000

Atrium $2,500,000 — Named

Auditorium $1,000,000

Stage in Auditorium $500,000

Conference/Board Room $350,000

Meeting Room (3) each $100,000

Elevator $75,000 — Named

Reception Area $50,000

Administration Office $25,000 — Named

Mail Room $15,000

Garden Area $10,000 — Named

Bench (5) each $1,000

The shopping list approach allows people to
view a collection, sometimes all, sometimes just
a partial list, of naming opportunities. By posting
this information on the Web site, a nonprofit can
show a running scoreboard of what naming rights
are available, and what naming gifts have already
been received. The dollar values listed are typically
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the minimum amounts being asked in exchange for
the naming rights to a designated property.

A shopping list like the one above usually has
contact information nearby, so the Web site visitor
knows who to call for more information.

Descriptive Text Approach

This technique for listing naming opportunities
offers a description of the property or endowment
property. Listings vary widely in style, ranging from
a few words to several paragraphs complete with
photographs of the property including artist draw-
ings for new buildings or other facilities. Some
nonprofit groups include detailed floor plans on
their Web pages, allowing the major gift prospects
to view the room, identify its location in the build-
ing, and learn the dimensions and details of what
will be in the proposed named space. Here is an
example of a descriptive text listing:

Cancer Institute—Career Development
Physician
An endowment gift to the Career Development Physi-
cian Fund will enable the Cancer Institute to recruit
and retain the best and brightest minds in our field.
With a $3,000,000 gift, you can establish a permanent
fund for an up-and-coming physician who will be pur-
suing new ways to treat, cure, and ultimately prevent
cancer.

Other examples of the descriptive text approach
are often used for a premiere naming opportunity,
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such as establishing a named scholarship fund or
naming a facility that hasn’t yet been constructed.
Both techniques help to paint the picture for the
major gift prospect in a manner that helps them to
better understand the needs of the organization.

NAMING RIGHTS POLICY
STATEMENTS

The topic of naming rights policies will be covered
in depth in Chapter 6, “The Manager’s Toolbox for
Naming Rights.”

As far as Internet naming rights, policy state-
ments paint with a wide brush and generally include
the Internet in with all other forms of signage and
communications. Naming policies have been under
the microscope due to the surge in major gift giving.
Nonprofit organizations large and small have turned
to these internal documents to assist in the named
gift process. It is no longer acceptable to do things
a certain way merely because that’s the way it has
been done for years. Given the high dollar amounts
of major gifts and the importance of maintaining
ongoing relationships with the donors, a consistent
naming policy should be demanded—and applied.

During my research efforts, three nonprofit
organizations offered insights and access to their
own naming policies to aid in the discussion. Special
thanks are due to Karen Whitehead at the Univer-
sity of Pittsburgh; Kathy Ruvolo at the University
of California, Irvine; and Greg Shepherd, Executive
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Vice President of Constituent Relations at the Uni-
versity of Washington in Seattle.

Universities such as these three have devel-
oped comprehensive naming policies that allow
the development and donor relations staff to have
meaningful and comprehensive discussions with
major gift donors.

IMPLEMENTING ADVANCED
DONOR RELATIONS TACTICS

During my survey, I was surprised by how many
development staff announced that publicizing the
ask amounts of naming opportunities is something
they don’t do and that they would not even consider
it. That’s interesting.

The Internet evolves in style and content every
hour of every day. Nonprofit organizations that use
Web sites to promote their naming opportunities
appear to be a step ahead of groups that do not.
Going one step farther and adding the ask amounts
for naming opportunities helps both the Web site
visitors and the development staff.

Web site visitors who take the time to go to your
fundraising campaign Web pages have an interest in
what you do. They are predisposed to finding out
more about what you are doing. Campaign Web
pages help do that. Best practices suggest that it is
not only appropriate but expected to have easy-to-
find links for online giving and planned giving. In
each of those areas, the Web site visitor is offered
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more information about the fundraising effort and,
in many cases, prompted to act now or at the very
least to contact a development staff person for more
information.

Why not take the same approach with naming
rights and naming opportunities?

For groups that are concerned that publishing
the ask amounts of naming opportunities on their
Web site somehow compromises their fundraising
efforts, I would say that’s a spurious correlation. By
that I mean that the people who visit a campaign
Web site are interested in your organization. They
may or may not be donors. But they have a genuine
interest in finding out more information. Steward-
ship efforts, either implied or direct, helped to get
that person to visit your campaign Web site in the
first place. There is already some level of relation-
ship. Going the extra mile and publishing the ask
amounts merely shares information that may help
to move that individual to the next step of making
a major gift.

I suggest to you that donors know what is
going on in the major gift marketplace better than
the development staff. Research efforts by groups
including the Association for Professional Fundrais-
ers (AFP) suggest that major gift donors typically
make gifts to six to eight nonprofit organizations.
The quality of your relationship with major gift
donors can be enhanced by offering more infor-
mation, more data, and more numbers about major
gift opportunities.
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We live in a time when donors expect greater
accountability, a greater degree of disclosure of
information, and in-depth reporting after the major
gift has been made.

LEGACY GIFT NAMING RIGHTS

When a donor makes a legacy gift, there is usually a
donor agreement that outlines the extent and nature
of the naming rights. For purposes of this discussion,
think about a legacy gift that would name a school
within a university, such as a school of business,
law, engineering, social work, or other academic
discipline within the university. Also note that there
are two distinct types of legacy gifts: an endowment
gift, and a gift specifically for the construction of a
new facility.

In both cases, a donor agreement that spells out
the nature of the commitment by the university and
how the funds will be used is in place. I am refer-
ring to gift agreements where the naming rights
are passed along in perpetuity as compared to lim-
ited term gifts. Gift agreements are typically drawn
up on a case-by-case basis, and the wording is most
often handled by the legal counsel to the institution.

The naming rights portion of the gift agree-
ment includes all signage and written and online
communication. Reprinting departmental business
cards, stationery, and letterhead and changing the
name of the school on the university’s Web site is
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all part of the transition process of the naming rights
associated with a legacy gift.

One other online tribute that has become stan-
dard practice is an online Web page dedicated to
telling the history of the legacy gift donor. The
hyperlink to the tribute Web page is generally found
on the home page of the school and includes one
or more photos of the donor(s), the history of their
involvement, and some background details about
them. Husband and wife donors quite often share
in making the legacy gift, something that may or
may not be reflected in the new name to the facil-
ity. The nice part about the online tribute page is
its staying power and potential influence on future
major gift donors.

INTERNET AND CORPORATE
NAMING RIGHTS WITH

NONPROFITS

An area that shows dynamic growth potential is how
corporate naming rights are extended to the Web
site of the nonprofit organization.

In most cases, the nonprofit organization uses a
dedicated Web page that features the list of corpo-
rate sponsors ranked in order of sponsorship level.
Because a Web page scrolls from top to bottom, as
compared to a left-to-right in hard copy publica-
tions, typically one format is used to recognize the
sponsors. The largest corporate sponsor(s) are listed
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at the top of the page and they usually get to display
a larger logo than the second level, third level, and
so on down the list. It’s like an inverted pyramid
where the title or lead sponsor gets the greatest
amount of exposure by being listed at the top of
the sponsorship list.

When online sponsorships first started to catch
on, the sponsor’s logo was almost always linked
back to a feature Web page selected by the cor-
porate sponsor. The click-through exposure that
came from being listed on the nonprofit’s sponsor-
ship Web page helped to give a new dimension to
the corporate sponsor. More exposure, more bang
for the buck. In today’s marketplace, not every non-
profit offers this type of an online naming rights
benefit to the sponsor. It is a competitive advantage
that can be used in your marketing material and in
face-to-face discussions with sponsors.

Online naming rights recognition is just part of
the overall sponsorship recognition package. The
typical form of online naming rights recognition is
for the company to provide an icon, usually one
that is symbolic of brand name, and that icon is
situated on the Web page to distinguish the corpo-
rate sponsorship of the event. Web site visitors can
scroll over the corporate logo and with a click of
the mouse drill down to a designated Web page of
the corporate sponsor.

Depending on the size and the duration of the
event, other Internet-related naming rights perks
may be included, such as the following:
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� Pre-event recognition in press releases
� “About the Company” reference to the
company’s Web site

� Onsite signage including company’s URL
� Option to conduct onsite attendee product
surveys

� Marketing rights associated with the event
� Inclusion in paid advertising campaign
� Opportunities to develop a contact database
� Corporate booth with giveaways noting Web
site

� Media exposure, including billboards, display
advertising, radio, etc.

� VIP reception
� Corporate table at the event

Depending on the corporate sponsor and how
much they use their Web site in their marketing
campaign, the naming rights benefits from corpo-
rate sponsorship can be quite substantial. At the end
of the day, it’s good for both the business and the
nonprofit.

ONLINE SEARCH TIPS FOR
TRACKING NAMING RIGHTS

When doing your own online searching for back-
ground details, here are a few tips to save you some
time and effort:
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� Start by using Google.com, then expand to other
search engines, including AltaVista.com, Yahoo.com,
DogPile.com, etc. Google search results continue
to have the largest collection of data on top-
ics such as naming opportunities. However,
no one search engine can keep up with all
the entries made on a daily basis; that’s why
you want to include at least two other search
engines.

� Use the same search criteria from search engine to
search engine. Changing simple search parame-
ters can have a dramatic impact on your search
results. Using a search such as “naming oppor-
tunities,” with quotation marks will search for
that specific phrase, whereas searching with-
out quotation marks will search for instances
of the separate words. Needless to say, the two
searches yield very different results. Not using
quotation marks reduces specificity and yields
different, lower-quality information.

� Use qualifying search parameters. Examples
include:
◦ “naming opportunities” university
◦ “naming opportunities” university 2008
◦ “naming opportunities” university business

2008 named endowment 2008
You can add additional search criteria to

get countless variations. Including the name
of a field of study, such as medicine, business,
engineering, computer science, journalism,
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nursing, or others, will help tighten up a
search somewhat. The more search elements
you place inside the quotation marks, the nar-
rower your search results will be. By adding or
deleting one search word at a time, you can
fine-tune your online search.

� Use specific keywords to target a sector or
topic, such as:
◦ school district or naming rights
◦ parish or church “giving opportunities”

stewardship

Different groups within the nonprofit
sector use different words to describe what is
basically the same thing. School districts typi-
cally refer to “selling naming rights,” whereas
universities or colleges seldom use the terms
“sell” or “sold” when mentioning the sub-
ject of naming or giving opportunities at their
institution. At the end of the day, though, they
are all competing in the same marketplace.

TOP 10 WEB SITES FOR
MARKETING NAMING RIGHTS

1. UCLA—A pioneer of the billion-dollar cam-
paign, began in 1995

2. University of Michigan

3. Brown University—Use of campaign video

4. Dartmouth College—Extensive shopping list
for review
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5. University of Arkansas—Campaign wrap-up,
including report in PDF

6. University of Oregon—Named leadership gifts

7. University of Chicago—Brand-name approach
to campaign

8. University of Pittsburgh—Campaign charts,
impact report

9. University of Virginia—One of the first
$4-billion campaigns

10. Old Dominion University—Libraries pledge
care with shopping list

|

UNIVERSITY BUYS STADIUM
NAMING RIGHTS: INDIRECT
BENEFITS OF AN INTERNET
PRESENCE

On February 3, 2008, Super Bowl Sunday for the
National Football League, the game between the
New England Patriots and the New York Giants was
broadcast around the world. The estimated viewing
audience was around 93 million people, the third-
highest for any television broadcast ever.

This year’s Super Bowl has added interest for those
in the nonprofit community because of where the
football game is being played. It’s a football stadium,
but not just any football stadium. Super Bowl 42
was played at the University of Phoenix Stadium, a
marvelous example of strategically acquired naming
rights.
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On September 25, 2006, the naming rights deal
was announced. The University of Phoenix, one of
the largest advertisers on the Internet, had no pre-
vious sports marketing deal in place prior to signing
this agreement. The University and the Phoenix Car-
dinals of the NFL, host to Super Bowl 42, signed
a 20-year $154-million naming rights contract. At
$7.7 million per year, this was the second-highest
naming rights fee per year for any NFL team at the
time. Coincidentally, the New England Patriots, one
of the contestants in the 2008 game, currently holds
the top spot with a $300-million, 30-year naming
rights deal with Gillette. The Washington Redskins’
$7.6-million deal to name FedEx Field ranks third.

More important than the money, however, is that
this deal is the first time a professional sports team
from any league signed a naming rights deal with an
educational institution. Although the University of
Phoenix is not a nonprofit organization (it is owned by
the Apollo Group Inc., a publicly traded company on
the NASDAQ stock exchange), it has approximately
250,000 students, most working adults, enrolled in its
distance education programs.

Going after the naming rights to a pro football
stadium was an interesting play. The executives of the
University of Phoenix would have already known that
the Super Bowl game for 2008 had been awarded to
that stadium. They had a game plan and executed
it brilliantly. Company president John Sperling, who
was 82 years old at the time of the naming rights deal,
appears to have pulled off one of the most remarkable
marketing coups of all time with this strategy.

This is an intriguing example that shows how a
naming rights deal delivered a built-in national and
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international advertising campaign. It is difficult to
estimate the dollar amount of the boost to the Univer-
sity of Phoenix brand name for the on-air mentions
of the name, including coverage by traditional news-
papers, radio, and television, before the event, on the
day of the event, and during the post-game coverage.
Oh, and don’t forget all the DVDs and other elec-
tronic storage versions of the Super Bowl, which will
continue to circulate among sports enthusiasts in the
years to come. This typifies guerilla-style marketing
at its best.

Even though the University of Phoenix is not a
nonprofit institution, the link between professional
sports and the higher education sector will have a
crossover impact on naming rights deals with other
universities in the future.

|

CORPORATE SPONSORSHIPS
OF UNIVERSITY ATHLETICS
LEVERAGE BRAND NAME

Corporate sponsors have learned to get the most bang
for their sponsorship dollars by extending their brand
name to the Web sites of the nonprofit group in which
they have invested their dollars. Athletic departments
have been able to show corporate partners credible
evidence that validates their financial support. Web
site–tracking software can provide details on the click-
through numbers of visitors to athletic department
Web pages and the subsequent drilling-down to cor-
porate Web sites.

The use of sponsorship dollars is trying to achieve
several things. First, the sponsor wants to raise the
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brand name awareness of its products and catch the
eye of potential new consumers. Second, the sponsor
wants to deepen its relationship with existing cus-
tomers by showing its financial support to specific
schools.

The typical athletic department “corporate part-
ners” Web page has five to ten color images of the
corporate logo that are hyperlinked to a designated
Web page of the sponsor. As with all things, the more
substantial the level of financial support, the greater
the marketing exposure for the corporate sponsor.

One of the most important elements for a corpo-
rate sponsor is the demographic overlap between the
members of the nonprofit organization and the prod-
ucts and services of the corporate sponsor. As you
look around the Internet to see which companies are
choosing to get involved with online naming rights,
you will find that most sponsors fall into one of the
following categories:

❖ Financial services companies, including banks,
insurance providers, and retirement planning and
wealth management

❖ Hospitals, healthcare, and cancer treatment
centers

❖ Technology companies for computers, cell
phones, and other wireless communication
devices

❖ Food and beverages, including local pizza and fast
food outlets

❖ Airlines and car rental

|
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Legacy Gifts in a Nanosecond
Society

People make large gifts because they want
to make a difference, not because of the
naming rights that come with it.

Greg Sheridan, Executive Vice President
for Constituent Relations,

University of Washington, Seattle

According to Greg Sheridan, donors don’t make
major gifts specifically for the naming rights that
come with them. They make major gifts because
they are passionate about the institution and they
want to make a difference.

I asked Sheridan to identify some of the biggest
changes he has seen in the named gift area.
“The digital world has ensured a higher level
of transparency,” said the Seattle-based fundraising
executive.

The Internet allows donors to drill down into a
Web site and find out what’s going on right across
a nonprofit organization. With a few clicks of the
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mouse, the prospective donor can go from home
page to front-page news items stored in the non-
profit’s online library. They can check into the latest
research projects, the academic pursuits of faculty
and students, medical research, or an upcoming
special event.

Today’s fundraising efforts are framed within the
context of a digital world where everyone is busy,
but you can reach out and touch someone just about
anywhere, anytime. The trends all point to a greater
emphasis on digital relationships with donors.

Sheridan offered other insights about legacy gift
donors. For example, we talked about how fundrais-
ing used to be seen “as a contact sport,” compared
to today. In earlier times, a nonprofit organization
would strategically arrange to put their best people
in the room with a donor to pursue the ask. The
emphasis was on the personal rapport, the story-
telling, the ability to engage the donor and to listen
for those precious insights that revealed the donor’s
passion or pet projects.

In the digital world, nonprofit organizations
have to rely on electronic communications to a
much greater degree. E-mail contacts are no longer
relegated to a simple “I just wanted to say hi!”
type of contact with donors. Sheridan noted that an
increasing number of qualifying contacts, the kind
that used to be done face-to-face, are compressed
into a few lines of an e-mail to a major gift prospect.
The big-picture stuff comes later.

Development staff have learned to be concise
in their e-mail messages and have been schooled in
the art of timely digital follow-ups. Wireless devices
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such as the ubiquitous Blackberry—which can store
500 e-mail contacts and phone numbers, pro-
vide mobile Internet access, and also serve as a
telephone—have become standard issue for major
gift staff. Gone are the days when every major gift
request included a two- or three-page hard-copy
proposal produced on quality paper and packaged in
an expensive case. It’s all going digital, baby—point,
click, type, and send.

INTO THE DIGITAL LOOKING
GLASS

As Greg Sheridan and so many other development
professionals can attest, major gift donors have a pas-
sion for philanthropy, a passion for an organization,
or in the case of the university, a passion for an aca-
demic institution. Philanthropists want to make a
difference. They give of their time and their finan-
cial resources. The naming rights that come along
with a major gift are often secondary.

