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BACKGROUND ] "RESULTS

In 2021, the NCAA made $116 bllllOIl dollars IIl I'CVGHUC.I | THE MEAN- SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR EACH THE MEAN SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR EACH THE MEAN SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR
$986 million dollars in TV sales of March Madness ®.! FACTOR, 2017-2018 SEASON. FACTOR, 2019-2020 SEASON. EACH FACTOR, 2021-2022 SEASON.
Each year, the NCAA invests about 60% of its profits to be returned to its colleges, but not all money is distributed equally.? mStay mTransfer mGoPro mRetire mStay mTransfer =GoPro mRetire e g mStay mTransfer mGoPro mRetire

In particular, 35% of the returned revenue goes to Division One Men's Basketball programs.? ' ZHRS

» Translated to dollars, in 2021, $696 million dollars was allocated to member schools. ““

Before the Transfer Portal was established in 2018, there were only 689 athletes who transferred schools.*

After the Transfer Portal was established, 1,138 male NCAA basketball players transferred.’

* This indicated that there was a 165% increase in men's basketball players transferring after the Transfer Portal was created. Table 1. Overview of the Modes Position, School Rank, and School ID for 2017-2018 Table 3. Overview of the Modes Position, School Rank, and School ID for 2019-2020 Table 5. Overview of the Modes Position, School Rank, and School ID for 2021-2022

« Of'that, $243.6 million dollars was destined for Division One Men's Basketball for the next year.
e The remaining 65% of the money — $452.4 million dollars — was divided up into funds that support tutoring and scholarships
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for all other sports.
Positions: 1 = Guard, 2 = Forward, 3 = Center, School ID: 1 = UNC, 2 = Duke, 3 = Notre Dame, 4 = U Miami, 5 = Wake Forest, Positions: 1 = Guard, 2 = Forward, 3 = Center, School ID: 1 = UNC, 2 = Duke, 3 = Notre Dame, 4 = U Miami, 5 = Wake Forest,

The Transfer Portal was created on October 15th, 2018.3
The Transfer Portal 1s, “A compliance tool that systematically manages the transfer process from start to finish, adds more

Positions: 1 = Guard, 2 = Forward, 3 = Center, School ID: 1 = UNC, 2 = Duke, 3 = Notre Dame, 4 = U Miami, 5 = Wake Forest, 6 = Virginia Tech, 7 = UVA, 8 = Florida State, 9 = Syracuse, 10 = Clemson, 11 = Louisville, 12 = Boston College, 13 = Pittsburgh, 14 = Georgia 6 = Virginia Tech, 7=UVA, 8 = Florida State, 9 = Syracuse, 10 = Clemson, 11 = Louisville, 12 = Boston College, 13 = Pittsburgh, 14 = Georgia
6 = Virginia Tech, 7= UVA, 8 = Florida State, 9 = Syracuse, 10 = Clemson, 11 = Louisville, 12 = Boston College, 13 = Pittsburgh, Tech, 15 = NC State Tech, 15 = NC State

transparency to the process among schools, and empowers student-athletes to make known their desire to consider other
14 = Georgia Tech, 15 = NC State

Exercise and Sport Science
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programs.””

The purpose of this study was to describe the characteristics of Division I Men’s
pb rpk thall bl y the ACC who ch ¢ ter the t . rtal THE MEAN SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR THE MEAN SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR THE MEAN SUMMARY STATISTICS FOR
ASKCLDAll PI1AYyCIS 11 NC w110 CNOOSC 1O CNLCT tNC ransicr portal. EACH FACTOR, 2018-2019 SEASON. EACH FACTOR, 2020-2021 SEASON. EACH FACTOR, FOR ALL FIVE SEASONS.
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* Study Design: This was a longitudinal exploratory analysis that examined what factors influenced ACC
men's basketball players to stay with their team or enter the Transfer Portal over a five-year study period.
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* Subjects: This study included 225 NCAA Division I basketball players per basketball season. This
study considered 5 consecutive years for a total of 1,125 athletes. Subjects qualified for this study if they
were male student-athletes on the roster of an ACC men’s basketball team from 2018 to 2022 (IRB
approved).

