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70 schools submitted complete information for the 14th annual admission budget/funnel survey.  The goal of the survey is to provide several recruitment benchmarks relative to the recruitment process, such as the average amount spent to recruit a student.

An attempt was made to standardize budget information to allow for accurate comparisons.  For example, some admission offices aren’t charged for postage and phone use; others are.  Schools that aren’t charged were "taxed" to come up with estimated expenses.  The amount of the "tax" was calculated by averaging expenditures in these categories for a sampling of schools that are charged.  Since fringe benefits vary greatly from school to school to school, 37% of the total spent on salaries (non-student labor) was assessed each survey participant.

One major change in this year’s study is the inclusion of new students who entered in the spring semester of 2006.  Several regular participants pushed for this change, arguing that these students are recruited with the same dollars and ought to be considered.  Their inclusion this year has an impact on the cost to recruit and efficiency ratios (more students vs. same amount of dollars if they hadn’t been included) so keep that in mind as you compare these ratios on a year-to-year basis.

The average cost to recruit a 2006 (spring and fall) new student was $2,070, a 2 % decrease against last year’s $2,112.  Here’s a summary of the average cost to recruit a new student over the fourteen years of the survey:

	CCCU Cost to Recruit a New Student

	Survey Results 1993-2006

	
	
	Increase

	
	 Cost to 
	Over 

	
	 Recruit a 
	Previous

	Fall of
	 Student 
	Year

	2006*
	 $      2,070 
	-2.0%

	2005
	 $      2,112 
	-1.4%

	2004
	 $      2,143 
	5.4%

	2003
	 $      2,034 
	-0.5%

	2002
	 $      2,045 
	7.8%

	2001
	 $      1,897 
	2.5%

	2000
	 $      1,850 
	5.4%

	1999
	 $      1,756 
	4.6%

	1998
	 $      1,678 
	6.1%

	1997
	 $      1,582 
	1.8%

	1996
	 $      1,554 
	3.9%

	1995
	 $      1,496 
	-0.4%

	1994
	 $      1,502 
	6.2%

	1993
	 $      1,414 
	

	
	
	

	Total Increase
	46.4%

	
	
	

	* spring new students included

	for first time
	


In other words, the cost to recruit a student has increased by 46.4% in fourteen years; a figure that exceeds increases in the Consumer Price Index over the same period.  Differences in participating schools from year-to-year make comparisons by budget category less than useful and also contribute to cost-to-recruit variations.
The Northwest region had the highest cost to recruit at $2,495 – the Southwest the lowest at $1,747.  When schools were grouped by total traditional undergraduate enrollment size, an inverse relationship between size and cost to recruit emerged again this year.  In other words, the larger the school, the lower the cost to recruit on average.

The budget survey summary document highlights an important issue; namely, there are economies of scale at work here in terms of the cost to recruit a student.  The largest schools in the study spend nearly $900 less to recruit a student than the smallest schools in the study.
It is useful as a benchmark to compare the average number of new students generated per professional staff member.  In one sense this is an efficiency measure; in another, a measure of a school’s reputation or strong denominational ties.  However, a review of the survey participants reveals exceptions to most theories of why one school is more efficient than another is.  In general, our trend has been toward lower efficiency over the fourteen years of the study, with the rate dropping 11.1 % since 1993.  When combined with the overall trend of enrollment growth in many CCCU schools, this general trend suggests that we are investing higher levels of resources in student recruitment and these investments are paying off.  However, the cost of enrolling these students suggests that Pareto’s Law is at work.  This law suggests that it takes 20% of the effort to accomplish the first 80% of the task, but 80% of the effort to accomplish the remaining 20%.  In other words, these extra students come at a high cost.
	CCCU Ratio of New Students to 

	Professional Staff FTE:  1993-2006

	
	
	Change

	
	New Students
	From

	
	Per Professional
	Previous

	Fall of
	Staff FTE
	Year

	2006*
	                   59.06 
	2.7%

	2005
	                   57.51 
	-1.5%

	2004
	                   58.37 
	0.6%

	2003
	                   58.03 
	-3.5%

	2002
	                   60.13 
	0.6%

	2001
	                   59.78 
	-1.9%

	2000
	                   60.96 
	4.7%

	1999
	                   58.21 
	-3.4%

	1998
	                   60.25 
	-2.4%

	1997
	                   61.71 
	2.1%

	1996
	                   60.46 
	-4.3%

	1995
	                   63.17 
	0.9%

	1994
	                   62.60 
	-5.8%

	1993
	                   66.43 
	

	
	