So what is so special about making a named gift?
When you talk to major gift donors before and even
after they have decided to make the gift, they gener-
ally say that it’s nice that they have been recognized
by the nonprofit organization. But when you watch
the donors later on, as they tour the facility with the
new signage bearing the donor’s name, you can see
the pride in the way that they walk and hear the
satisfaction in their voice as they tell their story to
friends and family, describing why they chose to
make a gift here, to leave their mark for others.
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Perhaps it is as simple as that: modesty and pride
of purpose, knowing that one person can make a
difference.

ELECTRONIC COMPRESSION
OF NAMING RIGHTS

Our Internet world appears to have some intriguing
side effects in the field of naming rights gifts. It’s a
given that we all feel the effects of a lifestyle that is
faster-paced than it was just a decade ago. But let’s
extend our thinking about the electronic compres-
sion of philanthropy and how that plays out with
naming rights.

Follow this example through, and see if you can
find some comparisons with your own organiza-
tion.

You pick up your e-mail of the local news
broadcast on your iPod or Blackberry, or maybe
you even have a moment to catch the six o’clock
news. Mr. and Mrs. XYZ just made a $25 mil-
lion donation to the local university. The news
item features a video clip of the ribbon-cutting
ceremony, with lots of smiles and handshakes of
congratulations all around. The story concludes
by mentioning that the nonprofit has named the
facility in honor of the donor. Nice.

That would have been the extent of it, 10 years
ago: a fleeting moment of public acknowledgement
in which people outside the immediate circle of
friends and stakeholders heard about the naming
rights gift. If we use the analogy of the stone tossed
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into the pool of water, this naming rights event
would cause few ripples.

Fast-forward to 2008. We have a much larger
ripple effect, because of the Internet and the shift
toward more electronic communication. The tra-
ditional news media may want to hook up with
the university via its online video announcement,
instead of sending a reporter and photographer on
site. The press release itself may go out to a much
wider audience, via e-mail and a subsequent HTML
newsletter, in which the naming gift may be the
feature of the month.

To that we can add the digital archive of the
naming rights gift, which will stay on the univer-
sity’s Web site for years to come. All naming gifts
stories go into the news archive, which is accessed
by other members of the donor community. The
press release stories often share direct quotes from
the donor about why he or she made the gift,
and the passion and the vision he or she has for
the institution. These press releases generally offer
background about the individual and his or her
long-standing relationship with the institution.

Something I noticed as I read through more
than a thousand of these types of announcements
is the naming gift track record shared in the story.
It’s not uncommon, when we hear about a top-
tier gift of $25 million or more, to find that the
donor previously made a named endowed scholar-
ship gift or a generous contribution that established
a center of learning or other property that has been
named in their honor. The big gift of $25 mil-
lion is a continuation of the donor’s long-standing
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support and philanthropic enthusiasm for the
institution.

Now let’s think about the size of the stone tossed
into the digital pool, the size of the splash, and how
long this single splash will resonate for donors, today
and in the future.

NAMING RIGHTS RIPPLE
FORWARD IN TIME

The announcement of a major gift can have an
intoxicating effect on the people involved in and
around a nonprofit organization. There is a wow
and a buzz that goes through the office, is shared
in telephone conversations, and brings smiles to
people’s faces and twinkles to their eyes. It’s magical.

I suggest that naming rights gifts can have a ripple
effect on the donor community, who may first learn
of a gift months, maybe years later. They learned
about it because they were searching the Internet
for information on the nonprofit or on the donor.
Maybe they knew the donor personally or simply
knew of them; maybe they have an enthusiasm for
the nonprofit. The ease of use and the accessibility
of the Internet, helped by the nonprofit’s archive of
press releases or its Web page honoring donors, pro-
vides the information—an archived story from 15
months ago, a Web page celebrating the named gift
—that may rekindle a desire to help the nonprofit.

The digital reach of the Internet is far greater
than we can easily calculate and sometimes even
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imagine. I suggest that the naming rights gifts of
recent years will continue to resonate for many years
to come.

BILLION-DOLLAR CAMPAIGN
LEGACY GIFT OPPORTUNITIES

The billion-dollar fundraising campaigns going on
across the country feature a wide array of legacy
gift opportunities. In the pages that follow, you
can browse through the list of one such fundraising
campaign at the University of Pittsburgh.

As with many contemporary campaigns, the
university found that they far exceeded the initial
fundraising goal sooner than expected. As a result,
the leadership of the university extended the finan-
cial target. The University of Pittsburgh is on its
way to over $2 billion in the current campaign.

Fundraising efforts like this feature campus-wide
gift-giving opportunities. Donors like to know they
are making a difference. A growing university has
many areas of need. Naming opportunities and the
naming right recognition that comes with them
help to match the needs of the donor to the needs
of the university.

Examples from the University of Pittsburgh
2008 Naming Opportunities

Exhibits 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3 feature a glimpse into
some of the current naming opportunities at the
University of Pittsburgh. You will find examples of
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EXHIBIT 4.1 University of Pittsburgh School of
Engineering

Facilities Ask Amounts

School of Engineering $30 million

Benedum Auditorium $5 million

Manufacturing Assistance Center $2 million

Microfabrication Laboratory $1 million

Benedum Lobby $1 million

Undergraduate Tutoring Center $500,000

Digital Classroom $500,000

Mixed Technology Microsystems Lab $500,000

Departmental Research Lab $500,000

Undergraduate Measurement Lab $250,000

Enhanced Learning Classrooms $200,000

Dean’s Suite $200,000

Virtual Enterprise Lab $150,000

Electronics Lab $100,000

Signal Processing Lab $100,000

Departmental Suites $100,000

Departmental Conference Room $50,000

Student Organizations Office $25,000
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EXHIBIT 4.1 (Continued)

Endowments Ask Amounts

Endowed Chair $2 million to $3 million

Professorship $2 million

Faculty Fellows $500,000 to $1 million

Scholarship $150,000 to $250,000

EXHIBIT 4.2 University of Pittsburgh School of Dental
Medicine

Facilities Ask Amounts

School of Dental Medicine $25 million

Clinical Skills Laboratory $500,000

Student Lounge $150,000

Museum Expansion $100,000

Clinical Skills Laboratory Pod $10,000

Endowments Ask Amounts

Endowed Chair $2 million to $3 million

Professorships $2 million

Scholarships $250,000 to $750,000

Student Awards $10,000 to $150,000

(Continued)
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EXHIBIT 4.2 (Continued)

Programmatic Ask Amounts

Name a Division $1 million

Research $500,000 to $1 million

Name a Department $500,000

EXHIBIT 4.3 University of Pittsburgh Cancer Institute

Naming Opportunities Ask Amounts

Named Department $3 million

Endowed Chair, Clinical Research $1 million

Endowed Chair, Basic Research $1 million

Research Labs, each $1 million

Clinical Labs, each $1 million

Endowed Faculty Fellowship $500,000

Endowed Post-Doctoral Fellowship $500,000

Endowed Research Fellowship $250,000

Named Endowed Fund $50,000

The University of Pittsburgh Office of Institutional Advancement Named
Facilities and Programs Policy is contained in the Appendix.
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academic need ranging from naming a school to
scholarship and program endowments. The dollar
figures shown are the minimum ask amounts.

I would like to acknowledge the support of my
research by the University of Pittsburgh in allow-
ing their information to be published here for your
review. For more background details, I refer you
to the University of Pittsburgh Office of Institu-
tional Advancement Named Facilities and Programs
Policy, which can be found in the Appendix.
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Naming Rights and
Endowment Gifts

The naming rights that accompany endowment
gifts have been taking on new meaning in the past
few years. A large number of first-time donors have
been stepping up and making million-dollar gifts,
endowment gifts to be exact, for programs, scholar-
ships, and, more recently, designated areas of interest
in healthcare.

Endowments have unique attributes, unlike the
naming opportunities for bricks and mortar build-
ings. I give a tip of the hat to donors who get
involved in capital campaigns with their charitable
support. Thousands of lobbies, staircases, audi-
toriums, conference rooms, administrative suites,
classrooms, surgery rooms, and hallways have been
named in their honor.

But endowment gifts, well, are kind of special.
Why? Compound interest.

Remember high school math class, when you
worked with present value and future value
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formulas? Neither do I, to tell the truth, but I do
remember one lesson that came out of those study
periods: money doubles every seven years when
invested at an annual rate of 7% interest. Nice.

Endowment gifts are a different type of dis-
cussion between development staff and prospective
donor. The handful of colleges and universities
that have been marketing endowment gifts for
over a century can attest to the benefits of this
type of named gift; see the list below. Named
endowed funds typically start at $25,000 for the
larger universities and colleges and $10,000 for
smaller institutions of higher education.

University Endowments Over
$5 Billion—2007 Estimates Billion $

Yale University $22.5
Stanford $17.2
Princeton University $15.8
University of Texas $15.6
Massachusetts Institute of Technology $9.9
Columbia University $7.1
University of Michigan $7.0
University of California $6.7
Northwestern University $6.6
University of Pennsylvania $6.6
Texas A&M $6.5
University of Notre Dame $6.5
University of Chicago $6.0
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Duke University $5.9
Washington University in St. Louis $5.6
Cornell $5.4
Emory University $5.0
University of Virginia $5.0

Source: Dig In Research 2007 Inc., National Survey of Naming Opportunities

CRUNCH THE NUMBERS,
ENJOY THE CASH FLOW

The most common endowment fund is one that
is set up in perpetuity. When a donor makes an
endowment gift, the money goes into a desig-
nated endowment fund. The principle amount is
not touched; annual payouts come from the inter-
est earned. Named funds have become extremely
popular with the donor community.

In the January 2008 issue of the Gazette,
published by the University of North Carolina,
the development team touted the closure of the
Carolina First Campaign, a multiyear effort that
raised more than $2.3 billion. The results included
the following:

New endowed professorships 208
New merit- and need-based

scholarships 577
Number of donors 193,000

(Continued)
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Alumni gift 36%
Corporations and foundations 38%
Friends and others 26%

The results from the University of North Car-
olina campaign are outstanding. When you try to
raise more than $2 billion, a lot of the money comes
in the form of endowment gifts. What does that do
for the university in the short and long term?

Aside from the obvious accomplishment of
achieving the campaign goal, the university now
has 193,000 donors with whom they can work,
just from this campaign. When you look deeper
into the numbers and pull out the figures for
first-time donors of more than $1 million, it gets
really interesting. All of those $1-million donations
were recognized as named gifts. The naming rights
bestowed on the first-time million-dollar donors, in
particular, help to create a bond between the per-
son and the place. The donors now have a financial
attachment to the institution, driven by an emo-
tional urge to draw closer, to become involved.
It’s an important threshold to cross in the process
of evaluating the capacity to give, and a key step-
ping stone along the path of moves management
philosophy practices.

Moves management is an organized approach
to developing the relationships with donors and
prospects. From the first time a donor makes a
gift, the methodology employed to thank the donor
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and the subsequent stewardship efforts to move that
donor through the pipeline of fundraising oppor-
tunities can be considered as moves management
activities. A gift to the annual campaign may be
followed by a larger gift the following year at which
time the development staff begin to move the donor
towards major gift or planned gift-giving opportu-
nities. The larger the gifts, the more personalized
attention the donor receives from the nonprofit
organization as it works to determine capacity
and interest by the donor in making additional
gifts.

Major gifts that result in the transfer of naming
rights to the donor are an example of when the
moves management strategies and tactics become
more obvious. This may include one-on-one meet-
ing or thank you luncheon with the chief executive
of the nonprofit organization or a joint reception
that involves a large number of major gift donors.
The dollar amount that qualifies as a major gift
varies from nonprofit to nonprofit and so does
the style and type of moves management activities.
Naming rights are secondary to the philanthropic
commitment to offer financial support. But I sug-
gest that the naming rights are a treasured legacy,
if only within one’s heart. The long-term poten-
tial for future named gifts dramatically increases in
direct correlation to the number of lower-level gifts
received from the most recent campaign.

Naming endowments after the people who
donate is a perk that comes with the terri-
tory. Moves management tactics and strategies will
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determine which donors become more involved in
the future. Stewardship is the key.

THE HISTORY OF THE
ENDOWED CHAIR

The endowed chair has a rich tradition spanning
five centuries. How did this tradition begin, you
ask? We have to turn the pages of history to Oxford
University, in the year 1502, when Margaret of
Richmond, mother of Henry VII, established the
Lady Margaret Professorship of Divinity. In 1721,
Harvard College established the first endowed chair
in America, the Hollis Professorship of Divinity.
Both are still in existence today.

For universities and colleges, the endowed chair
brought a flexibility to the revenue stream that
allowed diversity in the curriculum, support and
retention of professors, and financial assistance to
students.

Today, endowed chairs continue the traditions
begun long ago. Financial support touches the lives
of people in courses of study not even dreamed of
even 20 years ago. From genetics to global security,
from nanotechnology to information literacy, from
bioinformatics to urban education, the list is long
and growing.

During the winter of 2008, a remarkable num-
ber of naming rights announcements were made,
tumbling one on top of another. The price tags for
endowed chairs rose higher, faster than the price of
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gasoline at the pumps. Universities and colleges of
all sizes have been revamping their naming policies
in the midst of fundraising campaign kickoffs. One
of the first things to review is the ask amounts for
endowed chairs. The next is the number and type
of endowed chairs to be offered.

Not that long ago, you would have had to do
an extensive search to find ask amounts above the
$1-million mark outside of national universities. In
today’s marketplace, that number is quickly being
replaced as multiple endowed chair properties slot
into the marketing mix of the fundraising campaign.

An endowed chair is not just about growing the
academic offerings or supporting students; it’s about
the economic impact on the bottom line, creating
jobs, developing centers of excellence, and staying
one step ahead of the competition.

When UCLA closed the books on its record-
breaking $3-billion campaign, the school raised
the bar for the entire nonprofit sector and left an
indelible mark on the fundraising landscape. Com-
pleted billion-dollar fundraising campaigns at the
University of Arkansas, the University of Michigan,
and the University of North Carolina have kept the
momentum going.

Gifts to endowed chairs have become an integral
part of the new era in campaign strategy. When
the moves management philosophy is applied to
the equation, it suggests that securing a gift for an
endowed chair dramatically increases the likelihood
of subsequent major gifts or a planned gift at a later
date.
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Stepping back to try to glimpse the big picture,
we can see other dynamics at work. Competitive
advantage, for one, is at the forefront of discussions
by the board of governors as they look to push the
envelope and enhance the position of their school.
Why? Perhaps these are a few of the underlying
motivations:

� The pursuit of sponsored research projects
� Retention of educators and staff
� Recruiting the top-of-class students

AN ENDOWED CHAIR IS A
VALUABLE PROPERTY

Thanks to the generous support of donors and the
creative marketing efforts of development profes-
sionals, the bar has been raised for what it takes to
endow a chair at an academic institution.

May 26, 2006, Clemson University—The $10 million
endowed chair, created by $5 million from the state
matched by $5 million from other sources, will support
a world-renowned scholar, two junior faculty posi-
tions, and funds for researchers to complement existing
research.

Announcements about matching gifts for endow-
ments, like the one from Clemson University,
resonate within the local and national fundrais-
ing community. Thanks to Clemson and to the
nonprofit sector as a whole, the bar has shifted
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a little bit higher. At a time when we are wit-
nessing an enormous transfer of wealth from one
generation to the next, high-profile gifts like the
$10-million endowed chair at Clemson stretch the
blue sky thoughts of donors and development staff
alike.

Recent naming rights bestowed on endowment gifts

� February 11, 2008—Peter and Sally Kay
donated $2 million to endow a professorship in
clinical cancer research at Purdue University.

� February 7, 2008—UCLA announced the Pete
Kameron Endowed Chair in Law in apprecia-
tion of a gift of $1.5 million.

� January 31, 2008—Rainbow Babies and Chil-
dren’s Hospital in Cleveland, Ohio, received
$1 million from the family of a former doc-
tor to create an endowed chaired position in
pediatric endocrinology.

� January 30, 2008—Western Kentucky Uni-
versity’s Department of Engineering received
$2 million to establish the Greulich Endowed
Chair in Robotics and Automation Engineer-
ing

� January 30, 2008—Marquette University is
asking $35 million for seven endowed chairs in
the new engineering school. The Milwaukee-
based university recently received $25 million
towards the capital requirements of the
project.



118 Naming Rights and Endowment Gifts

� January 28, 2008—University of Bridgeport,
Connecticut, announced a $1-million gift to
establish an endowed chair in chemistry.

� January 25, 2008—Penn State announced a
$3-million gift for the Peter and Angela Dal
Pezzo Department Head Chair of Industrial
and Manufacturing Engineering

The list of charitable gifts to endow a chair for at
least $1 million goes on and on. In a way, this is an
affirmation of the work being done at colleges and
universities across the country. Donors vote with
their dollars. We can count this as another yes on
the scorecard for supporting the pursuit of excel-
lence and greater achievements in post-secondary
education.

EMERGING TRENDS IN
ENDOWED CHAIRS

The pace of change and the speed at which events
are happening in our 24/7 world puts a lot of pres-
sure on fundraisers to get it right. The endowed
chair is in a way symbolic of the rapid changes we are
experiencing in the fundraising world. In this chap-
ter, we will examine some of the emerging trends,
along with examples and analysis of why I think
things are evolving as they appear to be. The top
two emerging trends are diversifying the endowed
chair and differentiating the endowed chair label in
higher education.
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Diversification of the Endowed Chair as a
Naming Rights Commodity

By far the most significant trend is the way that the
endowed chair has become a fundraising commod-
ity offered outside higher education.

The words “endowed chair” can be seen on
the naming opportunity lists across the coun-
try and around the world. From YWCAs to the
local museum and art gallery, from hospitals to
international environmental groups, there is an
ever-widening group of nonprofit organizations
using some variation of an endowed chair to pro-
mote their cause to donors.

