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Legal Caveat

EAB Global, Inc. ("EAB”) has made efforts to verify the accuracy
of the information it provides to partners. 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, accounting, or other professional advice, and its
reports should not be construed as professional advice. In
particular, partners 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 partner’s situation. Partners are advised
to consult with appropriate professionals concerning legal, 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 by any EAB Organization, or
(c) failure of partner and its employees and agents to abide by
the terms set forth herein.

EAB is a registered trademark of EAB Global, Inc. in the United
States and other countries. Partners 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
partners. Each partner 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 partner agrees to abide by the terms as stated
herein, including the following:

1. All right, 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
partner. Each partner is authorized to use this Report only to
the extent expressly authorized herein.

2. Each partner shall not sell, license, republish, distribute, or
post online or otherwise this Report, in part or in whole.
Each partner 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 partner may make this Report available solely to those
of its employees and agents who (a) are registered for the
workshop or 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 partner shall use, and shall ensure that its employees
and agents use, this Report for its internal use only. Each
partner 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 partner shall not remove from this Report any
confidential markings, copyright notices, and/or other similar
indicia herein.

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

6. If a partner is unwilling to abide by any of the foregoing

obligations, then such partner shall promptly return this
Report and all copies thereof to EAB.
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EAB’s 2022 Entering Class Survey

Overview of Participating Institutions

By Type (Control) By Setting By Region By Size By Selectivity
14% 27%
31% 29% 10/0
34% 53% 38%
69% 24% 40%

32% J
13% 34% 35%
Private Rural West Very small More/Most

B Public B Suburban B South B Small B Selective
B urban B Midwest BH Medium B Less/Least

[ Northeast [0 Large
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241

participating colleges
and universities

Data gathered

September 28 to October 28, 2022

Contextual note: Data collection occurred during
the third enrollment cycle of the COVID pandemic

Source: EAB research and analysis.
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A Note on the Structure of This Report
The Data for Each Question Is Cut by School Type, Selectivity, and Size

Example: Question 1, Enrollment Leaders’ Top Objectives
One Page for Each School Segment Cut

Question 1

Enrollment Leaders’ Top Objectives
Public Versus Private Colleges

©2023 by EAB. All rights reserved.

What Were Enrollment Leaders’ Top Three Objectives for Entering Class 2022?!

Question 1

Enrollment Leaders’ Top Objectives
By School Selectivity

‘ What Were Enrollment Leaders’ Top Three Objectives for Entering Class 2022?!

e

Indicates data cut by
school type
(public, private)

Indicates data cut by
school selectivity

A

oo [(HE0 iy

Indicates data cut by
school size

Taki
Leve
M
Question 1
i o
fol 5 5 5
tu Enrollment Leaders’ Top Objectives
lei
fﬂ' By School Size
wi
Urig, What Were Enroliment Leaders’ Top Three Objectives for Entering Class 20222
:r" Takeaways Percentage of Colleges, Objectives Cited by at Least 25% of Respondents in One or More Segments
inf A focus on revenue
T *  Small ®  Medum o Lage
ol Attracting students with a
9 higher ability to pay was a top 80% . i
sti priority for more than a F Large institutions less focused on attracting weaithy
wi quarter of small and medium 0% . students, more interested in boosting diversity
het schools (consistent with their
sc focus on increasing net tuition q
revenue, the second most s0%
commonly cited objective of
schools in both segments). 40% - y
B
A distinct path for large schools 30% ——¢
Large schools differed 208 s - .
markedly from their small and “
medium counterparts, placing 10%
a much higher priority on p
boosting diversity (a goal that 0% o
was, for large institutions,
second only to enrolling more More first.th p» More students Mor o More
et fesnmen). Lrge e gwend gee Mgt lwsdeont i
institutions also showed a ability to pay diversity
i correspondingly lower
] Saphusis Gryettracing st Objectives Cited by Fewer than 25% of Resondents in Any Segment
students. (Number in Shows the ge of All Citing the Cc

More students In specific academic programs (19%)  Higher % international students (7%)
Higher % In-state students (14%)

Higher % out-of-state students (10%)

| Ao e b Comadar e it it Seracees ant coaianges
[ernprsn et et S te e

Better gender balance (5%)
Higher SAT/ACT scores (4%)
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Six Takeaways for Enrollment Leaders

Summary Observations from the Survey

Missed goals

1 More than half of admissions teams missed both their headcount and tuition revenue goals (one notable exception
being those at large institutions, which, more often than not, met both objectives).

A drop in applications D ti
auntin
2 Around a third of schools saw fewer applicants—an especially remarkable finding given that the number of schools chaIIengges...

students are applying to, on a per-student basis, is increasing.

Intense competition

3 The two explanations schools most commonly gave for missing their enrollment goals were related to increased
competition from other institutions, in the form of 1) more generous financial aid and 2) expanded admit pools.

Many schools are using more list sources

4 Many admissions teams are increasing the number of list sources they are using, this being the second most
common strategic change they reported adopting for entering classes 2022 and 2023.

Widespread change to application processes . .
...being met with a

5 A majority of schools made changes to their application processes for entering class 2022, with removal of robust response
barriers to application being an especially common focus of their efforts.

Yield is increasingly a battle fought on many fronts

6 Admissions teams are simultaneously pursuing a wide variety of approaches to improve yield performance,
showing a degree of multifacetedness in this effort that is unusual compared to other core admissions functions.

Source: EAB research and analysis.

©2023 by EAB. All rights reserved. 6 eab.com
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Question 1

Enrollment Leaders’ Top Objectives
Public Versus Private Institutions B

Takeaways

Interest in transfers

Both public and private
institutions placed a similarly
high priority on the
recruitment of transfer
students—a sign of the
growing attention this
population has received as
competition over students
heats up.

Differing on diversity

Public institutions were far
more likely to prioritize
boosting racial and ethnic
diversity; it was the second
highest priority for publics as
compared to the fifth highest
for private institutions.

What Were Enroliment Leaders’ Top Objectives for Entering Class 2022?21
Percentage of Schools, Objectives Cited by at Least 25% of Respondents in One or Both Segments

----- @ Public @ Private
90%
80% o Schools in both segments were Public institutions were far more
similarly interested in transfer students likely to prioritize diversity efforts
70% °
60% l
50% e
40% L T o. . '
30% & e @
20% e °
10%
0%
More first-time Higher net tuition More Lower More racial and
freshmen revenue transfer students discount rate ethnic diversity

Objectives Cited by Fewer than 25% of Respondents in All Segments
(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Objective)

More students with greater ability to pay (20%) Higher % international students (7%)
More students in specific academic programs (19%) Better gender balance (5%)
Higher % in-state students (14%) Higher SAT/ACT scores (4%)

Higher % out-of-state students (10%)

1) The question asked: “Considering the list of enroliment objectives and challenges below,

please select up to three that were top priorities for your institution for Entering Class

2022."

©2023 by EAB. All rights reserved.

Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 1

Enrollment Leaders’ Top Objectives

By School Selectivity

Takeaways

Leveraging pricing power

Most-selective and selective
institutions were more
focused on increasing net
tuition revenue than were
least-selective institutions,
presumably a sign of demand
(and pricing power) tracking
with selectivity.

Uneven attention on transfers

Highly selective institutions
showed markedly lower
interest in transfer students.
This suggests possible running
room for them on this rich
source of underrepresented
students (the recruitment of
whom is a top priority for
many highly selective
schools).

What Were Enroliment Leaders’ Top Objectives for Entering Class 2022?21
Percentage of Schools, Objectives Cited by at Least 25% of Respondents in One or More Segments

----- @ Most selective ® - Selective @ Least Selective
90%
Most-selective institutions showed greatest
80% e. interest in growing net tuition revenue
70% 'J Low interest in transfer students
60% at most-selective institutions
50%
40%
30%
20% :
10% .
0%
More first-time Higher net tuition More More racial and Lower
freshmen revenue transfer students ethnic diversity discount rate

Objectives Cited by Fewer than 25% of Respondents in All Segments
(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Objective)

More students with greater ability to pay (20%) Higher % international students (7%)
More students in specific academic programs (19%) Better gender balance (5%)
Higher % in-state students (14%) Higher SAT/ACT scores (4%)

Higher % out-of-state students (10%)

1) The question asked: “Considering the list of enroliment objectives and challenges below,

please select up to three that were top priorities for your institution for Entering Class

2022."

