FEP All-Electronic Specifications

Revisions added March 19, 2007 
1.  Pages 4-5: Scott Grabo (NCCS) has mapped out a pretty simple, general write-up of the all-electronic process in the attachment at the end of this document. 

2.  These specifications for implementation of all-electronic FEP Surveys were initially emailed to the Donor Software Workgroup on January 26, 2007.  That email included the FEP-DataFields-1-26-07.xls (*) file with the tab-delimited field specifications.  These are the specifications that were agreed to at the meeting in Phoenix, January 22, 2007.   (*) Now updated, FEP-DataFields-Diag-5-7-07.xls.
Update on transferring survey data to the FEP database -- 3-19-07

1.  The FEP Fundraising Performance Database is being created as a permanent repository for data collected through the Annual FEP Fundraising Effectiveness Surveys.   The FEP Database is housed at The Urban Institute’s NCCS.  The performance data will be available sector-wide.

Chris Walker (Mission Research), Kevin Kreamer (The Raiser’s Edge) and Elaine Deakyne (eTapestry) are working with Tom Pollak (NCCS, Urban Institute) to finalize a file transfer protocol (FTP) procedure that participating software firms will implement for uploading the tab-delimited FEP 2005-06 Survey data to the FEP Database.  
2.  The FEP 2005-06 Survey will also be implemented again by AFP on Websurveyor for those nonprofits that do not have access to an all-electronic system.  [Note that the FEP 2004-05 Pilot Survey is still open and will remain so indefinitely to enable this baseline database to grow as the FEP annual surveys go forward.  FEP 2004-2005 Survey on Websurveyor: http://websurveyor.net/wsb.dll/33613/fepsurvey.htm.]
Update as of 2-23-07

First, two field names have been changed:  “CASE” to “CASE1” and “affil-list” to AffilList” in the affiliations section of the data fields.  [See FEP-DataFields-3-19-07.xls, attached.]
Second, the optional-fields issue in paragraph 8 has been resolved.
Third, the individual/organization breakout issue in paragraph 9 has been resolved.
Specifications for implementation of all-electronic FEP Surveys agreed to in Phoenix, January 22, 2007.  [Revised, February 23, 2007]
1.  “All-electronic” means that the FEP modules of the participating donor software firms extracts the required 57 FEP giving data fields and transmits it, with the descriptive data provided by the client, to the FEP all electronically.  The client only needs to complete the 17 organizational descriptive, non-giving data fields in the survey, some of which are optional. 
2. All participating donor software firms are now expected to implement the all-electronic specifications for the FEP surveys in 2007.  The following firms participated in the January 22nd meeting and agreed to implement the FEP all-electronic specifications by the summer of 2007:
Blackbaud (Raiser’s Edge)


Donor2/Campus Management Corporation

DonorPerfect Fundraising Software (*)

eTapestry (*)

FundTrack Software 

MatchMaker FundRaising Software

Mission Research (GiftWorks) (*)

Sage Software [Canceled trip to Phoenix at last minute but had committed to all-electronic implementation before the meeting.]

(*) Implemented all-electronic systems for the pilot FEP 2004-05 Survey.

3.  The Tab-Delimited text file format for transmitting data, which is already working well with 3 participating firms, will continue to be employed (see specifications in worksheet “Crosswalk” in Excel file “FEP-DataFields-1-25-07”).

4.  The current Tab-Delimited text file consists of 68 data elements.  

The first six data elements are not FEP Survey data fields but are available for use for systems purposes.

UniqueID is the second data element and is to be used by software firms to provide a unique ID for their firm followed by a unique client number (e.g., eTPnnnnn).  This field can be up to 50 characters in length.  

DateRcvd is the third data element and is the date to be applied by the donor software firm to indicate the date of the submission of the FEP Survey.
The first, fourth, fifth and sixth data elements are available for future use by the systems managers.

5.  Three new fields have been added to the end of the existing FEP Survey 55-field data set (see last three row entries in worksheet “Crosswalk” in Excel file “FEP-DataFields-1-25-07”).  Fields 56 and 57 are all electronic, requiring no input from clients.  Field 58 is optional and asks clients to offer comments, if desired.
Field No. 56 – Number of new donors in period 1 (corresponds to same field (No. 22) for period 2).  
Field No. 57 – Amount of new donor gifts in period 1 (corresponds to same field (No. 23) for period 2).  

Fields 56 and 57 provide for measuring renewal rates for new donors and repeat donors, dollars and numbers of donors.
Field No. 58 – Comment (optional) [e.g., circumstances impacting on giving for periods 1 or 2] [Text, max. 250 chars].  This field will be most helpful to the managers of the FEP Survey data when they encounter data that appears skewed for one reason or another.  This is essential if such records are to be included in the analyses. 
6.  Regarding the two 12-month periods ending (fields 10 and 11), these fields do not need to be calendar year, but can be for any period ending month provided these are consistent from year to year.