Billions of dollars will continue to pour into
higher education over the next decade, but at the
same time there is a groundswell of activity compet-
ing for the attention of major gift donors. The trend
of making six-, seven- and eight-figure endowed
gifts is landing in a wider range of nonprofit bank
accounts more than ever before, and momentum is
continuing to build in that direction.

Part of this trend can be attributed to the high
turnover of fundraising staff throughout the non-
profit sector. The people who worked on big
campaigns at universities and colleges often move
on to other nonprofits when the big push of the
campaign is finished. They take with them the
knowledge and understanding of how to market
and promote an endowed chair. An ever-increasing
number of nonprofits have begun to embrace this
approach and fit the endowed chair into the mar-
keting mix of naming opportunities.
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For the most recent perspective on endowed
chairs, I recommend you do a quick online search.
Enter the search parameter using quotation marks
at the beginning and end, press enter, and scan the
results; you may be surprised at what you find.

HEALTHCARE

May 2, 2006—City of Hope Cancer Center, Los
Angeles named the first holder of the newly endowed
chair in information sciences, established with a gift
of $2.5 million.

Teaching hospitals, with their links to universities,
were some of the first to benefit from the expanding
nature of the endowed chair. Given their close ties
to the Medical School, the teaching hospitals must
have represented a seamless crossover in the mind of
the donor. An endowed chair in clinical research is an
extension of other fundraising efforts going on within
the university.

Similar examples of the ubiquitous nature of the
endowed chair can be found at local libraries (curator
positions), in medical research (clinical and surgical
staff positions), and in an ever-widening list of key
staff in other nonprofits.

|

Differentiation of the Endowed Chair
in Higher Education

With so many campaigns on the go in the
higher education sector, fundraising staff have been
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looking for other ways to compete for major gifts.
Diversifying existing products is a marketing tech-
nique commonly used in the consumer and durable
goods areas, such as televisions, computers, cloth-
ing, cars and trucks, airlines, and so on. In this
scenario, you start with an existing product—in our
example, the endowed chair—then add a variety of
features to expand the initial product offering.

Airlines, for example, use the same planes to
transport passengers from place to place, yet charge a
higher fare for those who want the comfort and ser-
vice that comes from sitting in first class or business
class. No one gets there any sooner. But the expe-
rience of the trip can be greatly enhanced by sitting
in the wide, very comfortable recliner with built-
in TV in the third row, compared to the cramped
space for those sitting in the back of the plane.

Development staff have learned to apply diver-
sification strategies to their shopping list of naming
opportunities for the endowed chair, partly in
response to what other universities are doing, and
partly in response to requests by donors, who see
the diversification strategies in use elsewhere.

Higher-education donors have some unique
attributes. One of those is the fact that many peo-
ple completed an undergraduate degree from one
university and then attended a second for a master’s
degree or other graduate studies. These people have
multiple allegiances, some stronger than others. It is
not uncommon for the same person to be solicited
for a major gift from two universities at the same
time.
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This is where the diversification of the endowed
chair began and is continuing today. Based on my
national survey of naming opportunities, I have
examined the labels used and the ask amounts asso-
ciated with endowed chairs in higher education.

In the list below, you find 15 different labels
or titles that are in use today for an endowed
chair. Each one comes with a separate price tag
for the minimum ask amount. In all cases, there is
a financial hierarchy of price tags for the various
endowed chairs at any one institution. A Chancel-
lor’s or President’s endowed chair typically is the
most expensive, followed by the Dean’s endowed
chair, then by department, then the faculty.

Diversification of the endowed chair as a com-
modity has added numerous levels above what once
was a single named-gift tradition. Most importantly,
donors have responded in robust fashion and appear
to enjoy having a choice as to the type of endow-
ment gift they can make and the way they can best
target their financial support to an area that is of
most interest to them.

As you review the list, think about the strategy
that your own organization uses. To the right are
dollar ranges in use for each type of endowed chair.

Chancellor’s Endowed Chair $4 million to
$7 million

Presidential Endowed Chair $4 million to
$7 million

Regent’s Endowed Chair $3 million to
$5 million
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Trustees Endowed Chair $2 million to
$4 million

Distinguished Endowed Chair $2 million to
$5 million

Dean’s Endowed Chair $3 million to
$5 million

Endowed Chair—Career
Development

$1 million to
$2 million

Renaissance Endowed Chair $1 million to
$2 million

Endowed Chair—Incremental $1 million to
$2 million

Named Faculty Endowed
Chair

$1 million to
$4 million

Special Interest Endowed
Chair

$2 million to
$4 million

Newly Established Faculty
Endowed Chair

$1 million to
$3 million

University Endowed Chair $1 million to
$3 million

Department Endowed Chair $1 million to
$3 million

Term Endowed Chair $500,000 to
$2 million

Endowed Chair $1 million to
$2.5 million
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Manager’s Toolbox for Naming
Rights

The Manager’s Toolbox offers effective processes for
developing an inventory, examining related policy
statements, and setting the ask amounts for naming
rights. It was developed to assist nonprofit organi-
zations to be in a more informed position to make
strategic decisions.

Who is this for? Intermediate to senior manage-
ment who are involved in the planning stages of
fundraising campaigns. The process outlined here
offers a starting point to help move you through
this part of the overall campaign plan. Examples and
discussion points offer insights about how to man-
age each stage of the process. Start with this outline
and adapt it to suit the needs of your organization.

Naming Rights Checklist

� Conduct a Historic Named Gift Survey
� Review donor relations/stewardship activities
and policies

125
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� Develop the list of naming opportunities
� Review/develop the naming rights policy
statement

� Research the marketplace and create bench-
marks for ask amounts

� Review/develop the naming rights agreement
� Review/develop Web site strategy
� Learn the demographics
� Choose pricing strategies
� Celebrate leadership gifts

Selling naming rights has been equated to a finan-
cial windfall by many people these days. At a time
when other sources of funding have dried up, the
notion of jumping on the naming rights bandwagon
appears to be a quick fix for the financial troubles
faced by thousands of nonprofits.

Over the last decade nonprofits large and small
have been the beneficiaries of named gifts. In 2007,
I estimate that there were over $4 billion of named
gifts made to American nonprofit organizations.
Some of those named gifts came from donors who
had long-standing relationships with the nonprofit,
and the ask was something that had been cultivated
over years. In other cases, the philanthropic gesture
came as a surprise.

USING THE MANAGER’S TOOLBOX
FOR NAMING RIGHTS

The objective of this chapter is to help you for-
mulate a plan to sell naming rights to donors and
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sponsors. By applying a consistent approach and
adding structure to your methodology, you will
increase the likelihood of having naming oppor-
tunities that donors and sponsors will be interested
in. This is not, however, a guarantee that you will
close more naming rights agreements. The goal of
this chapter is for the nonprofit organization to be
in a more informed position to make strategic deci-
sions about what to offer for sale and how much to
ask for.

WORKING THROUGH THE
NAMING RIGHTS CHECKLIST

As you work your way through the Manager’s
Toolbox you may want to have a pen and paper
close at hand. Make some notes, and jot down
ideas as they come to you. When you stay in the
moment and allow your mind to swim through
the possibilities, you are more likely to catch the
rhythm of what is going on with your own cam-
paign in relation to the ideas and concepts in this
text.

Historic Named Gift Survey

Assumptions and Objectives. When you conduct a
Historic Named Gift Survey, it is important to start
out by stating the assumptions for conducting the
survey. For example, a community college that is
planning on the third expansion in the last twenty
years could note that the survey will examine
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what properties have been added since the college
opened. Or, they could use the assumption that they
only want to examine named gifts from the last ten
years. By setting out the assumptions, you help put
into context the information that will be gathered
during the survey.

This process does several things for your organi-
zation. For starters, there will be a current inventory
of what has been named in the past. It would be
helpful to know what has been named a philan-
thropic gift and if there are any honorary naming
rights, especially for outside spaces or building and
interior naming opportunities.

The information-gathering process will be help-
ful in establishing a framework of the dollar amounts
given by funders in the past for major gifts. This
will come in handy later on when you start work-
ing on setting the ask amounts for current naming
opportunities.

You will need to have upper management’s buy-
in to support your efforts on this project. Thousands
of dollars, in some cases millions in potential rev-
enue, depend on upper management’s support to
see this through.

Once that is in place you are good to go. Pick up
a clipboard with some sheets of paper and a pen to
write with and be sure to have on some comfortable
walking shoes. It’s time to get a historical snapshot
of what properties have been named. Knowing the
past will help you to formulate a plan for your next
campaign. Gather as much information as you can
within a predefined time limit.
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Set Minimum Dollar Amount for Survey. Set a min-
imum dollar amount for the data you are looking
for. The amount will vary depending on the size of
the organization. In national universities and col-
leges you may only want to know about named
gifts over $5 million. In a regional arts center, the
data collection may be set at $1,000. Be consistent.

In larger organizations you will most likely need
to enlist the help of staff members in other depart-
ments. Smaller nonprofits may borrow parts of the
methodology used for larger groups, especially if
you have satellite office locations.

Once you have the buy-in from upper manage-
ment, establish a target date(s) for the information
collection. For example, if you send out the request
of information on the second of the month, ask to
have it returned to you by the 10th of the same
month. Let everyone know about the status of the
survey and when the results will be made available
to them. Give them and yourself a simple process
to follow. Keep it simple. Include what to look for
and offer a couple of examples. Use categories to
group named gifts such as:

� Named buildings and outdoor spaces
� Named indoor spaces and facilities
� Named endowments

Use a separate data collection report for each
unit. In higher education that would include
each academic faculty, administrative department,
facilities, and other groups. In a health-care facility



130 Manager’s Toolbox for Naming Rights

you could organize this by building or by depart-
ment. For those nonprofits that have multiple offices
around the country, collect the naming data from
each branch office if you plan on running a national
campaign to attract local, regional, or national spon-
sors. In the following table, you will find a sample
form that can be adapted to suit your organization.
Categories for Grouping Named Gifts

Named building Name of What Dollar
and outdoor space donor year amount

John Smith Library John Smith
and family

1996 $1,000,000

MTS Credit Union
Parking Garage

MTS Credit
Union

2004 $250,000

Named indoor
spaces

Jones Atrium Fred Jones 2005 $150,000

Pacini Staircase Eddy and
Ruth Pacini

2005 $50,000

Start by creating a blank table, similar to this
one, with four columns. The number of rows will
depend on how many items you want to include in
the list. A suggestion to help you accumulate the
data you want is to bring up the subject of doing a
Historic Named Gifts Survey as early in the discus-
sion phase of a new campaign as possible. By letting
people know in advance (e.g., at staff meetings and
with e-mail follow ups) you may be able to cast a
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wider net and dig up named gift details that will
influence other stages in the planning process. The
more data you collect in step one, the greater the
impact on the strategic planning steps that come
later.

Publish a Summary Report. An important part
about this stage is to make sure that an edited list
of named gifts and current naming opportunities is
made available to the person in charge of the faculty,
department, or facility. If you ask for something be
sure to give something back in return.

Once you have completed the data gathering
survey you can now create a Historical Named Gifts
Report. This will come in handy during the latter
stages and will help get people thinking about what
to include in the upcoming campaign.

Review Donor Relations/Stewardship
Policies

Distinguishing Between Donor Relations and Steward-
ship. For the purposes of this book, I define donor
relations as how a nonprofit says thank you for a
gift made by a donor and works to cultivate new
ones. My definition of stewardship is everything
that happens after the gift has been made.

A review of current donor relations policies may
reveal new opportunities to engage existing donors
relative to the upcoming campaign. By examining
the stewardship activities you may come across
lapsed donors of major gifts; think of action plans for
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current donors and related ideas that you will be able
to pass along in the campaign planning meetings.

How Do You Say “Thank You”? How do you
say thank you to your donors? Having a clear
understanding of the “thank you” process in your
organization is important as you move forward
towards the style and wording of “thank you” for
major gifts that become a named property.

As you review the existing policy statement and
current practices, think about how well the “thank
you” efforts work in conjunction with the moves
management objectives. When does an annual gift
donor get handed off to become a major gift
prospect or a planned giving prospect? How does
the organization work with existing major gift
donors who have supported the organization at dol-
lar amounts just below and just above the minimum
named gift level?

The crossover of donor relations and stewardship
is often blurred, especially in small organizations
where development staff has to wear several hats
when they come to work.

As you review the “thank you” process, you will
also want to review the hierarchy of sign-offs for
thank you responses. Nonprofit organizations gen-
erally use an escalating ladder of sign-offs based on
the dollar amount of the gifts. The larger the dol-
lar amount, the more senior the staff person is who
signs the “thank you” to the donor. By reviewing
the hierarchy now, you could make adjustments in
the process for named gifts from donors.
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Thank You Campaign Preceded Billion Dollar Success.
Stewardship efforts are often taken for granted and
in many nonprofits are not always given serious
attention. For those about to embark on a signifi-
cant fundraising effort, I heartily suggest you rethink
your approach.

One university I know of postponed the launch
of a billion dollar campaign for a year when a major
donor said no to a request for support. When asked
why the request was denied, the donor told the
vice president of development that they had no idea
what the university had done with the money from
the last gift. They were tired of being taken for
granted.

For those of you who may have lived through a
similar experience, you can attest to the awkward
feeling of having to back out of the room while
making apologies for others. The search for answers
began moments later.

By the very action of saying “no,” the donor
decided to step forward and hold the university
accountable. The donor’s comments and refusal to
make another gift came from their expectations
for a stewardship report, if only on an occasional
basis.

One of the emerging trends amongst major gift
donors is the increasing expectations for high levels
of accountability, reporting, and ongoing steward-
ship. The leadership of the university’s development
office realized that they had not done a good
enough job in saying thank you to donors. Things
needed to change. Change involved every member
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of the development office stopping their efforts in
gift solicitation until the university had made the
effort to say “thank you” to every single one of
their existing donors. It was a dramatic step that
took about a year to complete. The university then
launched the campaign with a goal of $1 billion.
It turned out to be the most successful one in the
school’s history.

Develop a List of Naming Opportunities

As you are asking people to find the historical data
about previous named gifts, it is a good time to get
them thinking about what naming opportunities—
in their unit, faculty, department, or area—they
would like to see in the upcoming campaign.

Carryover from the Last Campaign. Major gifts staff
may already have donors interested in making a
named gift as a carryover from the last campaign.
As we move forward from the spring of 2008, it
has become common practice to start planning the
next capital campaign soon after the current one
is completed. The nature of major gift solicitation
has become extremely competitive. If your organi-
zation does not ask a qualified donor about making
a named gift, there is a high probability that another
one will.

Donors Like Something New. Developing a list of
naming opportunities will vary from campaign
to campaign. Those that include new buildings,
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new facilities, and new outdoor spaces, have been
attracting the majority of interest from donors.
Surveys show that donors have several hot but-
tons when it comes to supporting their charities of
choice. Mission and vision is one followed closely
by the need to feel like their donation is making
a difference.When you begin to develop the list of
naming opportunities, just focus on what you could
include on the list, not how much to ask for.

If you have a new facility under construction
take a walk through and look around, it will help
you to visualize things. Talk to the architects about
their vision for the end product. Talk to the dean of
the school if this is in higher education, or the key
members of a hospital staff, or the musicians who
will be performing on stage in the new venue. Try
to see the features and benefits of the new facility
through the eyes of others. The list of naming opp-
ortunities may be easier to imagine when you do.

Buildings and Outside Spaces. To begin with,
choose a starting point, which can be either indoors
or outdoors. From the outside, you want to consider
these naming opportunities:

� Naming the campus or grounds for the new
campaign

� Naming the buildings individually
� Naming the roads if they are on private
property

� Naming the environmentally friendly roof in
whole or in part
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� Naming the gardens
� Naming a parking facility
� Naming other designated outdoor spaces
� Naming a grove of trees or by tree, bench,
walkway

Outdoor naming gifts typically are the largest of
the campaign. If you have a building to name, con-
sider including a dollar amount as an endowment
to cover annual operating expenses.

Athletics and Recreation Facilities. For many uni-
versities and colleges, high schools, and other
educational groups, the push to build new ath-
letic facilities is near the top of the list. From
football stadiums to hockey rinks to practice facil-
ities that double as an inducement to attract new
student-athletes to the academic support centers for
varsity players, the range of naming opportunities
has grown dramatically in recent years.

Ten years ago many institutions would have been
happy to receive a naming gift for the stadium.
Today the development staff has a more extensive
list for donors to consider such as:

� Naming the entire athletic complex
� Naming the stadium or other primary facility
� Naming the field
� Naming the scoreboard
� Naming the units within the facility
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� Naming Lockers, benches, offices, weight
room, and others

With the popularity of athletics, some development
staff are asking for a naming gift well above the tra-
ditional 50% of cost and getting it. Look for this
trend to continue in the future.

Indoor Naming Opportunities. The inside of a build-
ing holds a wide assortment of potential naming
opportunities. Your list will depend on the type of
building and amount and size of spaces available,
along with what is in the building. Last but not least
in your consideration are what the building is used
for and its location relative to the center or focal
point of the organization. Suggestions for interior
naming opportunities are offered below.

Many of these naming opportunities are com-
mon to many nonprofits regardless of the type of
organization, including the main lobby and recep-
tion areas. Think of the lists as having transferable
items. This may be a starting point as you develop
your own list of naming opportunities.