©2023 by EAB. All rights reserved.

Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 1

Enrollment Leaders’ Top Objectives

By School Size

Takeaways

A focus on revenue

Attracting students with a
higher ability to pay was a top
priority for more than a
quarter of small and medium
schools (consistent with their
focus on increasing net tuition
revenue, the second most
commonly cited objective of
schools in both segments).

A distinct path for large schools

Large schools differed
markedly from their small and
medium counterparts, placing
a much higher priority on
boosting diversity (a goal that
was, for large institutions,
second only to enrolling more
first-time freshmen). Large
institutions also showed a
correspondingly lower
emphasis on attracting
affluent students.

ot

KE>

What Were Enroliment Leaders’ Top Objectives for Entering Class 2022?21
Percentage of Schools, Objectives Cited by at Least 25% of Respondents in One or More Segments

----- @ Small ® - Medium -~ @ Large
80%
o Large institutions less focused on attracting wealthy
70% : students, more interested in boosting diversity

60% .._,"-_.._._._:::::“- \ o

([ J
50% !
40% .
.-.... """"" '-...'5-'.'-’.'-’-'-'-'-':.—,,,,‘"_ ....,v
30% Sl gl
o) 8 ..... ® O °
20% ------ ®
10%
0% ‘o
More first-time Higher net Mo_re students More transfer Lower discount More .
e with greater ethnic/racial
freshmen tuition revenue L students rate . -
ability to pay diversity

Objectives Cited by Fewer than 25% of Respondents in Any Segment
(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Objective)

More students in specific academic programs (19%) Higher % international students (7%)
Higher % in-state students (14%) Better gender balance (5%)
Higher % out-of-state students (10%) Higher SAT/ACT scores (4%)

1) The question asked: “Considering the list of enroliment objectives and challenges below,

please select up to three that were top priorities for your institution for Entering Class

2022."

©2023 by EAB. All rights reserved.

Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 2

Goal Attainment

Public Versus Private Institutions

Takeaways

A tough year

While private institutions fared
slightly better than public
institutions, schools in both
segments had a difficult year,
with fewer than half meeting
their enrollment or net tuition
revenue goals.

Trading revenue for volume

Both public and private
institutions missed their
revenue goals by a wider
margin than their enrollment
goals, a probable indication of
schools having had to
discount more heavily than
expected to make their
classes.

Did Enrollment Leaders Achieve Their Headcount and Revenue Goals?!

Percentage of Schools, by Control

55%
53%
51%
49%
47%
45%
43%
41%
39%
37%
35%

..... @ Public ® - Private

1) The question asked was “Did you achieve your enroliment and net tuition revenue goals?”

Values for respondents who reported being unsure are not shown.

©2023 by EAB. All rights reserved.

[
(]
@
®
No Yes
Enrollment
10

Fewer than half of schools in
both segments met either goal

o

o
. ...................................... .
No Yes

Net Tuition Revenue

Source: EAB research and analysis.

eab.com
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Question 2

Goal Attainment

=P

By School Selectivity

Did Enrollment Leaders Achieve Their Headcount and Revenue Goals?!
Takeaways Percentage of Schools, by Selectivity
Prestige wins out . . )
----- @ Least Selective ® - Selective ---- @ Most Selective
Most-selective schools
performed far better on both Most-selective schools were far
enrollment and NTR goals more likely to have hit their goals
than did less-selective
institutions, continuing a 65% {
broader trend we’ve seen in . :
recent years (e.g., public 60% .
flagships demonstrating . . :
consist gains relative to other >5% :
ments).
segments) 50% o,
Darker days for the rest of us 459% 9
Schools in both the selective ® ®
and least-selective categories 40% .
showed similarly low : o _
likelihood to have met either 35% "®
enrollment or NTR goals. :
30% i
No Yes No Yes
Enrollment Net Tuition Revenue
1) The question asked was “Did you achieve your enroliment and net tuition revenue goals?”
Values for respondents who reported being unsure are not shown. Source: EAB research and analysis.

©2023 by EAB. All rights reserved. 11 eab.com
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Question 2

Goal Attainment
By School Size

Takeaways

Large institutions fared better

Large institutions
outperformed small and
medium institutions by a wide
margin, mirroring results seen
for schools when cut by
selectivity (see preceding
page). Some of this effect is
likely due to “flight” of
students to schools with
greater name recognition
during the pandemic—a
possible result of colleges and
students’ reduced ability to
participate in in-person
recruitment activities, on
which small and medium-
sized schools are especially
dependent.

Did Enrollment Leaders Achieve Their Headcount and Revenue Goals?!

Percentage of Schools, by Size

..... @ Small @ - Medium

70%
60%

®.
50% PR o R~
40%

o
30%
20%

No

Enrollment

1) The question asked was “Did you achieve your enroliment and net tuition revenue goals?”

Values for respondents who reported being unsure are not shown.

©2023 by EAB. All rights reserved.

Large schools were far more likely

Yes

12

to have hit their goals \l

)
O
° i °

' °
'
No Yes

Net Tuition Revenue

Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 3

Causes of Shortfalls in Headcount
Public Versus Private Institutions B

How Did Enrollment Leaders Account for Shortfalls in Headcount?!

Takeaways Percentage of Schools, Factors Cited by at Least One-Third of Respondents
Publics versus privates
Publics were less likelyto | @ Public ¢ Private
have reported reduced
applicant numbers but were 80%
far more likely to have cited | . T .
other schools’ expanded admit 70% e _ Private institutions con§|derab!y more
pools as a factor contributing J_—— likely to have seen a drop in applications
to enrollment shortfalls. It 0% = T e
seems likely that the trends S e. l
are connected, i.e., that 0% w0 e
private institutions were | T e
e 40% Q.
admitting more students from e ®
public institutions’ core °
prospect populations in order 30% .\l
to make their classes. The 0% Incr q i ¢ titi e
phenomenon of students di i e?sle _crosst_segmebr:. c_on"1c|.:)tet|. lon ®
going “out of segment” also {0% isproportionately impacting public institutions
manifested in institutions
losing more students to 0%
community colleges, a trend
that was f;r mo,—% likely to eat)haenrdseijhgr?gr Our yield rate Other schools gave Moggtztélggpts Fewer students
have impacted public admit pools decreased more ald community college applied
institutions.
Application drops Factors Cited by Fewer than One-Third of Respondents in All Segments

(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Factor)
A considerable number of

publics and privates saw a
drop in applications, likely a Other schools provided earlier awards (17%) Other (7%)
combined impact of

demographic change, reduced

rates of college-going, and the Fewer students were admissible (11%)
pandemic.

Free tuition at public schools (15%) No proxy for missing test scores (1%)

1) The question asked was “What factors would you say contributed to your lower than targeted enrollment goals? (Select all
that apply.)” The question was asked only of respondents who said they did not achieve their enroliment goals. Source: EAB research and analysis.

©2023 by EAB. All rights reserved. 13 eab.com
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Question 3

Causes of Shortfalls in Headcount

By School Selectivity

Takeaways

Cross-segment competition

Is appears that applicant and
admit pools are increasingly
overlapping across school
segments. Many institutions in
all segments report other
institutions’ expanded admit
pools as an important factor in
their enrollment shortfalls.
Many also cited other schools’
more generous aid offers as a
key cause.

Expanded range for selectives?

Schools in the “selective”
segment were least likely to
report losing enrollment due
to other schools’ more
generous aid awards or
expanded admit pools—
possibly because they
(selectives) were most likely
to be the ones discounting
aggressively and significantly
expanding their admit pools.