7.  The all-electronic systems will provide for making multi-year submissions.  Further, clients that have not participated in prior year FEP Survey’s will be encouraged to submit two Surveys in 2007, one for 2005-06 and another for 2004-05.

While this practice can continue into 2008 (submitting 3 surveys), submissions will not be allowed for years before the first FEP 2004-05 Survey.

8.  The optional fields 6a to 6g (affiliations), 12 to 15 (personnel resources), 16 (fundraising costs) and 58 (Comments) are optional to clients.

In Phoenix, the majority participating agreed that asking clients to complete these optional field would not be optional for implementation by software firms.  However, the group does not have a full consensus on requiring firms to implement these optional fields.  Resolution: implementation of the optional fields by participating firms is preferred but not required.   [clarification added 2-23-07]
9.  The group also agreed that the option of combining organizations with individuals in the section for individuals would only be used when client databases do not allow for FEP software modules to make this breakout electronically.  eTapestry does not make the individual/organization breakout for the FEP surveys.  eTapestry’s donor software system, and possibly others, do not require their clients to use a standard coding system for donor types and, therefore, it is not feasible for these firms to make this breakout electronically. [clarification added 2-23-07]
10.  The gain/loss category “Lapsed other” is changed to “Lapsed repeat.”

Attachment: The all-electronic process 

by Scott Grabo (NCCS) 


INPUTS

Schedule
- Files will be delivered to the FEP database at ad-hoc intervals. 
- Files can be transmitted from:

- Option A - from diverse client sites. 

- Option B - the software firm's network environment (in the event that the vendor is itself the transmitter of the data)
- The FEP system will poll for new files once per hour.

File format
- The files will be in a tab-delimited ASCII format. 
- Column definitions and purposes are described in FEP data design spreadsheets (FEP-DataFields-Diag-5-7-07.xls).

Delivery protocol
- For option A, files will be delivered directly from client sites using the following FTP parameters:

host: nccsdwtest.urban.org
user: dataupload
password: copydata55

- For option B, files will be delivered by software firms through a password-protected, zip-file procedure or to a Secure FTP server (SFTP) identified by NCCS/Urban Institute. 


SETUP

· Each firm must be established in the FEP Vendor database prior to the successful submission of any data file from the vendor and/or their clients. 
· Data in this database is keyed to the three-digit software firm ID to be provided by NCCS (see ID list on page 6), and includes contact information for each firm. 
· Individual client identifying information for the FTP process is not maintained in the FEP system. 

PROCESS FLOW

In general, the process flow is as follows:

· Software firm’s FEP survey software delivers a new file 

· When the polling cycle is reached, the FEP system will identify new files 

· For each identified file, all validation checks will be performed 

· A valid Firm ID (the first three digits of the UniqueID) will be required for both submission and acknowledgements 

· Text, numeric, and date fields will be validated for both data integrity and business logic 

· All errors will be cataloged, not just the first error discovered

· Warnings for statistically anomalous data will be generated for FEP internal consumption only, e.g., data outliers could be identified for FEP data users. 

· If any errors are generated, the file will be suspended and the errors reported to the project manager (Bill Levis). The project manager will review the inbound documents and take one of the following steps to resolve any issues. 

· If the vendor is itself the transmitter of the data, the project manager will contact the vendor to resolve the issue together.

· If not, the project manager may determine \\ The folder made available through this login will provide only file-write privileges, and only non-binary files will be accepted during upload.  Access to the FEP database that contains all the data transferred will be limited to authorized NCCS staff members.  

SUGGESTED ALTERNATIVE APPROACH UNDER CONSIDERATION [6-1-07]
Given the complexity involved in the distributed nature of some of the vendors' software (executable files installed and running in distinct client locations), NCCS recognizes that changes to server URL, user name, and password can pose difficult change management problems. While storing user names and passwords within the compiled code may ease implementation, it also requires re-installs to update as necessary. A suggested alternative approach would be the use of client-side configuration files containing user name, password, and URL for authentication. Storing this in the clear could also be problematic, so the suggestion is to employ .INI or XML configuration files with the key values stored within that file in an encrypted format, and decrypted within the executable. Updating these files would be a much simpler process for both the software provider to implement and the client to update. 
Software Firm 3-Digit Codes

TRE - The Raiser’s Edge ® (Blackbaud) 

COM - Compass Technology

DR2 - Donor2/Campus Management Corporation 

ROT - DonorOne (ResourceOne Technologies) 

DPF - DonorPerfect Fundraising Software 

eT  - eTapestry  [2 digits]

FTS - FundTrack Software

MMF - MatchMaker FundRaising Software

MET - Metafile

MIR - Mission Research (GiftWorks)

PMS - PledgeMaker (SofTrek)

ROI - ROI Solutions

SGE - Sage Software

TEL - Telosa Software (Exceed!)

FEP - Fundraising Effectiveness Project demo)
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