Arts and Culture—Performing and Visual Arts

Lobby Atrium
Reception area Ticket booth
Auditorium
Seating by rows, area
Orchestra pit
Musical instruments

Box seats/premium
seating area

Individual seating
Conductor’s platform
Stage

(Continued)
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Backstage area Green room
Dressing rooms Costume area/storage
Performance sponsor Tour sponsor
Gallery sponsor Exhibit sponsor

Administrative and Common Areas
Executive director’s office Other key staff offices
Elevators Staircase
Stained glass windows Entrance area
Board room Conference room
Research area Furniture
Small meeting rooms
Staff lounge

Each floor of the
building/wing

Mail room

Education—Higher Education, Private Schools,
High Schools, and School Boards
Dean’s suite Superintendent’s office
Main lobby Lobbies on other floors
Computer laboratory Laboratory equipment
Academic programs Academic departments
Endowed chairs: president,

chancellor, trustee, dean,
department, term,
clinical/medical research,
renaissance and others

Health Care/Hospitals
Medical research labs Scientific research labs

Operating rooms
Emergency clinic

Medical equipment—100%
of cost

Medical care programs
Emergency areas
Staff retention/recruiting

endowments
Endowed chairs by area of

specialization
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Hospital rooms/patient care rooms
Treatment facilities Hospital wings
Cancer centers Senior care facilities
Nurse’s stations Family rooms
Indoor gardens Artwork collection

Naming Policy Statement

Your organization’s naming policy statement is crit-
ically important prior to, during, and after your
fundraising campaigns. Many nonprofits that did
not have a written naming policy found themselves
backed into a corner over naming rights. Thanks
to the generosity of the University of Pittsburgh
and the University of Washington, we have several
documents of this type available for your in-depth
analysis and review in the Appendix at the back of
this book.

The universities who have shared their docu-
ments in the Appendix are both currently engaged
in multibillion-dollar fundraising campaigns. Other
nonprofits should be able to find information in
these naming policy statements that they can relate
to and that will help them work on their own doc-
uments.

I encourage groups that are in transition in their
fundraising efforts to review the style and content,
not just the words, in those documents. A nam-
ing policy statement, or any other for that matter,
should be written to fit the organization. Some will
be more elaborate than others. Here are some of
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the key areas to consider in your naming policy
statement:

� General policy
� Buildings and outdoor properties
� Interior properties
� Endowment gifts
� Individual and family naming rights
� Corporate and organization naming rights
� Approval of naming rights gifts
� Recognition

General Policy. The general policy on naming
rights establishes the ground rules for the properties
that can be named. It may be only a few sentences
long or may encompass several paragraphs. This sec-
tion of a naming policy statement can include an
overview of the classes of donors that the orga-
nization deem appropriate to make named gifts,
describing the types of individuals, foundations,
corporations, or other groups in the context of their
relationship with the nonprofit organization.

The general policy is meant as qualifying cri-
teria that can allow for wiggle room at some
point in time in the future. The general policy
may use expansive language to allow for broader
interpretations of your organization’s naming rights
policy. For a more comprehensive discussion on this
type of wording, it is best to consult with legal
counsel.
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In the higher education sector, for example,
many universities include qualifying conditions
regarding naming rights attached to gifts from cor-
porate donors.

Only in rare situations will a building or outdoor area
be named for a corporation or organization whose gift
represents a major contribution toward total project
cost.

From the University of Washington Facilities and
Naming Policy, reprinted with the university’s
consent. (See the Appendix for the complete

document.)

When you write your general policy statement,
frame the context of the naming policy so that
development staff understand what it means to
make a named gift. Encourage discussions and plan
for periodic review with senior members and vol-
unteers, as well as with the staff involved with major
gift solicitations.

The close of the general policy should include
the caveat that the president or executive director
of the nonprofit organization has final approval for
naming interior properties, and that the board of
governors, regents, or trustees has final approval
(on recommendation from the president) to name
buildings and outdoor spaces.

Buildings and Outdoor Properties. The construction
of new buildings has attracted the largest share of
named gifts in the last five years. Enamored with
the notion of leaving their legacy gift for a shiny
new building, donors appear to prefer the concept
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of supporting something new rather than giving a
naming gift for an existing structure. Gifts in the
range of $50 million are becoming commonplace.

The ask amount to name a building was the start-
ing point for most lists of naming opportunities until
recently. Naming gifts to schools of business are
taking a backseat to gifts to schools of medicine,
engineering, nursing, or public health. Deciding
which buildings or facilities are available for the
current campaign is also taking on greater strategic
importance.

Universities and colleges with expansive campus
grounds have been leveraging this trend by replacing
aging facilities and adding new ones. The new con-
struction phenomenon has become integral, where
the billion dollar campaigns get their launch coor-
dinates. Market activity suggests that developing a
list of naming opportunities centered on a primary
building remains a popular approach.

Determining which properties to list among
the current naming opportunities is a little more
complicated than it was two years ago. It’s a hot
marketplace for naming rights to high-profile prop-
erties. Two or three years from now, will there still
be the same amount of interest? The crystal ball
on my desk says yes, because the law of scarcity and
the law of demand will most likely continue to force
prices upward.

The general rule of thumb for naming a newly
constructed building or outdoor space is a donation
equivalent to 50% of the project cost. Depending
on the nonprofit organization, this may or may not
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include an amount for an operating endowment.
New construction projects are best handled on a
case-by-case basis with regards to budget, project
costs, and related naming opportunities.

Included with the 50% ask amount to name a
building or outdoor space is the stipulation that the
gift should be realized within a stated period of time.
Five years is used as the maximum time limit in most
naming situations.

This area of the naming rights policy should also
spell out the wording for the naming of a building
for an individual or family gift.

Last but not least, this section should include an
outline of the context of the duration of naming
rights for the building or outdoor area. Typical
wording includes:

The name will remain on the building or outdoor area
for the life of the building or outdoor area. If at some
time in the future the building or area is replaced,
which may include a major reconstruction, the name
may or may not be carried on the replacement facil-
ity as approved by the Board of Regents. If the name
is not used on the replacement facility, the Board of
Regents will determine the appropriate recognition to
be incorporated into the new building.

From the University of Washington Facilities and
Naming Policy, reprinted with the university’s
consent. (See the Appendix for the complete

document.)

An emerging naming rights trend is the inclusion
of ask amounts for existing buildings. Few nonprofit
groups outside higher education have the capacity
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or the option to construct new facilities. They work
with what they have. This means trying to sell the
naming rights for existing buildings, outdoor spaces,
and other exterior naming opportunities.

During the past three years, I have come across
several examples of nonprofit groups developing
naming policies specifically for existing buildings
and related properties. As compared to new con-
struction projects, existing buildings create a unique
dilemma for development staff. Rather than asking
how much the ask amount should be, it might be
better ask what the building is worth in the eyes of
a prospective donor.

Some groups have looked back to the historical
cost of the building to determine the ask amount
to name the property. If the property is more than a
few years old, however, that theory does not seem
valid, because the property was built with money
from a different time in the history of the organi-
zation.

A few organizations suggest that the nonprofit
should stick to generally accepted accounting prin-
ciples and use historical costs as the base point for
determining the current ask amount to name the
building. I wonder about that notion. What’s the
correlation between the cost of construction on a
project done 10, 15, or 20 years ago and the current
market conditions for naming rights? If we were to
follow that line of thinking, we would determine
the sale price for our homes based on what it cost
to build them years ago. Any takers? Not likely.
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The marketplace for naming rights on existing
structures is influenced by many factors, not least of
which is scarcity of a similar naming opportunity.
Developing a benchmark of comparable proper-
ties is a much more effective way to establish an
appropriate ask amount for a property.

While you are thinking about that, here is a sig-
nificant new trend to consider: naming an entire
campus. This trend appears to have grown out of the
billion-dollar campaigns that have sprung up in and
out of higher education. For discussion purposes, I
am including naming a campus in the category of
outdoor spaces, because they are expansive in cov-
erage and not limited to a single building. Here are
two recent examples:

1. September 12, 2007—Baylor University
School of Medicine named the McNair
Campus in appreciation of a $100 million
gift from the Robert and Janice McNair
Foundation.

It is interesting to note that two years
earlier, Dan Duncan (who is also a trustee of
Baylor) gave the university a $100 million gift.
In turn, the university named the Duncan
Cancer Center for his gift. After a while, even
the big universities will run out of properties
to name, but they will continue to attract
these large gifts. Naming a campus after the
donor is a bit of lateral thinking applied to
what could be an awkward situation.
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2. August 21, 2007—Gordon College in
Massachusetts renamed its Wenham campus
the Dale E. and Sarah Anne Fowler Campus
after the couple made a $60 million gift to
the school.

Gifts of this nature have a transformational
effect. There’s that term again. Look for it
to appear with greater frequency in the years
ahead.

One last note before moving on: In January
2008, the executive director of a regional hospital
in suburban Toronto indicated that their upcoming
campaign would feature a $150 million ask to name
their new outdoor space. More comprehensive than
a naming gift to a university campus, the naming
rights to a hospital property include the residual
benefit of a brand name for the source of the named
gift. Development professionals may say the naming
rights are secondary, but donors making these kinds
of gifts think otherwise.

Exhibit 6.1 shows two examples of naming
opportunities matrices for a health care and an arts
type of organization. The template can easily be
adapted to suit the majority of nonprofit organi-
zations by changing the names along the leftmost
column and across the top of the chart.

Interior Properties. Once your donors enter the
building, the naming opportunities change dra-
matically. New construction or old, the areas and
items that can be named are limited only by your
imagination.
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Hospitals, for example, have taken on aggressive
naming initiatives—but at what price? If you tell a
prospective donor that there are more than 1,000
naming opportunities inside the hospital, they may
become unsettled or even overwhelmed. Perhaps it
is better to let donor recognition plaques and tribute
pieces do the talking for you as you open a discus-
sion about making a named gift for an interior space.

This section of the naming rights policy shares
many of the same attributes as the former section
for buildings and outdoor spaces in word and in
style. Consistency in approach and content is one
of your greatest assets when drawing up a naming
rights policy. This applies to the time allowed for
making the donation, as well as the term of the
naming rights and the subjective rights of the pres-
ident to decide on what’s best. One subject that
must be included, however, is that interior nam-
ing opportunities are not recognized on external
building walls.

That leaves just one more subject, which is typ-
ically left vague in naming rights policy statements:
how to come up with ask amounts for interior
spaces, equipment, places, and other naming oppor-
tunities. For those who are curious to learn more,
see the section titled “Research the Market, Create
Benchmarks” in this chapter.

Endowment Gifts. The endowment gifts to a
fundraising campaign come primarily from indi-
viduals who have a passion for the organization.
Leadership gifts in particular that are solicited and
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made during the quiet phase of a campaign, can
help to set the tone and build momentum for other
named gifts. At the public launch of the campaign,
it is important to scroll back in time to the naming
gifts made to help get the campaign to this stage.

In most campaigns, the majority of fundraising
gifts come from individuals. Include a section in
your naming rights policy just for this group.

Nonprofits have a wide assortment of nam-
ing opportunities, and the naming policies may
be slightly different depending on what type of
property is to be named. Grouping similar prop-
erties helps to define the boundaries; for example,
buildings and outdoor areas are treated differently
from indoor naming opportunities.

Naming rights for a building or other outdoor
space do not generally extend to name recognition
on the indoors of the building.

This section of the naming rights policy should
also include the qualifying criteria for a named gift.
The criteria may include the nature of the donor’s
relationship with the organization and the gift
amounts appropriate to name designated properties.
With buildings and outdoor spaces, a wide range of
giving scenarios must be considered, including the
dollar amounts appropriate for each.

Corporate and Organization Naming Rights. As the
campaign moves along you may have corporate
supporters that want to get involved. Including a
naming rights policy provision for this type of char-
itable support is important for both parties.
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The nonprofit sector has begun to see a tidal
wave of corporate acquisitions of nonprofit nam-
ing rights on a multitude of properties. Having a
policy in place to work with corporate partners is
becoming increasingly important.

When you refer to the corporate naming poli-
cies in the Appendix, you will find that they use
wording that is very similar in style and content to
that for individuals. Whether the naming opportu-
nities are for buildings, outdoor spaces, or interior
spaces, it is important to develop a naming rights
policy that offers a consistent framework for dis-
cussions between different types of funding sources.
The unique attributes of a corporate gift are left to
the naming rights agreement document, which is
signed by both parties.

Approval of Naming Rights Gifts. The approval of
the naming rights gift is another key area of the
naming rights policy statement. Some organizations
go so far as to list precisely which members of the
development staff and administration will form the
naming rights committee that handles the approval
process.

Development staff, board members, and key vol-
unteers should know about and understand how the
naming rights approval process works. Whether you
have a large organization or a small nonprofit group,
you must have a documented approval process for all
interested parties. Shortcuts in the approval process
can lead to big problems later.

Nonprofit best practices for approval include the
establishment and use of a naming rights committee,
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with layers of subcommittees based on the size and
geographic location of members of the organiza-
tion. It is critically important to establish a naming
rights approval hierarchy that is well defined in
terms of members, responsibilities, and authority.

For example, at many universities it is customary
that the chancellor or president of the university is a
member of the naming rights committee. By using a
committee instead of leaving the total responsibility
for naming rights decisions on the shoulders of one
person, it narrows the gap for making a decision
that may be difficult to undo later on.

The naming rights committee could be made up
of members from the board of governors, the senior
development staff person, the executive director, or
president of the nonprofit organization with non-
voting members, which may include the director of
research and director of alumni affairs. It is especially
important that other members of the nonprofit
organization know of and understand the responsi-
bility and authority for naming rights matters.

The policy should indicate that the president
has final approval for the naming rights to inte-
rior spaces and the board of governors, regents,
or trustees has authority (with recommendations
from the president) over naming rights to outdoor
buildings, outdoor spaces and indoor properties.

Recognition. The final component of a naming
rights policy should cover recognition of the named
property. One example that circulates in the health-
care community is that the nonprofit entity should
set aside 1% of the dollar value of the named gift
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(up to a maximum of a stated dollar amount) for
recognition and stewardship activities.

Using a pre-established percentage of the gift
helps to bring certainty to the recognition part
of the process. Other nonprofits have a variety
of financial formulas and dollar amount maxi-
mums in place to direct donor recognition activities.
Developing a standardized dollar amount or per-
centage rate of the named gift is a recommended
starting point. As always, there will be exceptions
to the rules.

INSTITUTIONALIZE NAMING
RIGHTS POLICIES

The ability to speak as if with one voice is what I
mean by institutionalizing an administrative policy.
How effectively a nonprofit organization can insti-
tutionalize their naming rights policy is a measure of
leadership style and the culture of teamwork within
the organization.

In 2001, I listened to a speech given by President
Semple of University of Southern California dur-
ing an the AFP Los Angles luncheon. That speech
was my introduction to what it means to institu-
tionalize a policy, how the policy permeates the
culture of the organization. On that afternoon, the
leader of one of America’s top universities shared his
behind-the-scenes perspectives on the university’s
recent success in their billion-dollar campaign, one
of the first ever. As the packed house in the ball-
room of the Pasadena Convention Center leaned
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forward to catch every word of his talk, President
Semple was able to condense the magic of this mar-
velous accomplishment into two words: compelling
excellence.

That was, he said, the mantra for everyone on the
development team at USC. That was the message
they shared with the donor community. Those two
words became a focal point for everyone on the
development team. They spoke about compelling
excellence in every conversation with prospective
donors. They talked about the best students, the
best professors, the best programs, and USC’s goal
of achieving compelling excellence for the future.
They were able to speak to prospective donors as if
with one voice. The results were astounding: USC’s
campaign was one of the first nonprofit fundraising
campaigns to break the $1 billion mark.

Getting It Done

Your organization’s leadership must institutionalize
the naming rights policy and support the efforts
of the major gift officers, planned giving, annual
giving, donor relations, and stewardship staff who
represent the nonprofit organization to the donor
community.

This unification of theme is a big challenge fac-
ing nonprofits. Being able to communicate not only
the technical terms of the naming rights policy but
also the consistent application takes a serious com-
mitment, especially in a sector that is notorious for
a high rate of employee turnover.
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Developing the policy typically falls on the
shoulders of the fundraising leadership of the orga-
nization. Implementing and institutionalizing the
policy has become the responsibility of the donor
relations and stewardship office.

Research the Market, Create Benchmarks

In order to come up with the appropriate dol-
lar amounts for your naming opportunities you
should take the time to research the marketplace.
The use of benchmarks has become entrenched
as a management technique, with various applica-
tions in the day-to-day operations of a nonprofit
organization. For the purposes of this discussion, I
define benchmarking as a process designed to facil-
itate information gathering, analysis, and decision
making based on current market activity. Bench-
marking is designed to put the decision makers in
an informed position before they make policy and
other leadership decisions.

Three Steps to Develop a Benchmark Report. An
effective benchmark report pulls together data from
a wide variety of sources and organizes it for anal-
ysis. Over the last 10 years, I have worked on
benchmark reports for clients in the nonprofit and
private sectors. Here is the three-step process I like
to use when taking on one of these research projects.

Step 1. Conduct an in-depth survey based on info-
rmation from the leadership of the organi-
zation. Start with a list of peer organizations
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and expand the information-gathering net
outward from there.

Step 2. Standardize the information-gathering pro-
cess by using templates to gather the data.

Step 3. Cast a wide net to include recent and cur-
rent nonprofit and private sector lists of
naming opportunities and completed nam-
ing rights deals.

For the benchmark report to have the great-
est impact, the research-gathering process should
include information from the following:

� Lists of current naming opportunities from peer
groups and other local and regional nonprofits
that are in campaign.

� News clippings and press releases about recent
naming rights gifts, including dollar amounts
and the name of the funding organization.

� Recent data on private sector naming rights
deals such as multi-use centers, arts and cul-
ture venues, health-care facilities, amateur and
professional sports facilities.

Collecting the data systematically and present-
ing it in an organized style will likely give the best
results. Using a research team that understands the
nature of the upcoming campaign and the kind
of naming opportunities that will be included will
help guide the information-gathering process for
the research staff.
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To offer the best value possible, the bench-
mark report must include data about nonprofits
outside the direct circle of competitors. By that I
mean that if the benchmark report is for a hospital,
the data gathering must include information from
the education sector, the arts and culture sector, the
United Way, and local professional sports organiza-
tions. Leaving out any corner of the naming rights
marketplace will compromise the overall quality of
the information and the subsequent naming rights
decisions that will come from it.