How Did Enroliment Leaders Account for Shortfalls in Headcount?!
Percentage of Schools, Factors Cited by at Least One-Third of Respondents

----- @ Most selective ® - Selective @ Least Selective
80%
700/0 ................... .
."‘:::;,--s-. .......................... Considerable dr0p in
60% @ T @ : s ’ applications in a” Segments
50% 1
400/0 . -......... .
30%  Most- and least-selective schools seeing ° @t °
greatest encroachment by competitors T L
20% ®
10%
®
0%
Our yield rate Other schools gave e?(thaenrdicdh?ﬁésir Mogetseté.uggrnts Fewer students
decreased more aid pan pte applied
admit pools community college

Factors Cited by Fewer than One-Third of Respondents in All Segments
(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Factor)

Other schools provided earlier awards (17%) Other (7%)
Free tuition at public schools (15%) No proxy for missing test scores (1%)

Fewer students were admissible (11%)

1) The question asked was “What factors would you say contributed to your lower than targeted enrollment goals? (Select all
that apply.)” The question was asked only of respondents who said they did not achieve their enroliment goals. Source: EAB research and analysis.

©2023 by EAB. All rights reserved.
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Question 3

Causes of Shortfalls in Headcount
e,

KE>

By School Size

How Did Enrollment Leaders Account for Shortfalls in Headcount?!

Takeaways Percentage of Schools, Factors Cited by at Least One-Third of Respondents
Aid played a key role
o I @ Small ® - Medium - @ Large
A very similar proportion of
schools in all size categories 90% Larger school ind mor
(and a majority in each case) 80% a geh s otobs seeing t'to € °
cited other schools” more encroachment Dy competitors

generous aid offers as a key 70%
factor explaining enrollment
shortfalls, suggesting 60%
pronounced price sensitivity 50%
on the part of students.
40%
Differing dynamics on overlap 309
0
Schools across the three size Small schools more likely to have = ™. ®.:
categories differed markedly 20% seen a drop in app|icat]ons @
on how much of their 10%

enrollment shortfalls they
attributed to other institutions’ 0%
expanded admit pools; for

- PR . Our yield rate Other schools Fewer students Other schools expanded
Ia_lrge Instltu’Flons it was the decreased gave more aid applied their admit pools
single most important factor,
by a wide margin, while for
small institutions it was in
fourth place (cited by around
50 percentage points fewer Factors Cited by Fewer than One-Third of Respondents in All Segments
small institutions relative to (Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Factor)
large schools).
Other schools provided earlier awards (17%) Other (7%)
Free tuition at public schools (15%) No proxy for missing test scores (1%)

Fewer students were admissible (11%)

1) The question asked was “What factors would you say contributed to your lower than targeted enrollment goals? (Select
all that apply.)” The question was asked only of respondents who said they did not achieve their enroliment goals. Source: EAB research and analysis.

©2023 by EAB. All rights reserved. 15 eab.com
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Question 4

Causes of Shortfalls in Net Tuition Revenue

Public Versus Private Institutions

Takeaways

Encroachment on publics’ turf

Public institutions were far
more likely than privates to
cite other schools’ expanded
admit pools as a key reason
for underperformance on net
tuition revenue. One possible
explanation for this is that
privates, which were more
likely to have seen drops in
their application numbers,
were reaching further into
public institutions’ historical
prospect pools for additional
enrollment. Another is the
“defection” of public
institution students to
community colleges.

An aid battle for privates

For privates, the number one
factor accounting for
underperformance on net
tuition revenue was other
schools’ more generous aid
offers—a factor far more
important for privates than
other schools’ expanded admit
pools.

B
How Did Enrollment Leaders Account for Shortfalls in Net Tuition Revenue??
Percentage of Schools, Factors Cited by at Least One-Third of Respondents
----- @ Public @ Private
80% Increased cross-segment competition
o.. disproportionately impacting public institutions
70% e
60% e ...
50% @ T,
40% e e (oo 3OS ')
30% Y
20%
10% ®
0%
Other schools expanded their Other schools More students opted for Our yield rate
admit pools gave more aid community college decreased

Factors Cited by Fewer than One-Third of Respondents in Both Segments
(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Factor)

Fewer students applied (27%) Fewer students were admissible (12%)
Other (18%) Other schools provided earlier awards (10%)

Free tuition at public schools (15%)

1) The question asked was “What factors would you say contributed to your lower than targeted net tuition revenue goals? (Select

all that apply.)” The question was asked only of those who said they did not achieve their net tuition revenue goals.

©2023 by EAB. All rights reserved.
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Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 4

Causes of Shortfalls in Net Tuition Revenue
S
By School Selectivity %

How Did Enrollment Leaders Account for Shortfalls in Net Tuition Revenue?!

Takeaways Percentage of Schools, Factors Cited by at Least One-Third of Respondents
Competing on price
) T @ Most selective @ - Selective - @ Least Selective
Schools in the middle range of
selectivity were least likely to 80%
lose net tuition revenue due )
to other institutions” more 0% T ; ;
id ding. One O ..ol o Most- and least-selective schools seeing
generous aid awarding ¢ 60% QT ® gz o greatest encroachment by competitors
likely explanation is that mid-
range institutions discounted 50%
more heavily than their °
competitors in other 40% . °
segments. !
30% ‘."‘ ............... g
Increasing overlap in admits Schools in middle range of selectivity = - —— ®
Most-selective and least- 20% least likely to be out-awarded ®
selective institutions were 10%
considerably more likely to o
attribute disappointing 0%
performance on NTR to other Our vield rat Oth hool Other schools More students F tudent
schools’ expanded admit pools. l(er yie rz € ersc OO.Z gave expanded their opted for ewer Sl.uden s
One possible inference here is ecrease more al admit pools community college appiie
that schools in the “selective”
category were the most
aggressive in pursuing Factors Cited by Fewer than One-Third of Respondents in All Segments
students who traditionally (Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Factor)
would have attended schools in
the other two segments.
Other (18%) Fewer students were admissible (12%)
Free tuition at public schools (15%) Other schools provided earlier awards (10%)
1) The question asked was “What factors would you say contributed to your lower than targeted net tuition revenue goals?
(Select all that apply.)” The question was asked only of those who said they did not achieve their net tuition revenue goals. Source: EAB research and analysis.

©2023 by EAB. All rights reserved. 17 eab.com
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Question 4

Causes of Shortfalls in Net Tuition Revenue

By School Size

Takeaways

Dueling discount rates

A high percentage of schools
identified competitors’ more
generous aid awarding as an
important factor undermining
their NTR, this being the first
and second most frequently
cited cause for medium and

large institutions respectively.

Large schools in the crosshairs

A far higher proportion of
large schools cited other
institutions’ expanded admit
pools as an important driver

of underperformance on NTR.

This suggests that large
institutions are a primary
target in the fight over a
shrinking pool of college-
goers.

KE>

How Did Enrollment Leaders Account for Shortfalls in Net Tuition Revenue?!

Percentage of Schools, Factors Cited by at Least One-Third of Respondents

90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

----- @ Small ® - Medium  --@-large

encroachment by competitors
Large and medium schools most impacted
by other schools’ aggressive discounting K
o

®
Our yield Other schools Fewer students eathaenrdzcdh?r?(lasir
rate decreased gave more aid applied P

admit pools

Factors Cited by Fewer than One-Third of Respondents in All Segments
(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Factor)

Other (18%) Fewer students were admissible (12%)

Free tuition at public schools (15%)

Other schools provided earlier awards (10%)

1) The question asked was “What factors would you say contributed to your lower than targeted net tuition revenue goals?

(Select all that apply.)” The question was asked only of those who said they did not achieve their net tuition revenue goals.

