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LEGAL CAVEAT

EAB is a division of The Advisory Board Company
(“"EAB"). EAB has made efforts to verify the
accuracy of the information it provides to
members. This report relies on data obtained
from many sources, however, and EAB cannot
guarantee the accuracy of the information
provided or any analysis based thereon. In
addition, neither EAB nor any of its affiliates
(each, an “EAB Organization”) is in the business
of giving legal, medical, accounting, or other
professional advice, and its reports should

not be construed as professional advice. In
particular, members should not rely on any legal
commentary in this report as a basis for action,
or assume that any tactics described herein would
be permitted by applicable law or appropriate for
a given member’s situation. Members are advised
to consult with appropriate professionals
concerning legal, medical, tax, or accounting
issues, before implementing any of these tactics.
No EAB Organization or any of its respective
officers, directors, employees, or agents shall be
liable for any claims, liabilities, or expenses
relating to (a) any errors or omissions in this
report, whether caused by any EAB organization,
or any of their respective employees or agents,
or sources or other third parties, (b) any
recommendation or graded ranking by any

EAB Organization, or (c) failure of member and
its employees and agents to abide by the terms
set forth herein.

EAB, Education Advisory Board, The Advisory
Board Company, Royall, and Royall & Company
are registered trademarks of The Advisory Board
Company in the United States and other
countries. Members are not permitted to use
these trademarks, or any other trademark,
product name, service name, trade name, and
logo of any EAB Organization without prior written
consent of EAB. Other trademarks, product
names, service names, trade names, and logos
used within these pages are the property of their
respective holders. Use of other company
trademarks, product names, service names,
trade names, and logos or images of the same
does not necessarily constitute (a) an
endorsement by such company of an EAB
Organization and its products and services, or (b)
an endorsement of the company or its products or
services by an EAB Organization. No EAB
Organization is affiliated with any such company.

IMPORTANT: Please read the following.

EAB has prepared this report for the exclusive
use of its members. Each member acknowledges
and agrees that this report and the information
contained herein (collectively, the “Report”) are
confidential and proprietary to EAB. By accepting
delivery of this Report, each member agrees to
abide by the terms as stated herein, including
the following:

1. Allright, title, and interest in and to this
Report is owned by an EAB Organization.
Except as stated herein, no right, license,
permission, or interest of any kind in this
Report is intended to be given, transferred to,
or acquired by a member. Each member is
authorized to use this Report only to the
extent expressly authorized herein.

2. Each member shall not sell, license, republish,
or post online or otherwise this Report, in part
or in whole. Each member shall not
disseminate or permit the use of, and shall
take reasonable precautions to prevent such
dissemination or use of, this Report by (a) any
of its employees and agents (except as stated
below), or (b) any third party.

3. Each member may make this Report available
solely to those of its employees and agents
who (a) are registered for the workshop or
membership program of which this Report is a
part, (b) require access to this Report in order
to learn from the information described herein,
and (c) agree not to disclose this Report to
other employees or agents or any third party.
Each member shall use, and shall ensure that
its employees and agents use, this Report for
its internal use only. Each member may make
a limited number of copies, solely as adequate
for use by its employees and agents in
accordance with the terms herein.

4. Each member shall not remove from this
Report any confidential markings, copyright
notices, and/or other similar indicia herein.

5. Each member is responsible for any breach of
its obligations as stated herein by any of its
employees or agents.

6. If a member is unwilling to abide by any of the
foregoing obligations, then such member shall
promptly return this Report and all copies
thereof to EAB.
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About the Study

Occasion for the Research

Based on member requests for data on operational performance, the Enrollment Management
Forum conducted the Enrollment Management Benchmarking Survey. The survey provides a
snapshot of four components of Enrollment Management (EM) operations: organizational
structures, staffing and salaries, budgeting, and vendor relationships.

The data presented in the study are based on survey responses from 87 EM leaders.
The study is being published in four components:

= EM Organizational Structures

= EM Staffing and Salaries

= EM Budgeting and Vendor Relationships Em—

= Aggregate Report on EM Operations (combining above reports) —— Forthcoming
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Profile of Survey Participants

In early 2016, the Enrollment
Management Forum
administered the Enrollment
Management Benchmarking
Survey.

87 Enrollment Managers
participated, providing the
Forum a set of over 10,000
data points on EM operational
performance.

The charts to the right show
the distribution of survey
participants by segment.