Exhibit 6.2 offers a benchmark template that can
be used during the information-gathering process.
By customers the list on the left side to your needs,
you can specify which peer groups to include for
your own benchmarking.

The asking price for the highest-profile naming
opportunity will help to define how wide a net to
cast during the information-gathering process. The
larger the ask amount, the wider the net.

NAMING RIGHTS AGREEMENT

Another important document in the naming rights
process is the actual naming rights agreement,
which is signed by both parties. Best practices sug-
gest that the major gifts or senior development
officer who arranged for the named gift should
“hand off ” to the donor relations department to
finalize the arrangements.
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When the gift is from an individual, the donor
relations staff will arrange for a face-to-face meeting
with the person (or with the executor of the will, in
the case of an estate gift). The naming rights agree-
ment will set out the details of the gift, including
dollar amount, payment terms, and donor recogni-
tion details.

It has become more common for individuals
who have committed to making substantial financial
gifts to want to be actively involved in an ongo-
ing manner. This expectation has grown in relation
to the dollar amounts, because the donors see their
gifts as investments in the nonprofit’s future endeav-
ors. People expect a higher level of accountability
and disclosure before and after making their gifts.
Donor relations staff has had to and will most likely
continue to make adjustments to standardized nam-
ing rights agreements in order to meet donors’
requests.

Limitations of space in this chapter do not allow
for the reproduction of naming rights agreements.
An online search will produce a plethora of hyper-
links to a wide variety of documents that will satisfy
your curiosity.

Review and/or Develop Web Site Strategy

Having a naming rights strategy that includes the
nonprofit’s Web site is critical in today’s online
world. When more than 20% of the world’s popu-
lation has access to the Internet, as noted by World
Internet Stats in January of 2008, and the annual
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rate of growth of internet users is at 17%, nonprofits
need to get in the game of online communication.

By now it is quite likely that your organization
has invested heavily in its Web site. I suggest to
you that this commodity is more than just a digital
billboard that occasionally catches the eye of a
passerby. Your Web site is a vibrant portal to the
people on the World Wide Web who are constantly
looking for interesting stories, eager to find out
about what’s going on, and looking to share stuff
with their friends.

Do you have a Web page right now for online
giving? Can someone that visits your Web site in
the next 30 seconds go to a dedicated Web page
and make a charitable contribution to your organi-
zation? A growing number of nonprofits can offer
that today.

If your organization is doing that, what are you
doing for those people who are interested in your
capital campaign? If the answer is nothing, I suggest
that you are missing out on opportunities to engage
your donor and prospective donors. What if just one
person learned about your fundraising campaign
and the naming opportunities currently available by
visiting your Web site? That person contacts your
organization and it leads to a major gift. What is that
worth to the organization? Viewed another way,
what is it costing you by not being there?

Recommendations for Developing a Web Site Strategy.
A nonprofit that has an online giving program usu-
ally follows that with a Planned Giving Web page on
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their site. The next step is to talk about the campaign
and the naming opportunities where donors can get
involved and support what you do. Here are some
suggestions for developing your Web site strategy:

1. Create a dedicated section of the Web site that
integrates the campaign and naming opportu-
nities.

2. Include a section on donor gifts already
received. Use a photo of the donor(s) and in-
clude a press release if there was a naming gift
announcement.

3. Start with a simple message. You can use
either the shopping list approach to itemize
the properties available to be named and their
respective ask amounts or you could use the
descriptive text approach. See the examples
shown in the table below:

Approaches for Naming Opportunities

Shopping List Approach

Name the building $5,000,000
Lobby $1,000,000
Auditorium $750,000
Conference room $500,000
Small meeting room $125,000
Executive office suite $100,000
Administrative office $50,000

Descriptive Text Approach

Project Leader Medical Research
Endowing a Project Leader Medical research helps
our organization to recruit, retain, and reward its best and
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brightest medical research staff. With a gift of $1.25 million,
you can establish a permanent fund to underwrite the med-
ical research efforts of a project leader for one of our teams,
allowing him or her to seek out innovative approaches to
cancer care and treatments.

As with other elements in the Manager’s Tool-
box, I recommend you keep it simple and add a layer
to your Web site one section at a time. A consistent
message over the long term will help to bolster the
communication with your donor community.

Demographics

How well do you know the demographics of your
community? Can you share that information in a
one page summary? When you can do that you
have leverage that you can use in your discussions
with funding sources.

Any group that you send a grant proposal to
will want to know about your constituency. Who is
involved? How many families or individuals do you
serve? What kind of services do you provide? How
often? Where are these offered? Demographic data
that offers big picture and small group details will
help to prove your case for support.

Corporations in particular are often looking for
ways to link up with new market opportunities.
Getting the brand name out in front of the con-
sumer matters most to a corporation when there
is a “good fit” between the demographics of their
consumer and your own.Whether you are look-
ing for a performance sponsor for an upcoming
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production, or you want to find a title sponsor for
a black tie event, or maybe some corporate support
for an annual golf tournament, demographic details
help to tell your story.

And by the way, consider posting some of this
demographic information on your Web site along
with the naming opportunities. Funding organiza-
tions who will be visiting your Web site can connect
the dots for themselves when they have more details
to do an in-depth evaluation of your proposal.

Pricing Strategies

The pricing strategies you choose will have a direct
impact on the ask amounts of the naming oppor-
tunities. Define the style of naming rights the
organization is prepared to offer. Will the rights
be offered in perpetuity or for a limited number
of years? This is a critical decision in the plan-
ning process, and there are pros and cons to both
options.

Let’s take a few minutes to examine both. The
long-standing tradition is to use “in perpetuity” as
the basis for the named gift. By choosing this strat-
egy the donor and the nonprofit organization is
certain about the nature of his/her gift in terms
of the time frame that it will be recognized within.
With the turnover of properties and redevelopment
of facilities every twenty, thirty, or forty years, it is
generally accepted that the naming legacy or nam-
ing recognition will be limited to the life of the
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property. In some cases, the buildings or spaces last
longer and the naming gift stays with the property
throughout its lifetime.

If the named gift was for an endowment in per-
petuity then there are no restrictions on the length
of term. As in the example of the endowed chairs
set up at Oxford and Harvard hundreds of years ago,
they both still exist today.

The advantages of using the “in perpetuity”
strategy include the notion of fitting in with the
status quo and of the gift being of similar style
to those of the majority of other donors. Many
people like the idea of a legacy gift that will con-
tinue to benefit the nonprofit long after they have
died. It fits in with some of the cultural and ethnic
traditions of charitable support that began gen-
erations before and is something continued on
today.

The altruistic nature of a nonprofit organization
is bigger than the lifetime of one person and the
gift made in perpetuity has evolved as a meaning-
ful way for an individual or group to add to the
financial security in the years ahead. A negative
impact of using “in perpetuity” for naming oppor-
tunities is that the dollar amount to make such a
gift is quite often outside the financial reach of
many donors. Another is that this strategy limits
the number of giving opportunities as compared to
a “limited term” naming strategy.

The “limited term” naming strategy is just as
the label implies. The donor makes a gift to support
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the nonprofit and the length of the term is preestab-
lished at the time the gift is made.

A limited term strategy is common in the private
sector where corporations that are looking for ways
to boost their own brand name have been buying
naming rights to facilities such as stadiums, arenas,
multifunction facilities, and conference centers.

In recent years, a growing number of nonprof-
its have borrowed from that strategy to develop a
“limited term” naming strategy for their own giv-
ing opportunities. In the arts and culture sector in
particular, we find many examples of this strategy
being used.

In my discussions with Gene Gregory, Vice
President of Development at the Oregon Sym-
phony Orchestra, he indicated that using the limited
term naming strategy enabled him to have many
more discussions with prospective donors about
getting involved in supporting the orchestra. In this
case, the Oregon Symphony Orchestra gave people
four choices to support a particular area of interest.
Those choices ranged from a named gift “in perpe-
tuity” to three limited terms of ten years, five years,
and three years.

In the following table, you can see the built-
in flexibility a “limited term” strategy offers a
campaign. The number of giving opportunities
increases from seven to 28, four times the num-
ber. Perhaps the most significant aspect is the
expanded dollar range now available to prospective
supporters.
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Example of a Limited Term Exhibit: Naming
Opportunities Campaign

Endowed
Chair or
Endowed Endow in Name for Name for Name for
Program Perpetuity 10 Years Five YearsThreeYears

Principal
Chair

$1,500,000 $750,000 $375,000 $225,000

Assistant
Principal
Chair

$1,250,000 $625,000 $312,500 $187,500

Section
Chair

$1,000,000 $500,000 $250,000 $150,000

Classical
Applause
Series

$10,000,000 $5,000,000 $2,500,000 $1,500,000

Classical
Bravo
Series

$10,000,000 $5,000,000 $2,500,000 $1,500,000

Pops
Series

$6,000,000 $3,000,000 $1,500,000 $900,000

Symphony
Sundays

$5,000,000 $2,500,000 $1,250,000 $750,000

A limited term strategy can be blended in with
“in perpetuity” as shown in the table above, or
left standing on it’s own. If you leave out the
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“in perpetuity” option, then you are more than
likely to limit the perception of the donor who
has the capacity and interest to make a much larger
gift.

The pricing hierarchy for limited term gifts takes
its lead from the ask amount to name a property in
perpetuity. In over 90% of the pricing strategies I
have examined, nonprofits typically use a double-up
and/or double-down when setting the ask amounts
for named gifts.

If the ask amount to name an endowment is $10
million and the second choice is to name the same
endowment for a 10-year period, the pricing strat-
egy used most often would be to use an ask amount
that is 50% of the amount to name the gift in per-
petuity. When using the “limited term” approach,
that same pricing formula often extends to other
limited term ask amounts except for the last choice.
At this level, the majority of nonprofits use a fixed
minimum dollar amount that is often outside the
double-up formula in part because they would like
to encourage the larger gift and, in part, to set a
minimum standard for making a named gift.

The table on the previous page is just one exam-
ple of a limited term strategy. Other strategies could
easily expand or contract the range of choices for
donors to consider. Perhaps the most significant
aspect is that this strategy is gaining widespread
acceptance in nonprofits outside the higher edu-
cation and health care sector—the two areas that
continue to attract the largest number of donors and
the most money in their fundraising campaigns.
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Hierarchy of Naming Rights in the Pricing Strategy.
The pricing strategies for selling naming rights used
by nonprofits have yet to show much creativity. In
less than 2% of the 30,000 naming opportunities
in my survey did I find dollar values for the ask
amounts that were something other than the typ-
ical double-up and double-down price structure.
Check out the example in the following table:

Double-Up and Double-Down Price Structure

Ask Amounts for Naming Rights Using the
Double Up/Double-Down Technique
Name the Building $10 million
Name the Lobby $5 million
Name the Conference Center $2.5 million
Name the Library $1 million
Name the Atrium $500,000
Name the Board Room $250,000
Name the Large Classroom $100,000
Name the Small Classroom $50,000
Name the President’s Office $20,000
Name other offices, each $10,000

Look familiar? You are absolutely correct. The
hypothetical list above is not perfectly symmetrical
in descending order of dollar values, but you get
the picture. The vast majority of nonprofit orga-
nizations use the double-up/double-down pricing
approach to attach dollar values to their naming
opportunities. The tactic is not limited to physical
properties but is applied to endowment giving opp-
ortunities as well:
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Name a President’s Endowed Chair $5 million
Name a Dean’s Endowed Chair $2.5 million
Name a Graduate Scholarship Fund $2 million
Name an Undergraduate Scholarship

Fund
$1 million

Name a Partial Scholarship Fund $500,000

Those who take the time to do benchmark infor-
mation gathering will find numerous examples of
this pricing model in place at peer organizations. In
a competitive market situation, do you want to be
just like everyone else? What will your pricing strat-
egy for naming opportunities reveal to prospective
donors? More of the same or something unique?
Food for thought.

Celebrate Leadership Named Gifts

Take the time to celebrate every one of the leader-
ship gifts that came in during the quiet phase of the
campaign. They represent much more than a large
check going into the organization’s bank account.
Donors who made the decision to step up and give
leadership level financial support take on a legacy
status that cannot be valued with a conventional
measuring stick.

A celebration at the naming ceremony is just the
start of how an organization can celebrate leader-
ship gifts. Permanent recognition in the form of a
named facility or property extends forward in time.
Nonprofits that combine the physical name recog-
nition along with a virtual acknowledgement on
their Web site get the best of both worlds.
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Web sites are used to tell the story about an orga-
nization. Why not set aside a few Web pages to
say thank you to your leadership gift supporters? A
digital archive is easy to set up and takes little main-
tenance once it has been established. This could
be considered the next layer in advanced donor
relations. Take a moment to think about it.

Sharing Naming Rights Information with the Donor
Community. Senior development staff do not
appear to be in agreement on the best way to tackle
this part of the naming rights game. Should they
or should they not make public their list of naming
opportunities? A growing number of nonprofits are
choosing to share that information via hard copy
reports, periodic newsletters, or specially designed
campaign promotional material.

Every week, more nonprofit organizations are
taking things a step farther by adding the list of
their naming opportunities to their Web sites. In
the winter of 2008, it was estimated that there were
more than 50,000 naming opportunities published
on the Web sites of nonprofits.

Approximately 20% of the global population,
more than 1.3 billion people, use the Internet. The
nonprofits that have gone the extra mile are gaining
a competitive advantage, because their information
is available online 24/7.

STEWARDSHIP

Engaging the donor in stewardship activities begins
the moment after they have said yes. Once someone
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has made the first step toward a major gift to
the nonprofit organization, it is important that the
development staff change gears in the conversation
and put on the stewardship hat for the rest of the
conversation.

If you don’t already have staff dedicated to
stewardship responsibilities, you might want to con-
sider adding those positions to your organization.
Stewardship is a thoughtful and engaging process
designed to build on the existing relationship with
the donor and enable it to move to another level.
Major gifts that result in naming rights receive
varying amounts and types of stewardship-related
communication based on the dollar value of the
gift, from thank-you letters signed by develop-
ment staff right up to personal notes, telephone
calls, and in-person greetings from the executive
director or president of the nonprofit organization.
Stewardship is now recognized as one of the most
important functions, one that will facilitate a mean-
ingful ongoing relationship with the donor.

Going Another Mile

Stewardship best practices have continued to evolve.
The most notable shift is toward developing stew-
ardship action plans for top donors. Two years ago,
I interviewed the donor relations staff at Hamilton
College, a liberal arts private school in upstate New
York. At the time, the staff had just begun to
implement stewardship action plans with their top
10 donors. The thinking was that the college already
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had invested a lot of time in the relationships that
had come as a result of their top donors’ ongoing
support of the college. The donor relations team
felt that it was time to become more active in the
stewardship process—in effect, to learn more about
these people, including the things they were most
passionate about. The team developed customized
stewardship plans for each individual on the top 10
list, and planned to extend that process to the top
25 donors over the next year.

The stewardship effort has paid off nicely for
Hamilton College. The current fundraising cam-
paign that grew from the action plans for major
donors has lead to a surge in major gifts, many rec-
ognized with appropriate naming rights. The most
prominent to date has been the $10-million gift
from one couple to establish a three-building arts
complex. As of mid-February 2008, other named
gifts to Hamilton College include named endowed
professorships, a named admissions office, a named
theater, and the establishment of a wireless com-
puter network on campus. Stewardship action plans
appear to have paid off.

Trends show that once a donor makes an ini-
tial major gift, the probability that they will make
another, perhaps of greater value in the future, rises
dramatically. The style of communication between
the donor and the nonprofit between those two
major gifts is part of the moves management strat-
egy employed today. Stewardship is the key, and
named gifts may be one of the benefits of a lasting
relationship.
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Corporate Naming Rights
with Strings Attached

Nonprofit organizations must expect that when
they are selling their naming rights to a corporate
sponsor, the agreement comes with strings attached.
An important point to raise early in this chapter
is that the wording of the naming rights agree-
ment is such that the nonprofit has wiggle room
if needed sometime in the future to dissolve the
agreement and remove the corporate name from
the property. With corporate scandals like the
embezzlement by Enron key executives or massive
overstating of revenue at WorldCom in the rearview
mirror, nonprofits need to have the option to dis-
solve the naming rights agreement at the discretion
of the board of directors. In the Appendix of this
book you will find naming rights agreements from
both the University of Pittsburgh and the Uni-
versity of Washington that includes this type of
wording. Donors put their trust and their financial
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resources in the hands of nonprofits and expect a
high level of accountability and discretion when it
comes to important decisions such as which cor-
porations can align themselves with a nonprofit
entity. Whether it is the naming rights agreement
for $25 million at the University of Texas, Austin to
name the AT&T Executive Education & Confer-
ence Center, or the $1-million gift from the local
furniture store to name the performing arts venue,
naming rights come with certain expectations on
deliverables.

The more comprehensive the package of deliver-
ables a nonprofit organization can bundle together,
the better its negotiating position will be. Cor-
porations make decisions based on building their
brand names and enhancing their positions in
the marketplace. Understanding their goals, the
demographics of their market, and that the ways
that these match your own community is the
basis for the discussions about corporate sponsor-
ship.