©2023 by EAB. All rights reserved.
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Large schools particularly subject to

Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 5

Impact of COVID on Enrollment Performance

Public Versus Private Institutions

Takeaways

Shared concerns

A large percentage of public
and private institutions rated
student mental health and
staffing shortages as top
pandemic-related impacts on
their enrollment performance,
with a high level of consensus
on these points across the two
segments.

Unique challenges

Public institutions were far
more likely than privates to
cite students’ need to work as
a key COVID-related
detriment to enrollment
outcomes.

Private institutions were far
more likely to cite students’
limited ability to visit campus
as having negatively impacted
their enrollment outcomes.

1) The question asked was “Were there any lingering effects of
COVID-19 that contributed to missing your goal(s)?”

©2023 by EAB. All rights reserved.

How Did the Pandemic Impact Enroliment Performance??
Percentage of Schools, Factors Cited by at Least One-Third of Respondents in One or Both Segments

----- @ Public ® - Private
70%
Income-related COVID impacts far Impact of reduced campus visits felt
60% N more prevalent at public institutions most keenly by private institutions

s0% e | T . |\‘

o
L
0,
40% [ R AN @ i,
............ .
30% -
([
([
20% d
®
10%
0%
Students’ Students’ Staffing Student Our_|n_ab|_l|ty Stude_nts Limits on
need to work  mental health shortages deferrals to visit high family campus visits
9 schools responsibilities P

Factors Cited by Fewer than One-Third of Respondents in Both Segments
(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Factor)

Student learning loss (19%) In no way that we can identify (9%)
Travel limitations for students (14%)

Other (10%)

Restricted student services (9%)

Housing changes (8%)

Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 5

Impact of COVID on Enrollment Performance )
By School Selectivity f

How Did the Pandemic Impact Enroliment Performance??
Takeaways Percentage of Schools, Factors Cited by at Least One-Third of Respondents in One or More Segments

Broad vs. targeted concerns

T @ Most selective @ - Selective - @ Least Selective
Least-selective institutions

rated a wide range of 90%

pandemic factors as having A smaller number of factors played a bigger role in

o> 80% selective and most-selective institutions’” shortfalls e o
comparable negative impact
on enrollment outcomes. The 70% l
concerns of selective and
most-selective schools were 60% ®

more focused, with staffing

50%
shortages, student health ’
concerns, and reduced in- 40%
person contact with students .
being particularly widespread 30%
concerns. 20%
10%
0%
Our_ln_abl_llty Students’ Staffing Students’ Stude_nts Student . S_tudent_s_
to visit high family limited ability
need to work shortages mental health AT deferrals -
schools responsibilities to visit campus

Factors Cited by Fewer than One-Third of Respondents in All Segments
(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Factor)

Student learning loss (19%) In no way that we can identify (9%)
Travel limitations for students (14%) Restricted student services (9%)
Other (10%) Housing changes (8%)

1) The question asked was “Were there any lingering effects of
COVID-19 that contributed to missing your goal(s)?” Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 5

Impact of COVID on Enrollment Performance

By School Size

Takeaways

Consensus on mental health

While schools of different
sizes varied markedly in terms
of which pandemic-era
problems most seriously
impacted their enrollment
performance, a large number
of institutions in all categories
cited student mental health as
a leading concern.

School vs. student factors

Student mental health
challenges aside, small and
medium-sized institutions
were more likely than their
large counterparts to cite
school-focused, as opposed to
student-focused, issues as
key COVID-related factors
undermining their
performance.

1) The question asked was “Were there any lingering effects of
COVID-19 that contributed to missing your goal(s)?”

©2023 by EAB. All rights reserved.
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How Did the Pandemic Impact Enroliment Performance??
Percentage of Schools, Factors Cited by at Least One-Third of Respondents in One or More Segments

----- @ Small @ Medium -~ @ Large .
Student mental health had a major
60% impact at schools of all sizes
50% ® .)
. ' ............................. @ . : ....................... Y Y ®
40% AT e e
o.. ® ""--4-'.'.'.:""' ()
30% e
@
o T ° (N TTTO TP T :
0 e ‘
10%
0%
Staffing Our_ln_abl_llty ) S_tudent_s_ Students’ Student Students’ Stude_nts
shortages to visit high limited ability mental health deferrals need to work family
9 schools to visit campus responsibilities

Factors Cited by Fewer than One-Third of Respondents in All Segments
(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Factor)

Student learning loss (19%) In no way that we can identify (9%)
Travel limitations for students (14%)

Other (10%)

Restricted student services (9%)

Housing changes (8%)

Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 6

Changes to Application Processes

Public Versus Private Institutions

What Changes Did Colleges and Universities Make to Their Application Processes??

Takeaways Percentage of Schools, Changes Cited by at Least 20% of Respondents in One or Both Segments
More changes at publics ) )
----- @ Public ® - Private
Public institutions were far o ) o
more likely than their private 40% Private institutions were far less .
counterparts to have made 35% likely to have made changes
changes to their application
processes, with extended 30% |
application deadlines topping |  __ e
the list Of most widely 25% (@ eeeeneeene ettt e -
adopted modifications. 20% o e Ty °
Removing barriers 15%
While public and private 10% ° Schools in both segments were similarly
institutions differed widely on focused on removing barriers to application
many points, they did show 5%
consensus on two particular
changes—removing 0%
application requirements and Extended application Invited students to Removed application No changes Became permanently
becoming permanently test- deadline apply earlier requirements were made test-optional
optional.
Changes Cited by Fewer than 20% of Respondents in Both Segments
(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Change)
Sent applications to additional student populations (11%) Other (4%)
Sent applications to different student populations (8%) Joined another application coalition (4%)
Added EAB application marketing (8%) Added application requirements (2%)
Added a CRM-hosted application (7%) Added an EAB Custom Application (2%)
Joined Common App (nonexclusive) (6%) Joined Common App (exclusive) (1%)
Expanded early-decision/application programs (6%) Reinstated test requirement (1%)

1) The question asked was “Which of the following changes, if any, did you
make to your application process this year? (Select all that apply.)” Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 6

Changes to Application Processes
By School Selectivity

What Changes Did Colleges and Universities Make to Their Application Processes??

Takeaways Percentage of Schools, Changes Cited by at Least 20% of Respondents in One or More Segments
Less selectivity, more change
T @ Most selective @ - Selective - @ Least Selective
Most-selective institutions
were far less likely to have 60% L
tweaked their application Most—ﬁileelctlt\éehlgjgtrtégzgscga;nlezz e
processes. Change was fairly 50% y g
widespread at less-selective
institutions, with between
70% and 80% of such schools 40% .
having adopted modifications. ° °
e i 30% e ©
Differing priorities | oo e @,
"""""""""""""" @ L
Different segments showed 20% ° AT Qe
different areas of focus in the S e
changes they made, with ®...... o T e T ]
least-selective schools most 10% e o
commonly making tweaks to
application timing and 0%
selective schools prioritizing . N N
- Invited students to Extended application Removed application No changes Became permanently
the removal of barriers to ; X ; )
S . apply earlier deadline requirements were made test-optional
application (reducing
application requirements and
embracing test-optionality).
Changes Cited by Fewer than 20% of Respondents in All Segments
(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Change)
Sent applications to additional student populations (11%) Other (4%)
Sent applications to different student populations (8%) Joined another application coalition (4%)
Added EAB application marketing (8%) Added application requirements (2%)
Added a CRM-hosted application (7%) Added an EAB Custom Application (2%)
Joined Common App (nonexclusive) (6%) Joined Common App (exclusive) (1%)
Expanded early-decision/application programs (6%) Reinstated test requirement (1%)

1) The question asked was “Which of the following changes, if any, did you
make to your application process this year? (Select all that apply.)” Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 6

Changes to Application Processes
By School Size

What Changes Did Colleges and Universities Make to Their Application Processes??

Takeaways Percentage of Schools, Changes Cited by at Least 20% of Respondents in One or More Segments
Widespread change
I E @ Small ® - Medium - @ Large

Fewer than half of schools in

all segments reported not 45%

having made any changes. 40% Large and small schools lead the way in

) o . 8- removing barriers to application

Making application easier 35% 0.