Segment Definitions:

Size is calculated by total
enrollment.

e Large Publics: > 20,000

e Medium Public: > 10,000

Small Public: < 10,000
¢ Large Private: > 5,000
e Small Private: < 5,000

Selectivity is based on 75t%h-
percentile test scores.

« Selective Public: SAT > 1249
or ACT > 27

« Regional Public: SAT < 1250
or ACT < 28

« Selective Private: SAT >
1299 or ACT > 29

e Regional Private: SAT <
1300 or ACT < 30

1

N=87. Titles included: (Senior/Associate/Assistant) Vice
President/Provost for Enrollment Management; Chief
Enroliment Officer; Executive Director of Enrollment
Management; Dean/VP of Admissions and Financial Aid
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Survey Respondent Characteristics

By Sector

By EM Reporting Line
Other
6%
n=5

President
38%

n=33

By Sector and Size

Small
Private
32%

Large
Private
10%
n=9

By Sector and Selectivity

Selective

Public
21%

n=18

Regional
Private
33%

n=29

Selective
Private
9%
n=8

An EM Leader Snapshot

6.3 years

Average time in
current position

10.6 years

Average time at
current institution

62 . 5 % of Enrollment Managers are part of the

President’s or Chancellor’s Cabinet
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Key Findings on Budgeting and Vendor Relationships

Major Differences between Publics and Privates

Public EM Budgets Tend to Be Larger, but Difference Driven by Salary Budgets
» Public EMs oversee larger total budgets, but this is driven nearly entirely by salary expenditures.
» Public and private EMs spend similar amounts on operations and vendors.
» EMs at private universities tend to spend more on admissions marketing.

When Controlled for Enroliment Size, Privates Spend More Across the Board

» Across the expense categories of operations, salary, vendor, and admissions marketing private universities
spend significantly more per student than public universities.

» This trend is most pronounced with respect to admissions marketing, to which private universities spend
approximately nine times what their public counterparts do.

Privates Embrace Online, Publics Focus on Print for Admissions Marketing

» 33% of private university admissions marketing dollars are spent online, only 14% of public university
admissions marketing dollars are spent there.

» Public universities spend considerably more on print (66%) than private universities do (43%).

Privates Are Far More Likely to Outsource Recruiting Activities

« Private universities are more likely to outsource student search (69%) and financial aid optimization (68%) than
public universities (39% and 14% respectively).

« Private universities are also likely to pay significantly more for student search ($300-500K median range) than
public universities ($100-150K median range).

Average Total EM Operations Budget $2.0M $1.8M
Average Total EM Salary Budget $5.5M $2.3M
Total Budgets
Average Total EM Vendor Budget $0.6M $0.6M
Average Total Admissions Marketing Budget $0.2M $0.5M
Total EM Operations Budget / Student $134 $507
Total EM Salary Budget / Student $333 $741
Total Per-Student Budgets
Total EM Vendor Budget / Student $73 $246
Total Admissions Marketing Budget / Student $18 $161
% Operations 15% 27%
Admissions Budget % Salary 48% 35%
Distribution % Vendor 30% 23%
% Admissions Marketing 7% 15%
Student Search - % Outsourcing 39% 69%
Outsourcing of Key EM Financial Aid Optimization - % Outsourcing 14% 68%
Cladhididias Student Search - Median Contract Value $100-150K $300-500K
Financial Aid Optimization — Median Contract Value $50-75K $50K
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Budget Analysis: Controlling for Institutional Size

This section of the report
focuses on Enrollment
Management budgets.

Recognizing that raw budget
dollars will be the easiest item
for EMs to benchmark, this
section reports raw budget
dollars collected by the survey.

As the charts to the right show,
budgets are strongly correlated
with institution size. Thus, for
budget benchmarks to be
effectively compared, it is
necessary to account for
enrollment differences.

The result is that this section
presents two versions of many
budget items, one that is the
total budget amount, the other
that is that amount divided by
the relevant measure of
enrollment.

1) Total EM Budget refers to four component parts summed
together: Operations Budget, Salary Budget, Admissions
Marketing Budget, and Vendor Budget. Only institutions
reporting all four numbers were included.
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Controlling for Enrollment Size Necessary for Creating
Meaningful Budget Benchmarks

Total EM Budget! vs. Number of Full-Time Undergraduate Students
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Total EM Budget Breakdown

The survey asked EMs to
report total budgets for the
four largest expense
categories:

1. Operations

2. Salary

3. Vendors

4. Admissions Marketing

The data shown here are the
average amounts spent on
these four categories.