	

	Total Efficiency Change
	-11.1%

	
	
	

	* spring new students included

	for first time
	


The survey includes several ratios and performance measures that relate to professional admission staff.  For example, combining data from the budget and funnel surveys and dividing the professional staff FTE by the number of first-year student applications received/applications admitted reveals an average workload of 128 applications and 89 accepted students.  Please keep in mind that the professional staff FTE includes people who don’t have direct recruiting responsibilities, though.  At Houghton, for example, our professional staff FTE of 7.12 only includes 6 who have a “region” for which they are responsible, and in several cases recruiting is only a portion of their assignment.
These ratios should be considered in light of a variety of factors, though.  For example, a school that is highly selective and focuses much of its energy on deciding which students to admit might have a fairly high ratio, but this might say as much about the demand for their “product” as it does about professional staff efficiency/effectiveness.  A school in an urban or suburban area might have a high ratio because they aren’t forced to travel as far to recruit as another school.  

The survey also includes a calculation of the transfer % of the fall new student pool.  This number is derived – the budget survey portion of the survey asks for total new traditional students, defined as new first-year and transfers (not returning stop-outs).  The funnel portion of the survey asks for first-year students only, so subtracting the latter from the former should equal the number of new transfer students.  As you can see from viewing the “performance ratios spreadsheet,” 10 schools indicated by their responses that they don’t enroll any new transfers (or enroll a negative number of transfers).  It seems likely that the transfers were either left out of the combined new student number or included in the “first-year” number in error.  Keep in mind that all enrollment questions on the survey ask participants to eliminate graduate and adult degree completion students.  
On average, new transfers make up 20.5 % of the fall new student population, ranging from a high of 56.9 % to the aforementioned 0 %.  What does this mean?  Reviewing your school’s ratio in comparison to your competitors may reveal a potential source of students that has been overlooked.  On the other hand, a low transfer ratio may be an indicator that a school fills most of its enrollment needs with first-year students by design, reflective of strong demand and an equally strong preference for enrolling students for four years, not two or three.
The aggregate dollar totals spent by category are staggering, especially when you consider that less than 3/4 of the members and relevant affiliates participated in the survey.  For example: 

Advertising - $6,251,596
Printing - $6,860,966
 Travel - $3,578,769
A new budget category, suggested by regular participants and necessitated by the way student recruitment has changed, is electronic media.  Participants reported spending $955,073 in this area, a total kept low by general institutional spending (as opposed to admission-specific spending that would have been reported for purposes of this survey).
For the record, only 4 of 70 survey participants include a car as a part of the compensation package for counselors.  In nearly every case, the college applies some procedure to calculate the benefit of having this car for IRS purposes or requires counselors to reimburse on a per mile basis for personal miles accrued.  For purposes of this survey, $4,500 was added to the salary figure if a car was provided as a part of the compensation package.

This year’s survey again gathered information on length of service for non-admission counselors, since that has an impact on salary levels.  Since non-counselor salaries are only reported in the aggregate, length of service information does not appear in the survey documents, but it available on request.  A comparison of last year’s starting counselor and actual "other" salaries to this year’s follows:
This was a good year for admission salaries across the board, especially at the VP level.  Some of this is probably due to the mix of schools in this year’s version of the study compared to last year, but given a consistent core of participants it does appear to reflect some increased institutional priority on finding and retaining talented enrollment professionals.  Some of the increase at the VP level was driven by broader responsibilities for the person considered the chief enrollment officer, often including advancement and/or other duties.
The chart that follows outlines the last few years of salary averages by position:

	Admission Professional Salary Survey
	
	
	
	
	

	2003-07
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	2003-04
	%
	2004-05
	%
	2005-06
	%
	2006-07

	
	Salary
	Increase
	Salary
	Increase
	Salary
	Increase
	Salary

	Admission Counselor
	$25,356. 
	1.76%
	$25,803. 
	2.57%
	$26,465. 
	3.29%
	$27,337. 

	Assistant Director
	$32,549. 
	4.31%
	$33,953. 
	2.11%
	$34,671. 
	4.24%
	$36,141. 

	Associate Director
	$38,087. 
	1.81%
	$38,776. 
	1.50%
	$39,358. 
	3.57%
	$40,764. 