Let’s work through an example. A corporate
sponsor is interested in the outdoor naming rights
to an existing building—a stadium, performing
arts venue, or multi-event facility. In the follow-
ing section, you will find lists of communication
and marketing perks to offer your potential corpo-
rate sponsor/partner. Once you open the door to
offer naming rights, you are inviting in corporate
strangers. You need to get to know them, and they
need to get to know you.
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BENEFITS OF CORPORATE
SPONSORSHIP

Here are some of the tangible and intangible bene-
fits that a nonprofit may include in a naming rights
discussion:

Communication benefits may include:
� Pre-event naming ceremony
� Media invited to cover naming ceremony
� Outdoor signage for the term of contract
� Naming rights extended to print material
� Web site recognition where appropriate

Marketing opportunities may include:
� On-site promotional kiosks
� Extent of interior name recognition
signage

� Company staff on-site during special
events

� Ability to conduct on-site product demo-
nstrations

� Ability to conduct on-site surveys
� Day-of-the-event marketing presence
� Tickets to the event for customers
� Private suite access
� Corporate name in promotional
literature
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� Extend special offers by corporate partner
to the Web site

Perceived value for naming rights is a two-way
mirror. It’s a part of business. Be aware that the com-
pany handing over the big check has a perceived
value of the naming rights that is greater than the
asking price. That is a good thing. I’m not suggest-
ing that you need to go out and change the ask
amounts, especially for the high-profile properties.

When perceived value over the length of the
naming rights contract is greater than the asking
price it’s a good business decision to evaluate fur-
ther to see if it makes sense for the corporation to
get involved. Philanthropy is a small part of the cor-
porate decision to become a naming rights sponsor.
If you think in terms of percentage points of mar-
ket share for the corporation, you begin to see the
opportunity from their point of view.

GETTING TO YES WITH A
CORPORATE PARTNER

On the nonprofit side of the ledger, the ask amount
was developed using some type of benchmarking
process and was deemed to be fair given the current
market conditions.

On the corporate side of the ledger, the dol-
lars paid for naming rights are perceived as an
investment in property that allows for marketing
and promotional activities related to the company’s
products and services. Invariably, there will be a
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sponsorship checklist of direct and indirect bene-
fits that the corporation wants before signing the
deal and handing over the check. Ask for their
list early in the discussion. Be prepared to share
in-depth marketing-style data with your corporate
counterparts.

As discussions move forward with a prospective
corporate sponsor, there are a few things you can do:

� Provide an overview of the organization.
� Invite the marketing staff to visit the facilities.
� Conduct a hard-hat tour for new construction
sites.

� Ask questions about their products and services.
� Look for common ground.
� Be prepared to break from the status quo.
� Think in terms of having a financial partner
involved with the organization.

Managing expectations on both sides of a nam-
ing rights deal are tremendously important to form-
ing a solid foundation for a long-term relationship.

THREE TIERS OF CORPORATE
NAMING RIGHTS

As we examine the naming rights marketplace in
early 2008, we can split it into three groups.

1. King Midas Naming Rights—This group
includes the upper echelon of naming rights
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deals in both the private sector and the non-
profit. With playful reference to the mythical
king that could turn things into gold, there
are some naming rights deals, such as the
$400 million deals made by Citi Bank and
Barclays Bank to name professional sports sta-
diums in New York, that have set the bar
incredibly high for others.

2. Golden Egg Naming Rights—Think billion-
dollar fundraising campaigns, in which the ask
amounts to name a property start at $10 mil-
lion and go up to $200 million or more. An-
nouncements for what I refer to as the Golden
Egg type of naming rights arrive almost weekly
these days. Having a major gift strategy that
focuses on large gifts from major donors is the
key to attracting these type of legacy gifts.

3. Lasting Legacy Naming Rights—Stewardship
activities and effort on donor relations that
enhance long-term relationships will result in
lasting legacy naming rights gifts. Competition
for major gifts is likely to intensify, and donors
have plenty of choices. Committed steward-
ship will win the day.

MANAGING THE NAMING RIGHTS
PROPERTIES

Earlier in the book, I mentioned an example of
the growing international influence in the nam-
ing rights marketplace: the naming of the Barclays
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Center in Brooklyn. The $400-million naming
rights deal equates to $20 million per year from
a British-owned bank. It’s very interesting to note
that a U.S. company was not the winning bidder
on that property, especially in New York City. In
the same breath, think about how the international
business community looks at naming rights prop-
erties in the United States as compared to other
countries around the world.

Barclays Bank is one of the global leaders in
international wealth management. It is no coinci-
dence that Barclays chose New York, home of the
New York Stock Exchange and the epicenter of the
American financial community, as the place to buy
a named property.

The company looks at named properties as
acquiring a strategic investment. Managing the
investment in those properties requires a long-term
plan that integrates multiple levels of the local and
international sales and marketing effort.

Barclays Center,
Brooklyn

$400 million 2007
20 year naming rights

Barclays English
Premiership

Title Sponsor

£ 65.8 million for
3 years

2007–2010

£ 57 million for
3 years

2004–2006

Australian Rugby Broadcast Sponsor 2007
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Barclays president Bob Diamond said of the
company’s sponsorship deal for the Barclays English
Premiership soccer league that it fit the firm’s
expanding international business agenda.

When we look at naming rights from a broader
perspective, we can begin to understand the strate-
gic importance of top-tier American properties.
The international appeal comes from the lever-
age gained in boosting brand name in the U.S.
market.

A New York Naming Bonanza

Across town, the Citi Bank deal was for an equal
$400 million to name the new baseball stadium for
the New York Mets. Other naming opportunities
exist throughout the nonprofit sector of America’s
largest city. From the local universities and colleges
to hospitals, research facilities, and a long list of
other groups, named properties are available for sale.
How long will it be before we see more corporate
acquisitions in the nonprofit sector as compared to
the private sector in New York?

Exhibit 7.1 compares three naming rights deals
in the New York area to a recent agreement
signed in Cleveland, Ohio. The baseball stadium
in Cleveland was renamed Progressive Field in late
2007, when Progressive, an insurance company that
was founded in Cleveland, signed a 16-year nam-
ing agreement. Here is a case of local company that
made it big and can be seen to be giving back to
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the community by supporting the local baseball club
and picking up the naming rights to the stadium. In
the competitive business of baseball the amount of
money that comes from annual naming rights fees
may be the difference in signing that one key player
who could make a difference to a championship
team. The dollar value of the naming rights agree-
ment signed by Progressive Insurance is estimated
to be worth approximately $3.6 million per year.

In New Jersey, the Meadowlands Sports Author-
ity had a dilemma on its hands. The naming rights
to the Sports Authority’s aging multi-event facility,
formerly called the Continental Airlines Arena, had
just expired. What to do?

They put it up for bid. Phillips-Van Heusen
Corporation’s IZOD brand outbid other midsize
firms, including Racewear and Southpole, both of
which are also members of the New York fashion
and clothing industry. IZOD won with an offer of
$2 million per year for a 5-year term. Compared to
the other New York area naming rights deals, this
pales in comparison. But there were not a lot of
bidders in the running.

Long-term prospects for the property will be
tied to the Xanadu retail-entertainment complex
that is currently under construction, rather than
to the center’s historical link to pro sports teams.
The NBA’s New Jersey Nets will play the next
two seasons in the IZOD Center and then relocate
to the new Barclays Center for the 2009 season.
The NHL’s New Jersey Devils already vacated the
premises at the start of the 2007 season.
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MARKETPLACE DEFINES DOLLAR
VALUES

Dollar values for naming rights are driven by several
key factors:

� Pro sports team as a primary tenant
� Multi-event facilities offer marketing diversity
� Media coverage

In the private sector, it starts with a professional
sports team being a primary tenant. Baseball attracts
a massive amount of corporate dollars, due in large
part to the length of the season, the number of
games played, and the traditions that accompany
postseason playoffs.

Multi-event venues like the Barclays in New
York and others across the country provide more
diverse brand-name exposure and marketing
opportunities compared to facilities with a single
function, such as baseball.

In the coming months of 2008, we will most
likely see two or perhaps three other corporate
naming rights deals for professional sports venues:
one in Washington, D.C., one in San Francisco, and
possibly one in Tennessee.

LENGTH OF TERM DEPENDS
ON THE PROPERTY

The corporate sector has fallen in love with the
concept of acquiring naming rights. Naming rights
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deals in the private sector are typically offered on
a limited term naming rights agreement. The length of
the term for the naming rights varies considerably
depending on the property involved. Marketing
departments have to think in terms of brand name
building, brand name enhancement and the relative
impact on customer retention and customer loyalty.

As you review the list below keep in mind that
this is a general reference to the types of naming
rights properties that are being offered by nonprofit
organizations. Some corporate partners find that
the sponsorship or naming of an event really fits
well with their market and may want to extend the
length of term.

Before your organization commits to an exten-
sion be sure to get some feedback from both the
sponsor and your own donor community to help
make it a win-win for all parties. Here is a bird’s-
eye view of some of the current types of naming
rights deals:

Title sponsorships: 1 to 5 years
Gala event sponsorship 1 to 3 years
Official supplier 3 to 5 years
Named pro sports

building
10 to 20 years

Dollar value of naming
rights

Shifting upwards

Choice of naming
rights properties

Spreading across the
nonprofit sector
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BUNDLING THE NAMING RIGHTS
FOR CORPORATE PARTNERS

The bundling of marketing opportunities is one of
key areas that marketing staff review when eval-
uating potential naming opportunities. With the
growing scarcity of high-profile properties in the
private sector, we can expect to see an increasing
number of corporate partners getting involved with
nonprofit organizations.

To get a better understanding of this side of the
marketplace, I spoke to Tom Stultz, Senior Vice
President and Director of IMG College. The firm
is one of America’s leading collegiate marketing,
licensing, and media companies.

IMG College works with a distinguished list of
corporate clients that includes Alltel, Coca Cola,
Gatorade, The National Milk Processor Board,
IBM, New Balance, and State Farm Insurance. The
company signed a $67-million athletics market-
ing deal with the University of Oregon in early
February 2008—an agreement that will include
negotiating the naming rights for the football
stadium and a baseball park on the university’s
campus.

I asked Tom what he looks for when trying to
match corporate clients with naming rights oppor-
tunities.

“We look for corporations that are compatible
with our partner universities,” said Stultz. He went
on to talk about the method IMG College uses to
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qualify potential partners. Corporations that have
a strong presence in the area or a natural affinity
with the school make good potential partners for a
naming rights agreement.

Stultz asked, “How do you make this a good
investment?” He answered his own question: “It is
the exposure of the name on the facility. There is
an inventory that comes with naming rights, such as
hospitality suites, tickets, and media exposure.” He
indicated that at IMG College they try to bundle it
all together for their clients.

The corporation has to have some type of mea-
surement to value the naming rights. Much of the
analysis centers around the volume of media atten-
tion given to the property. According to Stultz, that
ranges from eyeballs to media exposures over the life
of the contract to how many people pass through
the turnstiles. A naming rights package needs to be
bundled so that it has a lot of value.

Naming rights in the nonprofit sector have taken
on a new dimension. The corporate partners have
already started to line up. Which ones will be next?
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Where to Next for
Naming Rights?

Where, indeed, will the paths for naming rights lead
us next?

All signs indicate that the health-care sector
will continue to attract more naming rights dol-
lars. That includes both corporate sponsorships and
legacy-style gifts to name children’s hospitals, can-
cer clinics, pediatric centers, and medical research
facilities. It won’t stop there.

Endowment gifts to support designated staff
positions will also continue to grow in number of
endowed positions and in the relative dollar amount
per endowment.

Academic institutions that already have multi-
billion dollar endowment funds will continue to
attract more and more named gifts. In most cases,
the dollar values to name an endowment are already
shifting upward and will likely to continue that
trend for years to come. There are no limits when

187
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it comes to how much a donor will commit to in
terms of making endowment gifts.

GROWTH POTENTIAL FOR
NAMING RIGHTS

The marketplace for naming rights does not appear
to have reached a saturation point as yet. In the
years ahead, I believe we will see continued growth
in the number and in the diversity of naming rights
announcements.

The education sector continues to lead the way
in terms of the number of naming opportunities
currently available and the amounts that they are
asking for. Universities and colleges, both public
and private, as well as community colleges and
private schools make up the largest percentage of
naming rights on the market today.

Several niche markets for naming rights appear
to be growing at double-digit rates, including the
following:

� School districts, public schools, and religious
schools

� Environmental groups for properties and pro-
grams

� Municipalities for a range of properties
� State and federal government properties, espe-
cially parks

� Medical research
� Arts and culture organizations



Growth Potential for Naming Rights 189

When we see funding organizations like the
Walter and Flora Hewlett Foundation make a
$113-million donation in September 2007 to the
University of California, Berkeley, it’s a sign that
the upper limits of endowment gifts have shattered.
Strategic in their giving, the foundation stipulated
that $110 million must be matched by other donors
to endow 100 faculty chairs across campus. Reports
from Berkeley suggest that the development staff are
a little busier these days.

For those who scoff at the notion of the signif-
icance of named endowment gifts relative to the
dollar values for naming tangible properties, pause
and think about your moves management strategy,
if you have one. There is a direct correlation that
can be drawn between endowment giving and sub-
sequent named gifts at higher dollar amounts. The
moves management strategy works when there is a
generous helping of stewardship-related activity to
engage and enrich the relationship with the donor.

On the other hand, the billion-dollar campaigns
have turned a sharper focus towards attracting
multi-million dollar major gifts, the kind that name
a college, a hospital, or an entire campus. We are liv-
ing in an era where the transfer of wealth from one
generation to the next is unlike that of any other
time in history. Funding sources have the capacity
to give great amounts of cash. Naming rights that
accrue to legacy donors or corporations will stand
the test of time.





Appendix

This Appendix includes four documents for your
review:

1. University of Pittsburgh Office of Institutional
Advancement Named Facilities and Programs
Policy

2. University of Washington: Facilities and
Spaces Naming Policy (Campaign University
of Washington: Creating Futures Facilities and
Spaces Naming Policy)

3. Campaign University of Washington: Creat-
ing Futures Endowment and Program Naming
Policy

4. Historic Named Gift Survey form

Each one of the policy statements is reprinted
here with the express written permission of the
issuing university.
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UNIVERSITY OF PITTSBURGH
OFFICE OF INSTITUTIONAL

ADVANCEMENT NAMED
FACILITIES AND PROGRAMS

POLICY
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UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON:
FACILITIES AND SPACES NAMING
POLICY (CAMPAIGN UNIVERSITY

OF WASHINGTON: CREATING
FUTURES FACILITIES AND SPACES

NAMING POLICY)

General Policy

A building, outdoor area, and interior feature,
object or space may be named for a person or family
associated with the University community who has
rendered distinguished service to the University or
who has made a significant contribution to society.
The above may also be named in recognition of a
benefactor of the University who makes a signifi-
cant contribution toward total project cost. In lieu
of naming a building or area for the benefactor, the
donor may propose that another person be honored
in this manner, subject to the concurrence of the
University.

Corporations or organizations are encouraged to
be major benefactors of the University by recogniz-
ing a person or family important to their success. An
interior feature, object or space may also be named
for a corporation or organization. Only in rare situ-
ations will a building or outdoor area be named for

© 2007 University of Washington Office of Development and
Alumni Relations. For comments or suggestions, contact UW Mar-
keting.
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a corporation or organization whose gift represents
a major contribution toward total project cost.

The President has final approval for naming inte-
rior features, objects and spaces. Final decision to
name buildings and outdoor areas rests with the
Board of Regents, upon recommendation of the
President.

Naming actions shall not detract from the insti-
tution’s values, dignity, integrity, or reputation, nor
shall any such action create a conflict of interest or
confer special privileges.

Individual/Family Naming Guidelines

A. Buildings or Outdoor Areas A building or out-
door area may be named for a person or family
associated with the University community who has
rendered distinguished service to the University or
who has made a significant contribution to society.
The above also may be named as agreed to with a
benefactor of the University whose gifts represent
a significant contribution toward the project cost,
based upon the following criteria.

1. The individual has a prominent relationship
with the University and/or the region, and he
or she has a positive image and demonstrated
integrity. In the event of changed circum-
stances, the University reserves the right, on
reasonable grounds, to revise the form of or
withdraw recognition in consultation with the
donor when possible.
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2. The guidelines for determining the gift
amount that represents “a significant contri-
bution” to the project cost are as follows:
a. While a minimum of 50% of the project

cost (which may include an operating
endowment) is the desired amount for
naming, the target gift amount for nam-
ing will be set for each project as part of
the Business Plan section (see attached) of
the Project Agreement.

b. Donations for naming should be realized in
full within five years of the commitment.
1. Buildings named for an individual or

family generally will be termed “
Hall.” If a functional title is selected, the
building may be named “ Building.”

2. The name will remain on the building
or outdoor area for the life of the build-
ing or area (subject to Section 2A1). If
at some future time the building or area
is replaced (which may include a major
reconstruction that substantially changes
the functions/appearance of a building’s
interior and exterior), the name may
or may not be carried on the replace-
ment facility as approved by the Board
of Regents. If the name is not used on
the replacement facility, the Board of
Regents will determine the appropriate
recognition to be incorporated into the
new building or area.
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B. Interior Features, Objects or Spaces A named inte-
rior feature, object or space will not be exhibited
on external building walls; the name will be located
as close as possible to (and otherwise affiliated with)
the funded feature, object or space.

An interior feature, object or space may be
named for a person or family associated with the
University community who has rendered distin-
guished service to the University or who has made
a significant contribution to society. The above also
may be named as agreed to with a benefactor of the
University whose gifts represent a significant con-
tribution toward the project cost or the purchase of
the object, based upon the following criteria.

1. The individual has a prominent relationship
with the University and/or the region, and he
or she has a positive image and demonstrated
integrity. In the event of changed circum-
stances, the University reserves the right, on
reasonable grounds, to revise the form of or
withdraw recognition in consultation with the
donor when possible.