Table 6. Overview of the Modes Position, School Rank, and School ID for All Five Years

. PrOtOCOl . Table 2. Overview of the Modes Position, School Rank, and School ID for 2018-2019 Table 4. Overview of the Modes Position, School Rank, and School ID for 2020-2021 _

Position 1 1 1 1 Position 1 1 1 1

Position 1 1 1 1 SeRaRERERIE 0 0 0 0 School Rank 0 0 0 0
School Rank 0 0 0 0 School ID 1 5 8 6

* An ndividual Microsoft Excel sheet was created for each College or University in the ACC. Sehool D s E 1 9 Posons 1= Guard 2 Forwrd, 3~ Corter, Sehoo 071 ~UNC, 2 Dike, 3 =Nor Dame, 40 Mam, 5= Wake Fores, e i = ; ;

Positions: 1 = Guard, 2 = Forward, 3 = Center, School ID: 1 = UNC, 2 = Duke, 3 = Notre Dame, 4 = U Miami, 5 = Wake Forest, 6 = Virginia Tech, 7= UVA, 8 = Florida State, 9 = Syracuse, 10 = Clemson, 11 = Louisville, 12 = Boston College, 13 = Pittsburgh, 14 = Georgia Positions: 1 = Guard, 2 = Forward, 3 = Center o o )
6 = Virginia Tech, 7= UVA, 8 = Florida State, 9 = Syracuse, 10 = Clemson, 11 = Louisville, 12 = Boston College, 13 = Pittsburgh, Tech, 15 = NC State School ID: 1 =UNC, 2 = Duke, 3 = Notre Dame, 4 = U Miami, 5 = Wake Forest, 6 = Virginia Tech, 7= UVA, 8 = Florida State, 9 = Syracuse,
14 = Georgia Tech, 15 = NC State 10 = Clemson, 11 = Louisville, 12 = Boston College, 13 = Pittsburgh, 14 = Georgia Tech, 15 = NC State

On each sheet, five sections were provided, one for each basketball season.

Within each section, there were fourteen columns added, each describing a potential factor: C O N C L U S I O N S R E F E R E N C E S

* Player name; position; height; weight; remaining eligibility; playing time; recruitment rank in stars; average points scored;
the average number of rebounds; the average number of assists; the average number of blocks; end of season team rank (in

- . * The primary factor associated with athletes enterine the Transfer Portal 1s an athlete’s remainin
the NCAA); and school. Additionally, another column was added which reflected the player's outcome. b Y 2 S Novy-Williams, E. (2022, March 26). March madness daily: The NCAA's billion-dollar cash cow. Sportico.com. Retrieved October 17, 2022, from

Gllglblllty. The likelihood 1s also affected Welght and hlgh school recruitment rank. https://www.sportico.com/leagues/college-sports/2022/march-madness-daily-the-ncaas-billion-dollar-cash-cow-1234668823/

Player outcomes were classified into four categories — staying with their team, transferring through . ' ' ' . . NCAA. (2020). Where Does The Money Go? Retrieved November 10, 2022, from
y g ying : g g There were 8 factors associated with ACC players going pro: https://ncaaorg.s3.amazonaws.com/about/ncaa/101/NCAA101 WheretheMoneyGoes.pdf

the Transter Portal, gOing pro, and others (generally retiring from SPOYt)-  Increased Welght, decreased ycars of ehglblhty, increased recruitment I‘al’lk, twice the . Johnson, G. (2019). What the NCAA Transfer Portal is... and what it isn't. Cloud Object Storage — Amazon S3 — Amazon Web Services. Retrieved October 17, 2022,

from http://s3.amazonaws.com/static.ncaa.org/static/champion/what-the-ncaa-transfer-portal-is/index.html

The data was collected from ESPN..com, 247Sports.com, and the respective schools’ basketball average number of points, twice the average rebounds, twice the average assists, twice the | I;SA.A Research. (2021, February). DESTINATION OF 2020 NCAA DIVISION I MEN’S BASKETBALL TRANSFERS. Retrieved November 8, 2022, from
ps://ncaaorg.s3.amazonaws.com/research/transfers/2020-21RES DestD I MBBTransfers.pdf

websites. aVerage blOCkS’ and hlgher than aVerage p laylng time. . NCAA. (2022). Transfer Portal Data: Division I Student-Athlete Transfer Trends. NCAA.org. Retrieved November 8, 2022, from
e For the first 3 years of the Study (2017 _2020) there were 20-25 athletes who transferred. https://www.ncaa.org/sports/2022/4/25/transfer-portal-data-division-i-student-athlete-transfer-trends.aspx

All data was compiled into excel sheets and compiled for each year. * In the last 2 years of the study (2020-2021), 55 athletes transferred.
* In the final year (2021-2022), 33 athletes transferred.

All columns consist of numerical values. Qualitative factors, like the player's outcome, the player's
school, and the player's position were turned into numbers.