Large and small schools were 30%

most likely to have adopted ' ,,,,,,,,,,,,, @i P

changes that make applying 25% T T

easier, such as removing o e e °

application requirements, 20% ® @ 0.

going permanently test- 15% g °

optional, and extending | T e

application deadlines. 10% ®

5%
0%
No changes Removed application Became permanently  Invited students to Extended application
were made requirements test-optional apply earlier deadline

Changes Cited by Fewer than 20% of Respondents in All Segments
(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Change)

Sent applications to additional student populations (11%) Other (4%)

Sent applications to different student populations (8%) Joined another application coalition (4%)
Added EAB application marketing (8%) Added application requirements (2%)
Added a CRM-hosted application (7%) Added an EAB Custom Application (2%)
Joined Common App (nonexclusive) (6%) Joined Common App (exclusive) (1%)
Expanded early-decision/application programs (6%) Reinstated test requirement (1%)

1) The question asked was “Which of the following changes, if any, did you
make to your application process this year? (Select all that apply.)” Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 7

Changes to Admit Criteria
J Y

Public Versus Private Institutions B
What Changes Did Colleges and Universities Make to Their Application Processes?!
Takeaways Percentage of Schools, Changes Cited by at Least 10% of Respondents in One or Both Segments
Widespread change
Relatively few institutionsin | @ Public ¢ Private
either segment made no 50%
changes to their admit criteria . o . A relatively large percentage of publics
(40% of privates and 27% of 45% S and privates admitted more students
publics). 40% °
Enlarged admit pools 35% () . Fewer than half of publiqs and .priv.ates
- made no changes to their admit criteria
By far the most common 30%
change schools reported was ‘o
admitting more students. At 25% B
the same time, few o
institutions reported lowering 20%
their academic bar or going 15%
test-optional. Other factors S ®
that might account for 10% A @i - S, ®
schools’ expanded admit pools 50 °
include increased applicant 0
numbers and reduction in the 0%
number of application _ ) Used self-
requirements. Admitted more  No changes Went test- Lowered Used self- Admitted fewer reported test
students were made optional academic bar reported grades students scores

Changes Cited by Fewer than 10% of Respondents in All Segments
(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Change)

Raised academic bar (5%) Other (1%)

Changed selection criteria (4%) Reinstated test requirement (0%)

1) The question asked was “Which of the following changes, if any, did you
make to your admit criteria this year? (Select all that apply.)” Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 7

Changes to Admit Criteria

By School Selectivity

Takeaways

Change at selectives

While fewer than half of
institutions in any segment
made no changes to their
admit criteria, change was
especially prevalent at
selective institutions; only
26% of schools in this
category made no
modifications.

Enlarged admit pools

By far the most common
change reported in all
segments was admitting more
students. At the same time,
few institutions reported
lowering their academic bar or
going test-optional. Other
factors that might account for
schools’ expanded admit pools
include increased applicant
numbers and reduction in the
number of application
requirements. Pandemic-
related grade inflation might
also account for some of the
change, newly qualifying
students whose academic
performance might previously
have made them ineligible for
admission.

1) The question asked was “Which of the following changes, if any, did you
make to your admit criteria this year? (Select all that apply.)”

©2023 by EAB. All rights reserved.

What Changes Did Colleges and Universities Make to Their Application Processes?!
Percentage of Schools, Changes Cited by at Least 10% of Respondents in One or More Segments

----- @ Most selective ® - Selective @ Least Selective

Most- and least-selective schools were
least likely to have made changes

60% l
50% L . Many schools admitted more students even though
o relatively few changed their admit criteria
40% 0000 e e el
e ’ ..... ‘
30% .
® -
20%
10%
0%
No changes were  Admitted more Lowered Used self-reported Went Admitted fewer
made students academic bar test scores test-optional students

Changes Cited by Fewer than 10% of Respondents in All Segments
(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Change)

Raised academic bar (5%) Other (1%)

Changed selection criteria (4%) Reinstated test requirement (0%)

Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 7

Changes to Admit Criteria

By School Size

Takeaways

Considerable variation

Schools of different sizes
varied considerably in terms
of changes to their admit
criteria; while half of small
schools made no changes, this
was true for fewer than a
quarter of large institutions.

Enlarged admit pools

By far the most common
change reported at schools of
all sizes was admitting more
students. At the same time,
few institutions reported
lowering their academic bar or
going test-optional. Other
factors that might account for
schools’ expanded admit pools
include increased applicant
numbers and reduction in the
number of application
requirements. Pandemic-
related grade inflation might
also account for some of the
change, newly qualifying
students whose academic
performance might previously
have made them ineligible for
admission.

1) The question asked was “Which of the following changes, if any, did you
make to your admit criteria this year? (Select all that apply.)”

©2023 by EAB. All rights reserved.
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What Changes Did Colleges and Universities Make to Their Application Processes?!
Percentage of Schools, Changes Cited by at Least 10% of Respondents in One or More Segments

----- @ Small @ Medium @ Large

Schools of different sizes adopted changes
at considerably different rates

60% l
50% °. e -
o Many schools admitted more students even though
' relatively few changed their admit criteria
40% .
...... e
30% [
o
20%
B g | JEER
10% s ............................... @ g ®
................................... )
0%
No changes Admitted more reusoer?e?jelgst Went Admitted fewer Used self-
were made students pscores test-optional students reported grades

Changes Cited by Fewer than 10% of Respondents in All Segments
(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Change)

Raised academic bar (5%) Other (1%)

Changed selection criteria (4%) Reinstated test requirement (0%)

Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 8

Changes to Financial Aid Strategy

Public Versus Private Institutions

What Changes Did Colleges and Universities Make to Their Financial Aid Strategy??

Takeaways Percentage of Schools, Changes Cited by at Least 20% of Respondents in One or Both Segments
Widespread change

A majority of publicand | @ Public ¢ Private

private schools made changes

to their financial aid strategy Publics focused on Privates focused on

(just 31% of publics and 17% 50% aid award timing aid award amount e

of privates reported making 45% l °

no significant modifications). 40%
Contrasting focus 35% @ i

........................... .

The focus of public and private 30% T e ®

institutions’ changes to their 25% O

financial aid strategy differed 20% T S

considerably, with publics ® e

. R . 15% ®

focusing primarily on aid-

award timing and privates 10%

concerning themselves mostly 50,

with aid-award amount. o

0%
Sent aid awards No Increased Increased
earlier changes average aid award discount rate

Changes Cited by Fewer than 20% of Respondents in Both Segments
(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Change)

Changed physical packaging (15%) Added merit scholarships (8%)

Lowered discount rate (14%) Decreased average aid award (7%)
Added financial aid leveraging (11%) Sent aid awards later (6%)

More family-friendly appeal process (9%) Discontinued financial aid leveraging (0%)
Other (8%) Discontinued merit scholarships (0%)

1) The question asked was “Which of the following changes, if any, did you

make to your financial aid strategy this year? (Select all that apply.)” Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 8

Changes to Financial Aid Strategy

By School Selectivity

Takeaways

Widespread change

A majority of schools in all
segments tweaked their
financial aid strategy (just
24% of most-selective
schools, 17% of selective
schools, and 25% of least-
selective schools reported no
significant changes).

More aid, often earlier

While the most common
change for schools in all
segments was the same—
increasing the average aid
award—they differed
considerably on other tactics.
Selective and least-selective
schools were, for example, far
more likely to have sent aid
awards earlier.

1) The question asked was “Which of the following changes, if any, did you
make to your financial aid strategy this year? (Select all that apply.)”

©2023 by EAB. All rights reserved.