2. The guidelines for determining the gift
amount that represents “a significant contri-
bution” to the project cost are as follows:
a. While the desired goal for a naming gift

is the cost to provide and equip the space
(which may include an operating endow-
ment), the target gift amount for naming
will be set for each project in advance
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of soliciting donors in coordination with
the Vice President for Development and
Alumni Relations. Interior spaces that are
part of a total building fundraising cam-
paign should be included as part of the
Business Plan section (see attached) of the
Project Agreement.

b. Donations for naming should be realized in
full within five years of the commitment.
1. The name will remain for the life of the

feature, object or space with appropriate
recognition as determined by the Presi-
dent if it is replaced.

Corporate/Organizational Naming
Guidelines

A. Buildings or Outdoor Areas Corporations or org-
anizations are encouraged to be major benefactors
of the University by recognizing a person or family
important to their success. Only in rare situations
will a building or outdoor area be named for a
corporation or organization whose gifts represent
a significant contribution toward the project cost,
based upon the following criteria.

1. The corporation or organization has a
prominent relationship with the University
and/or the region, and it has a positive image
and demonstrated integrity. In the event
of changed circumstances, the University



Appendix 207

reserves the right, on reasonable grounds, to
revise the form of or withdraw recognition in
consultation with the donor when possible.

2. The guidelines for determining the gift
amount that represents “a significant contri-
bution” to the project cost are as follows:
a. A minimum of 50% of the project cost

(which may include an operating endow-
ment) is provided unless a different gift
amount for naming is specified as part of
the Business Plan section (see attached) of
the Project Agreement.

b. Donations for naming should be realized
in full within five years of the commit-
ment.
1. Buildings named for a corporation or

organization generally will be termed
“ Hall.” If a functional title is
selected, the building may be named
“ Building.”

2. In cases where the entity name is
used, the gift agreement will specify
the number of years during which
the building or area will be named. It
will include the clause that any name
changes during that period will be at
the University’s sole discretion, subject
to approval by the Board of Regents.

B. Interior Features, Objects or Spaces A named inte-
rior feature, object or space will not be exhibited
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on external building walls; the name will be located
as close as possible to (and otherwise affiliated with)
the funded feature, object or space.

An interior feature, object or space may be
named for a corporation or organization whose
gifts represent a significant contribution toward the
project cost or the purchase of the object, based
upon the following criteria.

1. The corporation/organization has a promi-
nent relationship with of the University
and/or the region, and it has a positive image
and demonstrated integrity. In the event
of changed circumstances, the University
reserves the right, on reasonable grounds,
to revise the form of or withdraw recogni-
tion in consultation with the donor when
possible.

2. The guidelines for determining the gift
amount that represents “a significant contri-
bution” to the project cost are as follows:
a. While the desired goal for a naming gift

is the cost to provide and equip the space
(which may include an operating endow-
ment), the target gift amount for naming
will be set for each project in advance
of soliciting donors in coordination with
the Vice President for Development and
Alumni Relations. Interior spaces that
are part of a total building fundraising
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campaign should be included as part of the
Business Plan section (see attached) of the
Project Agreement. Donations for naming
should be realized in full within five years
of the commitment.
1. In cases where the entity name is used,

the gift agreement will specify the num-
ber of years during which the feature,
object or space will be named, and it will
include the clause that any name changes
during that period will be at the Univer-
sity’s sole discretion, subject to approval
by the President.

Approval Process

Proposals for naming opportunities will follow
the approval process described below in order to
obtain appropriate approvals before publicly dis-
cussing recognition of a person, family, corporation
or organization and before approaching a prospec-
tive donor for a naming gift.

Each campus of the University of Washington,
UW Bothell, UW Seattle, and UW Tacoma, is
responsible for developing campus-specific pro-
cesses and committees for approval for the naming
of facilities, including but not limited to buildings,
outdoor areas, interior features, objects or spaces
at their respective campuses. The UW Bothell and
UW Tacoma will forward their recommendations



210 Appendix

through the Chancellors to the President. The
UW Seattle will forward its recommendations
from the UW Seattle Names Committee to the
President.

Members of the Names Committees at the three
campuses will advise proposers on the respective
campuses to ensure that the naming decisions reflect
University of Washington values.

The President has final approval for naming inte-
rior features, objects and spaces. Final decision to
name buildings and outdoor areas rests with the
Board of Regents, upon recommendation of the
President.

A. Recognition of Distinguished Service

1. The Dean, Vice President, Director of Lib-
raries or Director of Athletics will prepare and
submit a recommendation for naming to the
appropriate Names Committee, along with
background materials for consideration.

2. That Names Committee (or Chancellor) will
forward favorable recommendations to the
President. If approved, the President will for-
ward the naming request to the Board of
Regents, which has the authority to make
the final decision on naming buildings or
outdoor areas, or if it relates to an interior
feature, object or space, notify the appropri-
ate Names Committee (or Chancellor) of the
approval.
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B. Recognition of a Benefactor: Buildings or Outdoor
Areas

1. The Dean, Chancellor, Vice President, Direc-
tor of Libraries or Director of Athletics will
review the suggested project scope, business
plan, and donor potential with the Provost. If
the proposal is accepted, the Provost will ini-
tiate the development of a Project Agreement
to verify the project cost estimates with the
project scope, business plan (including operat-
ing and maintenance costs, as well as any surge
space needs), and donor potentials, along with
project milestones. The appropriate Names
Committee (or Chancellor) will be consulted
as part of the development of the Project
Agreement, prior to bringing a specific nam-
ing request for their approval.

2. The Project Agreement approvals include the
Provost, appropriate Chancellor, Dean or Vice
President, Vice President for Development
and Alumni Relations, and Executive Vice
President. The President and Regents will be
advised about Project Agreements during the
approval process.

3. Once a Project Agreement has been approved,
plans for the fundraising campaign will be ini-
tiated and fundraising contacts are authorized
to begin.

4. When a naming donor has been identified, the
Chancellor, Dean, Vice President, Director



212 Appendix

of Libraries or Director of Athletics will pre-
pare and submit a recommendation for naming
to the appropriate Names Committee, along
with background materials for consideration.
The Names Committee (or Chancellor) will
forward favorable recommendations to the
President. If approved, the President will for-
ward the naming request to the Board of
Regents, which has the authority to make the
final decision on naming buildings.

5. Project pre-design, design and construction
activities will be initiated when the fundrais-
ing amounts specified in the approved Project
Agreement have been achieved.

C. Recognition of a Benefactor: Interior Features, Objects
or Spaces

1. If the interior feature, object or space is part of
a larger fundraising effort, e.g., a new building,
the process above will be followed, utilizing
the Project Agreement.
a. If the interior feature, object or space is

a stand-alone item, the Chancellor, Dean,
Vice President, Director of Libraries or
Director of Athletics will prepare and sub-
mit a recommendation for naming to the
appropriate Names Committee, along with
background materials for consideration.
The Names Committee (or Chancellor)
will forward favorable recommendations to
the President for approval.
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CAMPAIGN UNIVERSITY OF
WASHINGTON: CREATING

FUTURES ENDOWMENT AND
PROGRAM NAMING POLICY

I. Introduction

Significant gifts to support the University of
Washington offer an opportunity to appropriately
recognize donors. This recognition may include the
creation of permanently named endowment funds
and/or named programs.

An endowment is a permanent fund estab-
lished for a specific purpose. The principal of an
endowed fund is invested to grow over time while
the distributions it produces are used to support
the endowment’s purpose. Gifts for endowment
are extremely valuable in enhancing the quality of
the University of Washington’s teaching, research,
facilities and student experience, since endowments
provide perpetual funding for their intended pur-
pose. They need to be regularly expended, and
donors need to be acknowledged on a regular (at
least annual) basis.

Because of their permanent nature, named
endowments must be established with great care
and sensitivity to the goals and needs of both the
donors and the University. The suggested minimum
may vary by college or discipline and may also be
adjusted from time to time in proportion to chang-
ing costs. The University reserves the right to make
final determinations in specific cases.
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The endowment agreement (a document signed
by the donors and appropriate academic and admin-
istrative leadership) drafted for a particular gift
outlines the use and administration of that gift.
Endowment gifts shall be invested in the Consol-
idated Endowment Fund (CEF) administered by
the University. The investment, management and
expenditure of funds shall be in accordance with
University policies and procedures.

The purposes of these naming criteria are to:
� provide guidance to prospective donors and to
University staff about the desired size of a gift
to attain a particular naming opportunity.

� promote uniform naming levels in all UW
schools, colleges, programs and campuses.

� ensure that permanent endowments are at suffi-
ciently high levels to appropriately support the
desired purposes.

� provide a mechanism for evaluating proposed
major naming gifts through the appropriate
channels.

II. Types of Endowed Support

A. Endowed Funds Endowed funds offer donors
the opportunity to give the University and depart-
ments maximum flexibility in enhancing their
respective programs. Purposes for these funds
may include: unrestricted or broadly-defined sup-
port, library collections, student travel, publications
series, etc.
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The minimum outright gift for support is as
follows:

� Endowed Fund $25,000 and above

1. Administration Endowed funds are available
for use by the designated unit. The appropriate
administrative or academic leader shall be respon-
sible for administering expenditures from the fund,
consistent with the stated uses as defined in the
endowment agreement.

B. Scholarships and Fellowships Endowed scholar-
ships and fellowships offer donors the opportunity
to make possible a university education for deserv-
ing students. Endowment agreements provide the
vehicle for identifying the criteria by which students
are selected.

Donors do not directly participate in the selec-
tion process, but will be notified of the selection.

The minimum outright gifts for various levels of
student support are as follows:

Undergraduate Student Support:

� Scholarship $ 50,000 and above
� Presidential Scholarship $100,000 and above
� Regental Scholarship $250,000 and above

Graduate Student Support:

� Fellowship $100,000 and above
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� Presidential Fellowship $250,000 and above
� Regental Fellowship $500,000 and above

1. Appointments and Criteria The selection of
scholarship and fellowship recipients should be
consistent with donor intent as articulated in the
endowment agreement. In determining the lan-
guage for these agreements, the selection criteria
should reflect information about students that is
readily available from University records.

2. Administration University-wide scholar-
ships shall be approved and signed by the Vice
President for Student Affairs. University-wide fel-
lowships shall be approved and signed by the Dean
of the Graduate School. Chancellors, Deans and
Vice Presidents shall approve and sign unit-based
scholarship and fellowship endowment agreements
pertinent to their areas. The University official sign-
ing the agreement is responsible for ensuring that
the expenditures are consistent with the endow-
ment agreement.

C. Endowed Staff Positions Named positions en-
dowed through private gifts provide creative and
on-going support for roles that are not necessarily
academically based but are important to the Uni-
versity’s academic mission. Positions that can be
endowed include, but are not limited to, curators,
librarians, directors and archivists.
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The minimum outright gift for endowed staff
support is as follows:

� Endowed Staff Position $250,000 and above

1. Appointments and Criteria The appoint-
ment of recipients should be consistent with donor
intent as articulated in the endowment agreement.
In determining these agreements, the terms should
reflect general operating practices of the University
and outline alternative uses in case positions change
over time.

2. Administration Deans, Chancellors and the
Director of University Libraries shall be responsi-
ble for administering expenditures related to unit
positions in accordance with University policies
and procedures and for ensuring that expendi-
tures are consistent with the endowment agreement
approved by the donor.

D. Chairs, Professorships and Fellowships The Uni-
versity of Washington seeks support for the creation
of endowed chairs and professorships, which
provide significant benefits in recruiting and retain-
ing outstanding faculty at the University. These
endowed gifts greatly enrich support for the teach-
ing and research activities of distinguished faculty
and bring public recognition of their status.

Both chairs and professorships may be used to
supplement the base salaries of faculty members.
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They also may provide professional support for
the activities of faculty members appointed to the
endowed position, including, but not restricted to,
research assistance, travel and staff support.

The minimum outright gifts for various levels of
faculty support are as follows:

� Faculty Fellowship $ 100,000 and above
� Professorship $ 250,000 and above
� Chair $1,000,000 and above
� Regental Chair $3,000,000 and above

In addition, the University offers an opportunity
to support faculty via a non-endowed vehicle:

� Professorship (Term) $15,000 and above/year
for 3-5 years

1. Appointments and Criteria The Regents of
the University of Washington have delegated the
authority to establish named endowed professor-
ships and chairs to the Vice President for Devel-
opment and Alumni Relations, unless there is
something unusual or special about the gift that
would benefit from regental review.

Appointments to professorships and chairs
involve appropriate levels of faculty advice. The
appropriate Chancellor or Dean shall recommend a
candidate to the Provost, who shall in turn recom-
mend the candidate to the President for approval by
the Regents.
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Donors do not directly participate in the selec-
tion process, but in the endowment agreement they
may specify an academic area where the endowment
should be focused. Donors will be notified of the
appointment.

Depending on the wishes of the donor and the
concurrence of the appropriate Chancellor or Dean
and the Provost, a professorship or chair may be
filled by a recipient for an indefinite period, subject
to review at least every five years, or it may be a
rotating professorship or chair for a shorter period
of time.

The President shall assign university-wide pro-
fessorships and chairs to the various academic
disciplines and units at his/her discretion.

2. Administration Chancellors and Deans shall
be responsible for administering expenditures
related to endowed professorships and chairs in
accordance with University policies and procedures
to assure that administration is consistent with the
endowment agreement.

The designated field for an endowed professor-
ship or chair may be specified to include academic
departments and major sub-disciplines within a
department, school or college.

Distributions from the endowment shall support
positions within the academic discipline specified
by the donor at the time of acceptance of the
gift so long as that discipline or area of study
continues at the University. The endowment agree-
ment shall permit appropriate alternative use of the
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distributions by the Regents, upon the recommen-
dation of the President, should the subject area of
the professorship or chair cease to be consistent with
the University’s mission or its academic plan. Such
alternative distribution shall be as closely related to
the donor’s original intent as is feasible.

In years when a professorship or chair is vacant,
the administrator, as provided in the endowment
agreement, may elect to a) return the endowment’s
annual distributions to the principal or b) desig-
nate the distributions for support of faculty and/or
students in the field supported by the endowment.

E. Schools, Colleges and Programs For gift-related
naming opportunities, endowing a school, college
or program offers donors a premier opportunity to
substantially benefit a particular unit of the Uni-
versity. Because naming represents an important
event in the history of the institution, it requires
an extraordinary gift. The endowment should gen-
erate a distribution that provides significant sup-
port to the annual operating budget of the entity
named.

1. Administration All naming actions shall be
by action of the Board of Regents upon recom-
mendation of the President.

In naming a school, college or program, the
Regents, University President, Provost, and other
administrators and development staff must be
involved prior to reaching final agreement with a
donor. (For naming of facilities, refer to the “Facil-
ities and Spaces Naming Policy.”)
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Naming actions shall not detract from the insti-
tution’s values, dignity, integrity, or reputation, nor
shall any such action create a conflict of interest or
confer special privileges. In the event of changed
circumstances, the University reserves the right, on
reasonable grounds, to revise the form of or with-
draw recognition in consultation with the donor
when possible.

© 2007 University of Washington Office of Development and
Alumni Relations. For comments or suggestions, contact UW Mar-
keting.
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HISTORIC NAMED GIFT
SURVEY FORM

The information gathering process is an important
part of developing your inventory of properties.
Add additional rows as needed. Start by con-
ducting a survey of what has been named in the
past using a data collection table like the one below:

Named Building
and Outdoor Name of What Dollar
Space Donor Year Amount
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A
Accountability, 133, 134, 158
Administrative and common

areas, naming
opportunities, 138

Advertising of naming
opportunities, 49, 50

marketing strategies for
naming rights, 17, 18

Web site as tool for, 80–87
Agreements. See Donor

agreement for legacy
gifts; Naming rights
agreement

Anonymous gifts, 8–10, 51, 68
Anschutz, Phillip, 19
Approvals, policy statement

on, 150, 151
Armstrong, Lance, 68
Arnold and Mabel Beckman

Center for Cancer
Immunotherapeutics
and Tumor
Immunology, 14

Asking price for naming
rights, xv

benchmarks for. See
Benchmarks

buildings, 142–146

and bundling of marketing
opportunities, 186

business schools, 3–6, 20,
142

difficulty in establishing,
14

endowed chair, 114, 115,
122, 123

entitlement versus need,
19–24

escalation of, 19
health care, 16
limited term named gifts,

163–166
and marketplace, 182,

183
medical schools, 12, 142
pricing strategies, 162–168
publicizing, 85–87
sports venues as benchmark

for, 24
supply and demand, 1, 2,

22, 23
validating, 22

Association for Professional
Fundraisers (AFP), 86

Association of Professional
Researchers for
Advancement, xvi

223
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Athletic and recreation
facilities, naming
opportunities, 74, 136,
137. See also Baseball
stadiums; Basketball
arenas; Football
stadiums; Hockey
arenas; Sports venues

AT&T, 73, 74

B
Baby boomers and health care,

14
Barclays Arena, 44, 48
Barclays Bank of London, 44,

45, 48, 178, 179
Barclays Center, 178, 179,

181–183
Baseball stadiums, 23, 25–30,

44, 45, 48, 180–183,
185

Basketball arenas, 35–38, 44,
46, 47, 182

Batchelor, Mitch, 9
Baylor University, 145
Beckman, Arnold, 14
Beckman, Mabel, 14
Benchmarks

business schools as, 20
early tradition of naming

“in honor of,” 55
establishing, 154–156
nonprofit versus corpo-

rate perspective, 176,
177

professional sports, 24
template for research, 157

Bloomberg School of Public
Health, 9

Brand name publicity, 23, 24,
42–45

acquisition fees for versus
legacy gifts, 13

Class One candidates for,
xx

and demographics, 161, 162
Brown University, 92
Buffet, Warren, 68
Buildings and outside spaces

campuses, 145, 146
double-up and double-

down price structure,
167

existing buildings, 143–145
indoor naming opportu-

nities, 137–139, 146,
148

naming opportunities, 135,
136

policy statement, 140–146
Business schools

asking price for naming
rights, 3–6, 20

statistics on naming gifts,
2–11

C
Cal Tech, 20
Campaign fundraising, 80–84

carryover of naming oppor-
tunities from previous
campaign, 134

Golden Egg Naming
Rights, 178

multiplier effect, 52, 53
Carnegie Mellon University,

20, 21
Charter One, 71
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Checklist for naming rights,
125, 126

demographics, 161, 162
donor relations and

stewardship policies,
131–134

Historic Named Gift
Survey, 127–131

leadership gifts, celebrating,
168, 169

naming opportunities,
developing list of,
134–139

naming rights agreement,
156, 158

policy statement for naming
rights, 139–154

pricing strategies, 162–168
research and creation of

benchmarks, 154–157
use of, 127
Web site strategy, 158–161

Children’s Hospital (Atlanta),
17, 18

Children’s Hospital
(Cleveland), 117

Children’s Hospital (St. Louis,
Missouri), 15

Children’s Hospital (UCLA),
15

Citi Field, 45, 48
Citibank, 23, 178, 180
Citigroup, 44, 45, 48
City of Hope Cancer Center