Clearly, salaries constitute the
largest portion of the EM
budget. At publics, the salary
budget is approximately two
times the rest of the EM budget
combined.

©2016 EAB e All Rights Reserved

Budget Breakdown by Expense Category

Average Total EM Budgets (in millions of dollars), All Schools

Operations =Salary ®=Vendor ®Admissions Marketing

4.1

1.9

0.3

Average Total EM Budgets (in millions of dollars), by Sector and Segment

5.5

2.0 1.8

0.6 0.6 0.5
0.2

Public Private

Selective Public Regional Public

Selective Private Regional Private
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EM Budget Breakdown per Student

To take institution size into
account, the budget data are
presented here on a per
student! basis for each of the
four categories:

1. Operations

2. Salary

3. Vendors

4. Admissions Marketing

The data show a significant
difference between public and
private universities. Notably,
privates spend approximately 9
times what publics spend on
admissions marketing per
student.

With respect to vendor
budgets, regional privates
stand out markedly. While the
other three segments spend
between $66 and $109 per
student on vendors, regional
privates spend $268, or
approximately 150% more
than the next highest spending
segment.

1) This calculation used total full-time undergraduate
students..

©2016 EAB e All Rights Reserved

Privates Spend More per Student than Publics

Average Total EM Budgets per Student, All Schools

Operations =Salary ®=Vendor ®Admissions Marketing

$525

$303

Average Total EM Budgets per Student, by Sector and Segment

741

507

333

134 161

18

Public Private

Selective Public Regional Public

Selective Private Regional Private

10 eab.com



Breakdown of Admissions Budget

This page shows how the
admissions office budget is
allocated among the four
expense categories?.

1) The point of comparison for the vendor budget is the
total vendor budget, since the vast majority of vendor
expenses could be considered to support the recruitment
and enrollment of new students.
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Admissions Office Budget Allocation

Average Total Admissions Budgets, by Expense Category, All Schools

Operations =Salary ®=Vendor ®Admissions Marketing

$1,568,649

$681,876 $595,704

$344,531

Average Total Admissions Budgets (in millions of dollars),
by Sector and Segment

1.9

1.1

0.8
0-6 0-6 0.6 0.5

0.2

Public Private

Selective Public Regional Public Selective Private Regional Private
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Admissions Budget Breakdown per Student

The admissions budget was
divided by the number of
students?! to control for the size
of the institution.

On a per student basis, private
universities outspend public
universities by at least three
times. The difference is most
pronounced for operations
(eight times) and admissions
marketing (nine times).

1) This calculation used total full-time undergraduate
students..
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Salaries Absorb 50% of Publics” Admissions Budgets

Average Total Admissions Budgets per Student, All Schools

Operations = Salary

m Admissions Marketing

$240

$162

Average Total Admissions Budgets per Student, by Sector and Segment

117

73

37 18

384

298

Public

130

20 111

66

37 37

11 21

Selective Public Regional Public

12

Private

Selective Private Regional Private
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Distribution of Admissions Office Budgets

The distribution of spending on
different expense categories is
also illustrative of trade-offs
EMs make with respect to
budget allocation.

The pie charts on this page
represent the percentage of
the admissions budget spent
on operations, salary,
marketing, and vendors?.

There are some notable
differences between public and
private universities. Publics
spend nearly half of their
admissions budget on salary
and almost a third on vendors.
Private universities’ admissions
budgets are more evenly
distributed across all four
categories.

1) The distributions are based on the budget per student
figures from the previous page.
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Publics Spend Higher Proportion on Vendor and Salary

Distribution of Admissions Budgets per Student, All Schools

Admissions
Marketing

Operations
25%

Distribution of Admissions Budgets per Student, by Sector and Segment
Admissions

Marketing
7%

Admissions

Operations
27%

Public

Private

4%

14%%

16%

Selective Public Selective Private

Regional Public Regional Private

13 eab.com



Admissions Marketing Budget Allocation

The survey asked EMs to break
out the admissions marketing
budget into three categories:

1. Print
2. Online
3. Other

While publics’ spending on
print far exceeds spending on
other channels, privates invest
more in online, significantly
outspending publics.

Notably, while regional private
universities spend similar
amounts across the three
categories, selective private
universities spend significantly
more on print, a similar
amount online, and
comparatively little through
other channels.