What Changes Did Colleges and Universities Make to Their Financial Aid Strategy??
Percentage of Schools, Changes Cited by at Least 20% of Respondents in One or More Segments

----- @ Most selective

45%
40% .
35%
30%
25%
20%
15%
10%
5%
0%

Increased average
aid award

Selective - @ Least Selective

Increased aid award amount was the most
common change for schools in all segments

@
@ |
O ‘
.......... @
.................... °
SO
Sent aid awards Increased No significant
earlier discount rate changes

Changes Cited by Fewer than 20% of Respondents in All Segments
(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Change)

Changed physical packaging (15%)

Lowered discount rate (14%)

Added merit scholarships (8%)

Decreased average aid award (7%)

Added financial aid leveraging (11%) Sent aid awards later (6%)

More family-friendly appeal process (9%) Discontinued financial aid leveraging (0%)

Other (8%)

29

Discontinued merit scholarships (0%)

Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 8

Changes to Financial Aid Strategy

By School Size

Takeaways

Widespread change

More than half of institutions
in all segments made changes
to their financial aid strategy,
with small and medium-sized
schools being especially likely
to have done so (87% of
medium-sized institutions and
77% of small institutions).

High variation across segments

Small institutions were less
likely than schools in other
segments to have
implemented additional
changes over and above
spending more on aid (e.g.,
sending aid awards earlier),
while large institutions were
far less likely to have boosted
their aid awards.

1) The question asked was “Which of the following changes, if any, did you
make to your financial aid strategy this year? (Select all that apply.)”

©2023 by EAB. All rights reserved.

What Changes Did Colleges and Universities Make to Their Financial Aid Strategy??
Percentage of Schools, Changes Cited by at Least 20% of Respondents in One or More Segments

----- @ Small ® - Medium -~ @ Large
60%
Large schools were far less likely Change far more prevalent
50% ° to have increased aid awards at smaller schools
®-... .~
40% e /
..................... ° g
0% e T :
° T
e T Q-
20% e T e
e e e T °
................ .
............................. °
100/0 . ..........
0%
Increased average Increased No Sent aid
aid award discount rate changes awards earlier

Changes Cited by Fewer than 20% of Respondents in All Segments
(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Change)

Changed physical packaging (15%) Added merit scholarships (8%)

Lowered discount rate (14%) Decreased average aid award (7%)
Added financial aid leveraging (11%) Sent aid awards later (6%)

More family-friendly appeal process (9%) Discontinued financial aid leveraging (0%)
Other (8%) Discontinued merit scholarships (0%)

Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 9

Change in Number of Financial Aid Appeals FY

Public Versus Private Institutions B
Did Schools Receive More Financial Aid Appeals, Fewer, or the Same Number??
Takeaways Percentage of Schools, by Control
Similarity across segments
Public and private institutions | @ Public ¢ Private
were very similar in terms of 80%
the percentage reporting
changes in aid appeals and 70% o
the directionality of those 00 ® .
changes (more versus fewer). ° More than 1 in 5 schools in both segments
. . saw increased financial aid appeals
Aid appeals more widespread 0% . PP
A modest proportion of 40% l
schools in both segments
(21% of publics and 24% of 30%
privates) saw an increase in . :
the number of aid appeals 0% S
they received. 0% Ty )
0%
Same More Fewer
1) The question asked was “In terms of financial aid appeals, did you have
more, fewer, or about the same for EC 2022 compared with EC 2021?" Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 9

Change in Number of Financial Aid Appeals

By School Selectivity

Takeaways

Broad similarities

While schools in the different
segments were mostly similar
in terms of changes they saw
in appeals, the extent to
which they saw more, fewer,
or about the same did vary.
Less-selective schools were
somewhat less likely to have
reported an increase in
appeals, while most-selective
institutions were most likely to
have seen no change.

Mixed fortunes among selectives

Among selective institutions,
almost as many saw greater
numbers of aid appeals as did
fewer (22% and 20%,
respectively).

1) The question asked was “In terms of financial aid appeals, did you have
more, fewer, or about the same for EC 2022 compared with EC 2021?"

©2023 by EAB. All rights reserved.

Did Schools Receive More Financial Aid Appeals, Fewer, or the Same Number??
Percentage of Schools, by Selectivity

----- @ Most selective @ - Selective - @+ Least Selective
90%
80% Y ) ) )
- Least-selective schools 1.7 times more likely than
70% most-selective to have seen increased appeals
60% :
0% - 1in 5 selective schools saw
40% e fewer financial aid appeals
30% . ..... l
20% . .................... o
O T

10% e, o

0%

Same More Fewer

=Phe

Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 9

Change in Number of Financial Aid Appeals ,
e,

KE>

By School Size

Did Schools Receive More Financial Aid Appeals, Fewer, Or the Same Number?!
Takeaways Percentage of Schools, by Size
Stability at mid-sized schools
) ) T @ Small ® - Medium - @ Large
Medium-sized institutions saw
the least change in terms of 90%
the numb_er of aid appeals 80% o
they received.
70% .
Modest change overall ® Small and large schools more likely
60% e, to have seen increased appeals
Modest numbers of schools
saw either more appeals 50%
(fewer than a third of .
institutions in any segment) 40%
or fewer appeals (fewer than a 30% "o
fifth of institutions in any R
segment). 20% ’-................ZZZ::'.'.::'.-.-.-. .....
() IR )
10% e
o
0%
About the same More Fewer
1) The question asked was “In terms of financial aid appeals, did you have
more, fewer, or about the same for EC 2022 compared with EC 2021?" Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 10

Reasons for Financial Aid Appeals

Public Versus Private Institutions

Takeaways

Widespread income concerns

A decrease in household
income due to COVID was the
number one reason cited for
appeals at public institutions
and the number two reason at
privates.

Price sensitivity at privates

The proportion of private
institutions citing price
sensitivity as a reason for
appeals was 30 percentage
points higher relative to public
institutions.

1) The question asked was “What were the primary reasons families gave for

their appeals? (Select all that apply.)”

©2023 by EAB. All rights reserved.

B
What Were the Primary Reasons Families Gave for Their Appeals?!
Percentage of Schools, Reasons Cited by at Least 25% of Respondents in One or Both Segments
----- @ Public ® - Private
80%
e
70%
60% °
50% O ...
4% | e
................. °
30% . .................
20% COVID-related factors affected families in T ........................
both segments about equally ®
10%
0%
. . . Other school(s)
Household income Net price Family member(s) . .
changes due to COVID too high lost their job Increased aid award

(not COVID-related)

Changes Cited by Fewer than 25% of Respondents in Both Segments
(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Reason)

Changes in family housing situation (22%) Other schools increased aid (COVID-related) (10%)

Income changes not related to COVID-19 (22%) Other (4%)

Costs related to accommodation (10%)

Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 10

Reasons for Financial Aid Appeals

By School Selectivity

Takeaways

High variation across segments

The most common reasons
given for aid appeals differed
considerably by school
selectivity. At the most
selective institutions, appeals
were especially likely to be
institutions focused on net
price, while changes in
household income due to
COVID dominated at selective
and least selective
institutions.

A point of commonality

One important factor that was
cited with about equal
frequency across school
segments was family
members losing their jobs.
This stands in marked
contrast to the high variation
seen across segments where
more directly COVID-related
reasons for appeals are
concerned.

1) The question asked was “What were the primary reasons families gave for

their appeals? (Select all that apply.)”