(Los Angeles), 14, 15,
120

Class One candidates, xx
Clemson University, 116,

117

College of William and Mary,
55

Comerica Bank, 30
Community colleges, 13
Cornell University, 20
Corporate gifts, 10. See also

Corporate sponsorship
college football bowl games,

74
demographics, 161, 162
to hospitals, 15
policy statement on, 149,

150
universities,

corporate-named
facilities, 13, 72, 73

Corporate partners, long-term
naming rights, 57,
69–74

Corporate sponsorship
benefits included in naming

rights agreement, 175,
176

expectations, 176, 177
nonprofit groups, 71, 72
universities, 72–74
university athletics, 95, 96
Web site recognition of,

88–90

D
Dartmouth College, 7, 92
Deliverables, alignment with

corporate interests,
174–176

Demographics, 161, 162, 174
Descriptive text approach for

naming opportunities,
81, 83, 84, 160, 161
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Diamond, Bob, 180
Donor agreement for legacy

gifts, 87, 88
Donor relations

electronic communication,
98, 99

and naming rights
agreement, 158

policies, review of, 131–134
stewardship distinguished,

131
thanking donors, 131–134,

169
and Web sites, 78–80

Double-up and double-down
price structure, 167,
168

Duke University, 20
Duncan, Dan, 145
Duncan Cancer Center,

145

E
E-mail, 98, 99, 101
Education. See also Universities

and competition, xviii
and growth potential for

naming rights, 188
high schools, 71, 72,

138
indoor naming

opportunities, 138
Ellington, Jane, 18
Endowment gifts, 187–189

benefits of, 109, 110
double-up and

double-down price
structure, 167, 168

endowed chair

differentiation of in
higher education,
120–123

diversification, 119, 120
endowed chair, history of,

114–116
endowed chair naming

rights, 116–118
and moves management,

112–114
naming rights and bond

with institution, 112
in perpetuity versus limited

term, 163, 164
policy statement on, 148,

149
stewardship, 112–114
trends, 118–123, 187, 188
university endowments over

$5 billion, 110, 111
University of North

Carolina, Carolina
First Campaign results,
111, 112

Erie Community Foundation,
9

Event sponsorship, naming
rights for, 57, 70, 71

college football bowl games,
74

online naming rights, 89, 90

F
Football bowl games

college football, 74
Super Bowl 42 (2008),

93–95
Football stadiums, 25, 30–35,

93–95, 185
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Foreign companies. See
International
ownership of naming
rights

Fowler, Dale E., 146
Fowler, Sarah Anne, 146

G
Gates, Bill, 68
Gates, Melinda, 68
Gift ceremonies, 67, 68
Gifts in perpetuity, 162, 163
Golden Egg Naming Rights,

178
Golf tournament sponsorships,

43, 44
Gordon College, 146
Gregory, Gene, 164

H
Hamilton College, 170, 171
Harvard University, 20
Hastings, Serranus Clinton,

60
Hastings College of the Law,

60–65
High schools, 71, 72, 138
Historic Named Gift Survey,

125
assumptions and objectives,

establishing, 127, 128
categorizing named gifts,

129, 130
minimum dollar amount,

setting, 129–131
summary report, 131
survey form, 221
target date for information

collection, 129

Hockey arenas, 35, 39–43,
46–48

Honda Center, 46
Hospitals

corporate naming/branding
gifts, 13

endowed chairs, 120
indoor naming

opportunities, 138,
139

mega-gifts, 14–18
naming opportunities

matrix, 147
naming rights and brand

name benefits, 146
and quantity of naming

opportunities, 148
trends in naming rights, 187

HSBC, 47
Hugenots, 54, 55

I
IMG College, 185
Impact of naming gifts, xix, xx
Indoor naming opportunities,

137–139, 146, 148
International ownership of

naming rights, 42,
44–48, 178–180

Internet. See also Web sites
corporate naming rights

with nonprofits, 88–90
electronic communications,

77, 98, 101. See also
E-mail

growth of, 75, 158, 159
impact of, 75–77, 98–103
marketing strategies for

naming rights, 17, 18
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Internet (Continued )
online sponsorships, 88–90
search engines, 91
search tips for tracking

naming rights, 90–93
and transparency, 97, 98

Invesco Field, 31
IZOD, 181, 182

J
Joan B. Kroc Institute for

International Peace
Studies, 59

Johns Hopkins University, 9

K
Key Bank, 46
King Midas Naming Rights,

177, 178
Knight Graduate School of

Management, 11,
19–20

Knight Industries, 19
Kroc, Joan, 59, 68
Kroc, Ray, 59

L
Lambeau, Curly, 31
Lasting Legacy Naming

Rights, 178
Law, Caroline Wiess, 59
Leadership gifts, 168, 169
Legacy gift naming rights,

57–59, 87, 88
and gift ceremonies, 67,

68
Internet, impact of, 98–102
Lasting Legacy Naming

Rights, 178

and naming traditions,
changes in, 60–66

and reasons for giving, 97,
99, 100

ripple effect, 102, 103
and today’s wealthy donors,

68
University of Pittsburgh

fundraising campaign,
naming opportunity
examples, 103–107

Limited term named gifts,
163–166

M
Major gift donors, 86
Manager’s Toolbox

checklist for naming rights,
125–169

naming rights agreement,
156, 158–169

policies, institutionalizing,
152–156

purpose of, 125
stewardship, 169–171
use of, 126, 127

Marketing strategies for
naming rights, 15, 17

bundling naming rights,
184–186

corporate sponsorship
benefits, 175, 176

Marquette University, 117
Marshall, John, 55
Marshall-Wythe School of

Law, 55
Massey, Robert, 18
Mattel, 15
McNair, Janice, 145
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McNair, Robert, 145
Medical research, 188
Medical schools, 11–13, 19
Mickelson, Phil, 43
MIT, 20
Moves management, 112–115,

189
Multi-event arenas, 24, 35, 42,

46–48, 181, 183
Multiplier effect, 52, 53
Museum of Modern Art, 58
Museums, 58, 59

corporate naming/branding
gifts, 13

naming opportunities
matrix, 147

N
Naming in honor of, 54–56
Naming opportunities,

developing list of,
134–139

Naming rights, tiers, 177, 178
Naming rights agreement

checklist for, 156, 158
conditions, need for, 173,

174
limited term, 183, 184
and removal of corporate

name from property,
173

Naming rights committee,
150, 151

National Football League
(NFL), 30. See also
Football stadiums

National Hockey League
(NHL), 35. See also
Hockey arenas

National monuments, 56
National Public Radio, 59
The National Survey of Naming

Opportunities and
Named Gifts, xv,
51

Nationwide Insurance, 15
New Jersey Sports Authority,

25
New World settlers and

naming places, 54–56
New Year’s Eve celebrations,

70
Niche markets for naming

rights, 188
Nonprofits

named gifts to in 2007,
126

registered in U.S., 76
Nonprofits, top 12 gifts to

(USA, 2007), 50, 51
North American Auto Show,

Charity Preview event,
70, 71

North Carolina State
University, 47

Northern Trust, 43
Northwestern University, 21

O
Old Dominion University, 93
Online giving, 77. See also

Internet
Oregon Symphony Orchestra,

164
Organizational culture, 152,

153
Outside spaces. See Buildings

and outside spaces
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P
Penn State, 118
People and places, tradition of

naming in honor of,
54–56

Performing arts venues, 23
corporate naming/branding

gifts, 13
indoor naming oppor-

tunities, 137, 138
limited term named gifts,

164–166
naming opportunities

matrix, 147
Perpetuity, naming in, 68
Perspectives on naming rights,

xxi
Phillips-Van Heusen

Corporation, 182
Policy statements

approval of naming rights,
140, 150, 151

buildings and outdoor
properties, 140–146

contents of, 140
corporate and organization

naming rights, 140,
149, 150

endowment gifts, 140, 148,
149

examples, 192–221
general policy, 140
importance of, 139
individual and family

naming rights, 140,
143

institutionalizing, 152–154
interior properties, 140,

146, 148

Internet naming rights, 84,
85

leadership, 153, 154
recognition, 140, 151, 152

Press releases, 101
Price for naming rights. See

Asking price for
naming rights

Princeton University, 20
Professional Golfers

Association (PGA), 43.
See also Golf
tournament
sponsorships

Progressive Insurance,180, 181
Publicity, 67, 68, 100–102,

175
Purdue University, 117

R
Rainbow Babies, 117
RBC Center, 47
Recognition. See also

Thanking donors
policy statement on, 151,

152
Robert and Janice McNair

Foundation, 145
Rockefeller, Abby Aldrich,

58, 59
Rockefeller, David, Jr., 58
Rockefeller, John D., 58
Rockefeller family, 57–59
Royal Bank of Canada, 47,

48
Royal Bank of Scotland

Group, 71
Ruscio, Kenneth, 9
Ruvolo, Kathy, 84
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S
School districts, 13, 188
Shepherd, Greg, 84
Sheridan, Greg, 97–99
Shopping list approach for

naming opportunities,
81, 82, 160

Southwestern Medical Center,
University of Texas, 9

Sperling, John, 94
Sports venues, 10, 24–48,

180–183
Stanford University, 11, 19–21
Stewardship, 189

donor relations
distinguished, 131

importance of, 169, 170,
178

policies, review of, 131–134
policy statement on, 151,

152
for top donors, 170, 171

Stultz, Tom, 185, 186
Supply and demand and

asking price for
naming rights, 1, 2,
22, 23

T
Thanking donors, 131–134,

169
Toyota Center, 46
Types of naming rights, 56, 57,

184. See also Legacy
gift naming rights

U
UCLA Children’s Hospital, 15
Universities

athletic and recreation
facilities, naming
opportunities, 74, 136,
137

buildings and outside spaces,
naming opportunities,
135, 136, 142–146

business schools. See
Business schools

and collegiate marketing,
185, 186

corporate-named facilities,
13, 72, 73

corporate sponsorship of
athletics, 95, 96

endowment gifts. See
Endowment gifts

football bowl games, 74
indoor naming

opportunities, 138
medical schools. See

Medical schools
naming opportunities,

growth of, xiv
naming rights committee,

151
naming traditions, 55
policy statements, 84, 85,

141, 192–221. See also
Policy statements

and public opinion on
naming rights, xvi,
xvii, xviii

trends in named gifts,
19–24, 187–189

University of Arkansas, 7, 93,
115

University of Bridgeport, 118
University of California, 60



232 INDEX

University of California
(Berkeley), 189

University of California
(Irvine), 84

University of California (Los
Angeles), 20, 92, 115,
117

University of Chicago, 8, 93
University of Colorado, 19
University of Miami, 20
University of Michigan, 20,

21, 92, 115
University of North Carolina,

111, 112, 115
University of Notre Dame, 7,

59
University of Oregon, 93, 185
University of Pennsylvania, 7
University of Phoenix, 93–95
University of Pittsburgh, 84,

93, 103–107
Office of Institutional

Advancement Named
Facilities and Programs
Policy, 192–201

University of Southern
California (USC), 11,
152, 153

University of Texas, 9, 73, 74
University of Texas

(Arlington), 73
University of Texas (Austin),

21, 174
University of Virginia, 93
University of Washington, 85

Creating Futures
Endowment and
Program Naming
Policy, 213–221

Facilities and Spaces
Naming Policy,
202–212

University of Wisconsin
(Madison), 6–11

Unsolicited gifts, 66, 67

V
Visual arts venues, naming

opportunities matrix,
147

W
Walter and Flora Hewlett

Foundation, 189
Wang Center for Performing

Arts, 23
Washington and Lee

University, 9
Web sites. See also Internet

and advanced fundraising
techniques, 78–80

asking price, publishing,
85–87

Association of Professional
Researchers for
Advancement, xvi

Barclays Bank, 45
Barclays Premier League,

45
campaigns and naming

rights, 80–84
Children’s Hospital of

Atlanta, 17
demographic information,

including, 162
descriptive text approach for

naming opportunities,
81, 83, 84, 160, 161



Index 233

gift ceremonies, publicizing,
67, 68

Internet World Stats, 75
legacy gift donor tribute

page, 88
naming opportunities,

listing, 81–84, 160,
161, 169

navigation, 78, 79
nonprofit trends, 77–80
online giving, 159
planning giving web page,

159, 160
recognition of donors, 78,

168, 169
shopping list approach for

naming opportunities,
81, 82, 160

strategy for naming rights,
158–161

top 10 sites for marketing
naming rights, 92, 93

university athletics,
corporate
sponsorships, 95, 96

updating, need for, 76
www.supportingadvance-

ment.com, 1, 10, 24
Western Kentucky University,

117
Wharton School of Business,

7
Whitehead, Karen, 84
Winfrey, Oprah, 68
Wirtz, Bill, 43
Woods, Tiger, 43, 68
Wrigley, William, Jr., 25
Wythe, George, 55, 56

Y
Yale University, 20

Z
Zimmer, Robert, 8


	NAMING RIGHTS: Legacy Gifts and Corporate Money
	Contents
	About the Author
	Introduction
	WHAT PRICE FOR NAMING RIGHTS?
	A NONPROFIT NAMED GIFT: LIKE WINNING THE LOTTERY
	PRIVATE SECTOR BOUNTY
	MAKING USE OF THIS INFORMATION

	Chapter 1: Escalating Price Tags For High-Profile Properties
	HIGH-PROFILE NAMING OPPORTUNITIES IN THE NONPROFIT SECTOR
	$100 MILLION NAMING RIGHTS: ENTITLEMENT OR NEED?
	PRIVATE SECTOR: ESCALATING PRICE TAGS

	Chapter 2: Naming Traditions, Then and Now
	BIG ROCKS TOSSED INTO A SMALL POND
	THEORY OF THE CAPITAL CAMPAIGN MULTIPLIER EFFECT
	‘‘NAMED IN HONOR OF...’’—A TRADITION FADING FAST
	THREE TYPES OF NAMING RIGHTS
	CHANGING TRADITIONS
	A SIGN OF THE TIMES
	TODAY’S WEALTHY AMERICANS AND NAMED PROPERTIES

	Chapter 3: Impact of the Internet on Naming Rights
	LEVELING THE PLAYING FIELD
	INTERNET TRENDS FOR NONPROFIT WEB SITES
	NAMING RIGHTS IN THE CAMPAIGN WEB SITE
	NAMING RIGHTS POLICY STATEMENTS
	IMPLEMENTING ADVANCED DONOR RELATIONS TACTICS
	LEGACY GIFT NAMING RIGHTS
	INTERNET AND CORPORATE NAMING RIGHTS WITH NONPROFITS
	ONLINE SEARCH TIPS FOR TRACKING NAMING RIGHTS

	Chapter 4: Legacy Gifts in a Nanosecond Society
	INTO THE DIGITAL LOOKING GLASS
	ELECTRONIC COMPRESSION OF NAMING RIGHTS
	NAMING RIGHTS RIPPLE FORWARD IN TIME
	BILLION-DOLLAR CAMPAIGN LEGACY GIFT OPPORTUNITIES

	Chapter 5: Naming Rights and Endowment Gifts
	CRUNCH THE NUMBERS, ENJOY THE CASH FLOW
	THE HISTORY OF THE ENDOWED CHAIR
	AN ENDOWED CHAIR IS A VALUABLE PROPERTY
	EMERGING TRENDS IN ENDOWED CHAIRS

	Chapter 6: Manager’s Toolbox for Naming Rights
	USING THE MANAGER’S TOOLBOX FOR NAMING RIGHTS
	WORKING THROUGH THE NAMING RIGHTS CHECKLIST
	INSTITUTIONALIZE NAMING RIGHTS POLICIES
	NAMING RIGHTS AGREEMENT
	STEWARDSHIP

	Chapter 7: Corporate Naming Rights with Strings Attached
	BENEFITS OF CORPORATE SPONSORSHIP
	GETTING TO YES WITH A CORPORATE PARTNER
	THREE TIERS OF CORPORATE NAMING RIGHTS
	MANAGING THE NAMING RIGHTS PROPERTIES
	MARKETPLACE DEFINES DOLLAR VALUES
	LENGTH OF TERM DEPENDS ON THE PROPERTY
	BUNDLING THE NAMING RIGHTS FOR CORPORATE PARTNERS

	Chapter 8: Where to Next for Naming Rights?
	GROWTH POTENTIAL FOR NAMING RIGHTS

	Appendix
	UNIVERSITY OF PITTSBURGH OFFICE OF INSTITUTIONAL ADVANCEMENT NAMED FACILITIES AND PROGRAMS POLICY
	UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON: FACILITIES AND SPACES NAMING POLICY (CAMPAIGN UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON: CREATING FUTURES FACILITIES AND SPACES NAMING POLICY) General Policy
	CAMPAIGN UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON: CREATING FUTURES ENDOWMENT AND PROGRAM NAMING POLICY 
	HISTORIC NAMED GIFT SURVEY FORM

	Index