©2016 EAB e All Rights Reserved

Privates Spend More, Especially Online

Average Admissions Marketing Budget Breakdowns, All Schools

Print =Online = Other

$165,139

$111,767

$71,840

Average Admissions Marketing Budget Breakdowns (in thousands),
by Sector and Segment

Print = Online lOther| $206 $214

$135
$28 325
Public Private
$360
$218
$203
$102
$11 $37 $34 $20

Selective Public Regional Public Selective Private Regional Private
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Admissions Marketing Per Student Budget Breakdown

A key measure of admissions
marketing effectiveness is the
amount spent per new
student!. How many
admissions marketing dollars
does it take to bring in each
new student?

The public-private divide is
stark. Privates spend over
nine times what publics do on
admissions marketing.

It is also notable that regional
publics spend more than
selective publics across all
three categories of admissions
marketing expenditures.

1) The number of first-time, full-time students plus the

number of new transfer students.

©2016 EAB e All Rights Reserved

Privates Significantly Outspend Publics

Average Admissions Marketing Budget Breakdowns per Student, All Schools

Print =Online = Other

$110

Average Admissions Marketing Budget Breakdowns per Student,

by Sector and Segment

Print =Online = Other

$34

$7 $10
|

$204

$156

Public

$102

$31 $34 59

s2 $14
L

Selective Public Regional Public

15

Private

$360

$218

Selective Private Regional Private
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Admissions Marketing Budget Breakdown

Perhaps more important than
the total amount of dollars
spent on each channel is the
distribution of allocated dollars.

While publics allocate
approximately two-thirds of
their admissions marketing
budget to print, privates more
evenly allocate theirs across
print, online, and other areas.

It is also notable that both
selective publics and regional
privates allocate close to one-
third of their admission
marketing budgets to the other
category.

1) Given that the best measure of the influence of
admissions marketing is the number of new students,

this number (new first-time, full-time students plus new

At Publics, Print Spend Greatly Exceeds Online

Distribution of Admissions Marketing Budget per Student, All Schools

Other, 23%

Distribution of per Student Admissions Marketing Budget, by Sector and Segment

Other
20%

Private

&

Public

7%

eee

3%
Selective Public

Selective Private

Regional Private

Regional Public

transfer students) was used as the denominator for these

charts.
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Operational Budget Breakdown by Core EM Offices

This analysis breaks down the
operations budget by the three
core offices reporting to EM—
Admissions, Financial Aid, and
the Registrar.

For these offices, two analyses
are shown for all institutions,
public institutions, and private
institutions:

1. Average Total Operational
Budget

2. Average Total Operational
Budget per Student

Notably, public universities
spend significantly less on
operations per student than do
private universities, suggesting
that public universities are
benefitting from economies of
scale.

©2016 EAB e All Rights Reserved

Total Dollars and Dollars per Student

All Schools

Average Operating Budget by
Core Office (in thousands)

Average Operating Budget per
Student, by Core Office

$682 $162

| = Admissions = Financial Aid = Registrar

Public Universities

Average Operating Budget, by
Core Office (in thousands)

Average Operating Budget per
Student, by Core Office

$566 $37

Private Universities

Average Operating Budget, by
Core Office (in thousands)

Average Operating Budget per
Student, by Core Office

826
$ $298

$92
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Budget Allocation to Staff Development

The charts on this page show
the percentage of the
operational budget allocated to
staff development for each of
the three core EM offices.

Across segments, the financial
aid offices reserves a greater
percentage of the operational
budget for staff development.

©2016 EAB e All Rights Reserved

Small but Consistent Allocation to Staff Development

All Schools
Average Percent of Operating Budget Toward Staff Development

Admissions, Registrar,
6% 6%

Public Universities
Average Percent of Operating Budget Toward Staff Development

Admissions, Registrar,
5% 6%

Private Universities
Average Percent of Operating Budget Toward Staff Development

Admissions, Registrar,
6% 6%
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Frequency of Outsourcing of EM Activities

For 11 different activities, the
survey asked which of the
following descriptions best
captured the institution’s
relationship with vendors. Was
the activity...

e Qutsourced

Partially Outsourced
e In-House / Not Outsourced
* Not Applicable

The distribution of responses
are shown for all activities,
broken out by sector.