©2023 by EAB. All rights reserved.
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What Were the Primary Reasons Families Gave for Their Appeals?!
Percentage of Schools, Reasons Cited by at Least 25% of Respondents in One or More Segments

----- ®---- Most selective ® - Selective - @ Least Selective

80% N . Evidence of comparison shopping by
students admitted to most-selective schools
70% PS
@l
600/0 ................ ,.
50%
40% -
O '""'"j‘.::::::---::::::'.'.'.'.'.'. .... o
0% e &l T O ° o
..... ..
20% ®
10% '. ................................... .
0%
Net price Household Family Other school(s) Changes in Income
too Ei h income changes member(s) lost increased aid, family housing changes, not due
9 due to COVID their job not due to COVID situation to COVID

Changes Cited by Fewer than 25% of Respondents in All Segments

(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Reason)
Costs related to accommodation (10%)
Other schools increased aid (COVID-related) (10%)
Other (4%)

Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 10

Reasons for Financial Aid Appeals ,
e,

KE>

By School Size

What Were the Primary Reasons Families Gave for Their Appeals?!
Takeaways Percentage of Schools, Reasons Cited by at Least 25% of Respondents in One or More Segments
Multiple drivers of appeals
) T @ Small ® - Medium - @ Large

Small and medium institutions

were more likely than their 80%

L?irdg:rCr(;%ntaecr)[;arret:stgn(szltei\?en 70% . Susceptibility to competing schools’ aid offers

for appealgs 9 varied considerably across school segments

60% o . l
. iva echoole | e .

A squeeze on midsize schools s0% e

Medium-sized schools were . °

more vulnerable than were 40% °

large or small schools to other \ @ e.

institutions’ aid offers, a 30% e @ 8

possible sign of them (midsize 509 T 8

schools) facing increased ° . e ettt °

competition from both small 10%

and large institutions.

0%
Net price Household Other school(s) Family Changes in Income
t0o ‘:‘i h income changes increased aid, member(s) lost family housing changes, not due
9 due to COVID not due to COVID their job situation to COVID

Changes Cited by Fewer than 25% of Respondents in All Segments

(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Reason)
Costs related to accommodation (10%)
Other schools increased aid (COVID-related) (10%)
Other (4%)

1) The question asked was “What were the primary reasons families gave for
their appeals? (Select all that apply.)” Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 11

Changes in Yield Management

..

Public Versus Private Institutions o :: T
What Changes Did Admissions Teams Make to Their Yield-Management Approach?!
Takeaways Percentage of Schools, Changes Cited by at Least 40% of Respondents in One or Both Segments
Lots of change
----- @ Public ® - Private
Change in yield activities was
both widespread and widely 80%
scoped at public and private 0 °.
institutions—a relatively large 70%
percentage (>40%) reported 60%
making changes to many
aspects of their yield 50% HAE ZOS—— T
management. O T T e it o
40% ° O O :
An SMS push at publics e
L 30%
Public institutions were . . . .
considerably more likely than 0% Many schools in both segments spread their attention fairly evenly
privates to have reported across changes to many aspects of their yield management
increased use of text 10%
messaging.
0%
Increased Added Increased Increased Increased Added
number of text in-person parent social media number of email admitted-student
messages? yield events communications efforts communications  communications

Changes Cited by Fewer than 40% of Respondents in Both Segments
(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Change)

More phone calls (31%) New social media initiatives (9%)
More mailed communications (26%) Added personalized student website/portal (8%)
New virtual yield events (22%) No significant changes (6%)
New parent communications (14%) Added text messaging (3%)
More virtual-tour promotion (11%) Added admitted-student virtual tour (1%)
1) The question asked was “What significant changes, if any, did you
make to your yield activities this year? (Select all that apply.)”
2) Forty-two percent of public institutions additionally cited “increased
text messaging.” Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 11

Changes in Yield Management
By School Selectivity

What Changes Did Admissions Teams Make to Their Yield-Management Approach?!

Takeaways Percentage of Schools, Changes Cited by at Least 40% of Respondents in One or Both Segments
Considerable variation
) . T R @ Most selective @ - Selective - @ Least Selective

Schools in different selectivity

segments varied considerably 70%

in changes they made to their

yield practices, with gaps of 60%

10 percentage points or more

for several tactics. 50%
Low selectivity, high intensity 40%

As might be expected, most-

selective schools were least 30%
likely to have made changes . . . .
to their yield practices, while 20% Many schools in all segments spread their attention fairly evenly
least-selective instituti,ons across changes to many aspects of their yield management
were most likely to have done 10%
SO.
0%
Added Increased Increased Increased Added Increased
in-person number of text number of social media admitted-student use of text
yield events messages emails efforts communications messaging

Changes Cited by Fewer than 40% of Respondents in All Segments
(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Change)

More phone calls (31%) New social media initiatives (9%)

More mailed communications (26%) Added personalized student website/portal (8%)
New virtual yield events (22%) No significant changes (6%)

New parent communications (14%) Added text messaging (3%)

More virtual-tour promotion (11%) Added admitted-student virtual tour (1%)

1) The question asked was “What significant changes, if any, did you make to
your yield activities this year? (Select all that apply.)” Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 11

Changes in Yield Management

By School Size

Considerable variation

Schools of different sizes
varied considerably in
changes they made to their
yield practices, with gaps of
10 percentage points or more
for several tactics.

Differing priorities

The most commonly cited
changes, by segment, were as
follows: added in-person
events for small institutions,
increased parent
communications for medium
institutions, and more text
messaging for large
institutions.

©2023 by EAB. All rights reserved.

What Changes Did Admissions Teams Make to Their Yield-Management Approach?!

Takeaways Percentage of Schools, Changes Cited by at Least 40% of Respondents in One or Both Segments
----- @ Small ® - Medium @ Large
80%
0,
0% L o,
60% o
50% & ¢ . ° ®
@ ~. .................................
40% ‘ ........................ O il 4 oo rrnnnneeeeeennnitien o
. . ............................. . ............................
30% . Py
20% Medium institutions’ approach more closely resembles small
0 schools’ practices on some points and large schools’ on others
10%
0%
Added Increased Increased Added Increased Increased Increased
in-person number of text  social media student number of use of text parent
yield events messages efforts communications emails messaging  communications

Changes Cited by Fewer than 40% of Respondents in All Segments
(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Change)

More phone calls (31%)

More mailed communications (26%)
New virtual yield events (22%)

New parent communications (14%)

More virtual-tour promotion (11%)

1) The question asked was “What significant changes, if any, did you make to
your yield activities this year? (Select all that apply.)”

39

New social media initiatives (9%)

Added personalized student website/portal (8%)
No significant changes (6%)

Added text messaging (3%)

Added admitted-student virtual tour (1%)

Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 12

Changes in Strategy Made This Year

Public Versus Private Institutions B

What Strategic Changes Did Schools Adopt??

Takeaways Percentage of Schools, Changes Cited by at Least 25% of Respondents in One or Both Segments
Market-focused privates
) T @ Public ® - Private
Private institutions were
considerably more likely than 50% Likely a sign of publics
publics to have initiated 45% o e playing catch-up to privates
market research, this being .
the second most commonly 40% @t @, °
cited change in strategy for 35% el e
rivates. | _ .t T ®..
privates 30% o 0 e
Keeping it simple at publics 25% | e 3 ................................... o.. o
Public institutions were more 20% B —— ®

likely to have prioritized

smaller and less complex
changes than were their 10%
private counterparts. 5%

0%

15%
Website redesign the most common new
strategic initiative in both segments

Redesigned Used more Redesigned Increased aid Conducted Undertook
website list sources virtual tour budget market research rebranding

Changes Cited by Fewer than 25% of Respondents in Both Segments
(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Change)

Increased staff size (24%) Added a virtual tour (10%)
Added social media networking platform (15%) Decreased staff size (8%)
Decreased aid budget (12%) Other (6%)

Implemented a new CRM (11%)

1) The question asked was “We would like to ask about your institution’s
strategic decisions more broadly. Which of the following changes, if any, did
you make this year? (Check all that apply.)” Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 12

Changes in Strategy Made This Year
By School Selectivity

A multifaceted effort

Least- and most-selective 10% Increased aid spend the most

schools were more likely to commonly cited change in all segments

have made changes to their 0%

strategy than were selective

institutions. Increased Used more Urr::j::liggk
aid budget list sources research

What Strategic Changes Did Schools Adopt??