	Director of Admission
	$47,192. 
	3.52%
	$48,852. 
	0.28%
	$48,991. 
	3.34%
	$50,625. 

	VP Enrollment Management
	$71,559. 
	4.76%
	$74,965. 
	1.68%
	$76,221. 
	9.96%
	$83,814. 


Another helpful benchmark is the average percentage of the total budget that was spent on a particular category.  In fact, other than the curiosity factor of seeing who spends how much on what, percentages are far more instructive in determining a college’s priorities and strategies.  One college with limited resources may choose to commit funds to personnel to make follow-up as personal as possible.  Another may spend more on glossy publications or advertising, generating good impressions and a wider audience.  

Professional and clerical salaries, fringes and student wages make up 58.67% of the total average budget, a slight increase over last year.  This reversed a downward trend reflective of spending increases in other, non-personnel areas that had been in evidence in previous years.  Other category percentages include:

Participants were asked to list the minimum degree requirements for five levels of professional admission staff positions – counselor, assistant director, associate director, director and dean/vice president.  The results are as follows (school by school details available on request):

· 69/70 participants indicated that a bachelor’s degree was the minimum requirement for an admission counselor
· 1 school requires a master’s degree for an assistant director – everyone else who has the position is satisfied with a bachelor’s degree
· 2 schools require a master’s degree for an associate director
· 24 schools require a master’s degree for a director of admission 
· 9 schools only require a bachelor’s degree for a dean/VP, 2 require a doctorate, 54 require a master’s degree and 5 left the question blank (suggesting that they don’t have someone in this position).
Keep in mind as well that the questions at the director/dean/vice president level may have been answered differently if the survey was completed by a human resources director, academic dean/provost or college president.  A vice president for enrollment management with a master’s degree might conclude that he/she has minimal credentials, for example, even though the president might hold a different opinion.  On the other hand, a vice president with a doctorate might conclude that his/her successor would require the same degree when in fact the president might disagree.

How should you use this data?  Here are a few suggestions:

1. For those of you who participate in this study each year, track your own pattern for the cost to recruit a student and other ratios.

2. The budget categories and funnel definitions in this study could be considered standard operating procedure for admission offices – how do your categories and definitions differ?  If they do, should you consider making some changes to reflect best practices elsewhere?

3. Compare your ratios to others in your region or those with which you compete.  Do you generate more or less new students per professional staff FTE than your three top cross-applicant schools?

4. How does percentage spending by category compare to other schools in your region?  To your top competitors?  How do they spend their budget differently than you do?

A word of caution concerning this survey

As you review this information, please keep in mind the following:

1. This is self-reported data.  While I’ve tried to follow-up on obvious errors, and used the rule of common sense to investigate other questionable numbers, this data should be treated as generally helpful information, not absolute fact.  As you review the individual school results, for example, you will find schools that have an inquiry pool of more than 12,000 seniors who report a phone budget of less than $10,000.  Since my instructions asked that all phone charges – cell phone, line charges, long distance (outgoing and incoming through 800#’s) – be included in the phone budget figure, it seems unlikely to me that this example represents accurate numbers.  I have similar skepticism about some of the figures reported for on-campus entertainment, another category where favorable food service contracts and general institutional charges may mask higher costs.  At some point I have to publish the results and move on, though, and this is that point.
2. Please remember that individual school data is available to participating schools only.

Chief enrollment officers at participating colleges receive a complete copy of survey data, listed alphabetically, by region and by traditional undergraduate full-time enrollment.  Other questions not answered in this summary should be directed to:

Tim Fuller

(as of March 1, 2007)
Senior Consultant

Performa Higher Education

3007 S Church St

Burlington, NC  27215

Phone – (336) 585-1044

Fax – (336) 585-1021

tfuller@performaHE.com
www.performaHE.com
Clarification/word of assurance – when I begin the 14th edition of this study I was Houghton’s VP for Enrollment Management.  With my recent transition to a new role one thing doesn’t change – school by school data will not be shared with anyone other than participants, not even my colleagues here at Performa.  Summary information about this study will be available at CCCU.org as it has been for the past five years as well as by request when someone googles “cost to recruit a student” or some such thing as part of their research.

It has been my privilege to conduct this study each year.  Your notes and kind words tell me that it has been worthwhile for you, for which I’m grateful.  The Commission of Chief Enrollment Officers is committed to seeing this annual study continue, either through my work or someone else’s.
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