The largest public-private
contrast in outsourcing
concerns financial aid
optimization. 89% of privates
either fully or partially
outsource financial aid
optimization, while only 31% of
publics do. 44% of publics
report that their institution
doesn’t do financial aid
optimization at all.

Student search is also more
commonly outsourced at
privates, with 69% reporting it
fully outsourced. This
compares to only 39% of
public universities fully
outsourcing student search.

©2016 EAB « All Rights Reserved

Distribution of Level of Outsourcing, by EM Activity

Private Universities

11%

Public Universities

18%
Admissions 5%
CRM
49% 61%
Fully Outsourced
Student . A 0%
Search .
Partially 69%
Outsourced
. 4%
In-House /
Financial Aid ‘7%
Optimization
. 68%
N/A
Early Alert
System
International
Recruitment 8%
Agents

Name-Buying
not through
Search

f -

22%

[
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Frequency of Outsourcing of EM Activities Cont’d

This page continues the
ranking of EM activities based
on level of outsourcing.

Publics seem more likely to
have some type of early alert
system, though many of them
are in-house systems.

With respect to marketing and
branding, over a quarter
(27%) of private universities
report fully outsourcing the
activity while only 3% of public
universities do.

Similarly, 50% of privates
universities report fully or
partially outsourcing market
research, while only 29% of
public universities do.

Most publics report having in-
house admissions and financial
aid call centers whereas most
privates do not have a financial
aid call center of any variety.
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Distribution of Level of Outsourcing, by EM Activity

Public Universities

Scholarship
Awarding
Platform

12%

Market
Research

Marketing /
Branding

Financial Aid
Call Center

Admissions
Call Center 78%

20

Fully Outsourced

Partially
Outsourced

In-House

N/A

Private Universities

4%
0%
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Benchmarking Key Vendor Relationships

For each of the 11 activities, Median Pricing and Most Common Service Providers
the survey asked EMs to select

the appropriate spending range
for their vendors. The ranges

e | Function | Allschools | _Public | Private |

Median Spending Ranges for Outsourced Activities

+ <$10K Admissions CRM $75-100K $75-100K $50-75K
. $10K-$25K Financial Aid Optimization $50-75K $50-75K $50K
Student Search $100-150K $100-150K $300-500K
 $25K-$50K
Marketing / Branding $75-100K $50-75K $100K
*© $50K-$75K Name-Buying Independent of Search $25-50K $25K $25-50K
+ $75K-$100K Scholarship Awarding Platform $10-25K $10-25K <$10K
« $100K-$150K International Recruitment Agents $25-50K $50-75K $50K
Admissions Call Center $10-25K <$10K $50K
« $150K-$200K
Financial Aid Call Center $10-25K $10-25K <$10K
* $200K-$300K Market Research $25-50K $25K $25-50K
* $300K-$500K Early Alert System $50-75K $75-100K $25-50K
* >$500K Commonly Used Admissions CRMs
The top table shows the
median range reported by all Hobsons 320
schools, publics, and privates. .
Ellucian 22%
The subsequent tables report Slate 10%
the use of vendors for three i
Talisma 7%

activities: admissions CRM,
financial aid optimization, Salesforcel 7%

search partners. ) ) ) o ) )
Commonly Used Financial Aid Optimization Firms

Financial Aid Optimization Percent Using

Noel-Levitz / Scannell & Kurz 26%
Hardwick Day 11%

Maguire 3%

Human Capital Research Corporation 1%
SH Brooks 1%

Commonly Used Name Sources and Search Consultants

College Board 61%
ACT 51%

Royall 29%
Chegg 21%
Ruffalo Noel-Levitz 17%
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Key Data Points for All Segments

Cateaar Selective Regional Selective Regional
gory Public Public Private Private

Total EM Budget

Admissions Marketing

Total EM Budget
per Student

Admissions Marketing

Total Admissions
Budget

Total Admissions
Budget per Student

Percent of
Admissions Budget
Allocated To:

Admissions Marketing

Total Admissions
Marketing Budget

Total Admissions
Marketing Budget
per Student

Percent of
Admissions
Marketing Budget
Allocated To:

Total Operations
Budget

Total Operations
Budget
per Student

Percent of
Operations Budget
Allocated to Staff
Development
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Operations
Salary

Vendor

Operations
Salary

Vendor

Operations
Salary
Operations
Salary
Operations
Salary

Vendor

Print
Online
Other
Print
Online
Other
Print
Online
Other
Admissions
Financial Aid
Registrar
Admissions
Financial Aid
Registrar
Admissions
Financial Aid