Considerable disparities in practice (>10 percentage-point gap)
across school segments for several aspects of strategy

Takeaways Percentage of Schools, Changes Cited by at Least 25% of Respondents in One or More Segments
Selectives especially aid-focused
o T @ Most selective ® - Selective - @ Least Selective
While increased aid budget
was the number one change 60%
in all segments, this was a
particular focus for selective 50% °
schools; 50% of selectives @,
increased their aid budget, | e O
more than any other segment, 40% O T—n o...
while only 32% pursued the | e ®. ... 7
next most commonly cited 30% @ @ it @ °.
change: using more list R & . .
SOUrCeS. e T ‘ ..............
o | T e P s
([ [
Increased Undertook Redesigned Redesigned
staff size rebranding website virtual tour

Changes Cited by Fewer than 25% of Respondents in All Segments
(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Change)

Added social media networking platform (15%)

Decreased aid budget (12%)

Implemented a new CRM (11%)

1) The question asked was “We would like to ask about your institution’s
strategic decisions more broadly. Which of the following changes, if any, did
you make this year? (Check all that apply.)”
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Added a virtual tour (10%)
Decreased staff size (8%)

Other (6%)

Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 12

Changes in Strategy Made This Year

By School Size

Takeaways

Distinctive segment profiles

Schools in the different sizes
of segments differed greatly in
the changes to strategy they
pursued; small institutions
relied more on increased aid
spend, medium institutions
were most likely to have
increased the range of list
sources used, and large
institutions showed a
pronounced emphasis on
market research.

1) The question asked was “We would like to ask about your institution’s

ot

KE>

What Strategic Changes Did Schools Adopt??
Percentage of Schools, Changes Cited by at Least 25% of Respondents in One or More Segments

----- @ Small ® - Medium  --@--Large
60% Large disparities in practice (>20 percentage-point gap)
across school segments for several aspects of strategy
50%
o
o
40%
°
30%
20%
10%
0%
Increased aid Urrm]giae:lig?k Used more list Redesigned Undertook Increased staff
budget research sources website rebranding size

Changes Cited by Fewer than 25% of Respondents in All Segments
(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Change)

Redesigned virtual tour (24%) Added a virtual tour (10%)
Added social media networking platform (15%) Decreased staff size (8%)
Decreased aid budget (12%) Other (6%)

Implemented a new CRM (11%)

strategic decisions more broadly. Which of the following changes, if any, did

you make this year? (Check all that apply.)”

©2023 by EAB. All rights reserved.

Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 13

Planned Changes in Strategy for Next Year -

Public Versus Private Institutions o :: T
What Strategic Changes Were Schools Planning for the Following Year??
Takeaways Percentage of Schools, Changes Cited by at Least One-Third of Respondents in One or Both Segments
Varying degrees of focus
) T I @ Public ® - Private

Private institutions’ attention

was more evenly distributed 50%

over a wider range of planned 45%, 0.

changes than was that of . R

public schools. 40% e T

35% O Y
Ambitious agendas | _ e T L S i ¢
30% Y e e e

Many schools in both o | T @

segments had ambitious plans 25% & T { EECEERRNRRRR—— )

for the coming year, 20%

encompassing such complex 15%

undertakings as website ’ Market research the most commonly

redesigns, rebranding 10% cited change in both segments

initiatives, and market o

5%
research.
0%
Undertake market Hire more Use more Increase Redesign Undertake
research staff list sources aid budget website rebranding

Changes Cited by Fewer than One-Third of Institutions in Both Segments
(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Change)

Implement a new CRM (12%) Add virtual tour (4%)
Redesign virtual tour (12%) Decrease staff size (4%)
Decrease aid budget (15%) Other (2%)

Add social media networking platform (10%)

1) The question asked was “We would like to ask about your institution’s
strategic decisions more broadly. Which changes, if any, are you planning to
make next year? (Check all that apply.)” Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 13

Planned Changes in Strategy for Next Year

[ A
3
By School Selectivity %
What Strategic Changes Were Schools Planning for the Following Year?!
Takeaways Percentage of Schools, Changes Cited by at Least One-Third of Respondents in One or More Segments
Points of consensus
T @ Most selective @ - Selective - @ Least Selective
Two changes in strategy were
. o,
Eotet\;vorth}/] for being pursued 60% o. Two strategies equally common
y about the same percentage | T among schools in all segments
of schools in all segments: 50% T
using more list sources and T l 1
increasing aid budgets. @
40% e °
Least selective, most active R L @ @
Least-selective schools were 30% I O o @ °
. S BN T e e °®
considerably more likely than | e o
their more selective 20% ®
counterparts to be planning
changes in strategy.
10%
0%
Undertake market Redesign Hire more Use more Increase Undertake
research website staff list sources aid budget rebranding
Changes Cited by Fewer than One-Third of Institutions in All Segments
(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Change)
Implement a new CRM (12%) Add virtual tour (4%)
Redesign virtual tour (12%) Decrease staff size (4%)
Decrease aid budget (15%) Other (2%)
Add social media networking platform (10%)
1) The question asked was “We would like to ask about your institution’s
strategic decisions more broadly. Which changes, if any, are you planning to
make next year? (Check all that apply.)” Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Question 13

Planned Changes in Strategy for Next Year

By School Size

Takeaways

Distinctive segment profiles

Schools in the different sizes
of segments varied greatly in
the changes to strategy they
planned on pursuing. Small
institutions were far more
likely to be planning website
redesigns, while large
institutions were considerably
more likely to be planning
market research and hiring
more staff. Medium-sized
institutions’ plans resembled
those of large institutions on
some points and those of
small institutions on other
points.

1) The question asked was “We would like to ask about your institution’s

What Strategic Changes Were Schools Planning for the Following Year?!
Percentage of Schools, Changes Cited by at Least One-Third of Respondents in One or More Segments

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

----- @ Small

Redesign
website

ot

KE>

® - Medium - @ Large
o
............ [ 2  J
""""""""""" ° e @
@l e
~~~~~~~~~~~ ;R O
@.. sl o
T o g
- ) e
Large disparities in practice (>20 percentage-point gap)
across school segments for several aspects of strategy
Undertake market Increase aid Undertake Use more list Hire
research budget rebranding sources more staff

Changes Cited by Fewer than One-Third of Institutions in All Segments
(Number in Parentheses Shows the Percentage of All Respondents Citing the Corresponding Change)

Implement a new CRM (12%)

Redesign virtual tour (12%)

Decrease aid budget (15%)

Add social media networking platform (10%)

strategic decisions more broadly. Which changes, if any, are you planning to

make next year? (Check all that apply.)”
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Add virtual tour (4%)
Decrease staff size (4%)

Other (2%)

Source: EAB research and analysis.
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Recruit and Enroll Your Next Class with

Enroll360 Solutions to Succeed at Each Stage of the Funnel
Our solutions deliver results, powered by an unrivaled recruitment ecosystem.

‘o) Cultivat
/ uitivate

Enroll360 Products for Student and Family Engagement

Audience Generation Digital Experience
Build awareness and influence with the leading inquiry- Engage Gen Z in interactive virtual platforms that tell
generation and college exploration platforms. : i your brand story and build affinity.

Tours Communities
Greenlight Match Global Match

Transfer Recruitment

Facilitate the transfer process and boost enrollment

through best-in-class technology and marketing. To speak with an expert or schedule

a diagnostic conversation, email

Transfer Transfer
Portal Marketing Learn more at



(% JINE

202-747-1000 | eab.com
O @cab @ @eab_ ) @wWeAreEAB @eab.life

ABOUT EAB

At EAB, our mission is to make education smarter and our communities stronger.
We work with thousands of institutions to drive transformative change through
data-driven insights and best-in-class capabilities. From kindergarten to college to
career, EAB partners with leaders and practitioners to accelerate progress and drive
results across five major areas: enrollment, student success, institutional strategy,
data analytics, and diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI). We work with each
partner differently, tailoring our portfolio of research, technology, and marketing
and enrollment solutions to meet the unique needs of every leadership team, as
well as the students and employees they serve. Learn more at eab.com.
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