Registrar

$1.9M
$4.1M
$0.6M
$0.3M
$303
$525
$149
$88
$0.7M
$1.6M
$162
$240
25%
38%
23%
14%
$165K
$112K
$72K
$110
$74
$56
46%
31%
23%
$682K
$181k
$146K
$162
$33
$13
6%
9%
6%

$2.0M
$5.5M
$0.6M
$0.2M
$134
$333
$73
$18
$0.6M
$1.9M
$37
$117
15%
48%
30%
7%
$135K
$28K
$25K
$34
$7
$10
66%
14%
20%
$566K
$248K
$177K
$37
$11
$11
5%
10%
6%

22

$1.8M
$2.3M
$0.6M
$0.5M
$507
#741
$246
$161
$0.8M
$1.1M
$298
$384
27%
35%
23%
15%
$206K
$214K
$135K
$204
$156
$113
43%
33%
24%
$826K
$92K
$61K
$298
$60
$17
6%
8%
6%

$3.4M
$8.4M
$1.0M
$0.2M
$137
$345
$90
$11
$0.9M
$3.2M
$37
$130
14%
49%
33%
4%
$203K
$11K
$37K
$31
$2
$14
67%
3%
30%
$942K
$320K
$267K

$37
$12

$10
4%

6%
6%

$1.3M
$4.1M
$0.4M
$0.2M
$132
$327
$66
$21
$0.4M
$1.3M
$37
$111
16%
47%
28%
9%
$102K
$34K
$20K
$102
$34
$20
67%
17%
16%
$405K
$216K
$135K

$37
$11

$11
6%

12%
6%

$4.0M
$3.6M
$1.1M
$0.6M
$716
$660
$109
$114
$1.6M
$2.1M
$278
$373
32%
43%
12%
13%
$360K
$190K
$42K
$360
$190
$42
61%
32%
7%
$1,607K
$137K
N/A

$278
$25

N/A
6%

10%
N/A

$1.4
$2.1M
$0.5M
$0.5M
$465
$757
$268
$171
$0.7M
$0.9M
$302
$387
27%
34%
24%
15%
$174K
$218K
$163K
$174
$218
$163
39%
32%
29%
$715K
$85K
$61K

$302
$66

$17
6%

8%
6%
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Key Data Points for All Segments
| essure | cotesory | anschoots | pubtic | _privaie | SSSELYS | SRR | eS|

Admissions CRM 54% 49% 61% 36% 56% 33% 68%
Student Search 52% 39% 69% 43% 38% 50% 74%
FA Optimization 38% 14% 68% 14% 14% 50% 73%
Early Alert System 34% 32% 36% 17% 42% 20% 41%
Freq:l:el:\;:v of Int'l Recruitment 27% 32% 20% 31% 33% 0% 26%
Out_sourcing Name Buying 26% 22% 32% 14% 27% 50% 26%
GAZ:,';,E:' Scholarship Awarding 17% 18% 16% 8% 24% 17% 16%
Market Research 14% 10% 19% 7% 12% 0% 25%
Marketing/Branding 13% 3% 27% 7% 0% 20% 29%
FA Call Center 5% 6% 4% 8% 4% 0% 6%
Admissions Call Center 3% 3% 4% 8% 0% 0% 6%
Admissions CRM $75-100K  $75-100K  $50-75K  $100-150K  $50-75K  $75-100K  $50-75K
Financial Aid Opt $50-75K  $50-75K $50K $50-75K  $25-50K $75K $25-50K
Student Search $100-150K $100-150K $300-500K $100-150K  $50-75K $500K  $100-150K
Median Marketing/Branding  $75-100K  $50-75K $100K $75K $50-75K  $200-300K  $75-100K
i‘:'g;::;t}’ri:': Name Buying $25-50K $25K $25-50K  $50-75K  $10-25K  $25-50K  $25-50K
Activities  gcholarship Awarding  $10-25K $10-25K <$10K $25K $10-25K <$10K $10-25K
Int'l Recruitment Ag.  $25-50K  $50-75K $50K $200K $10-25K  $25-50K  $50-75K
Market Research $25-50K $25K $25-50K $150K $10K $10-25K  $25-50K
Early Alert System $50-75K  $75-100K  $25-50K  $75-100K $75K $50-75K  $25-50K
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The best
practices are
the ones that
work for you.™
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