
MHEC 
MARYLAND HIGHER EDUCATION COMMISSION 

Funding Guidelines Peer Performance Analysis 


University System of Maryland 


Morgan State University 


St. Mary's College Of Maryland 


March 2010 

MARYLAND HIGHER EDUCATION COMMISSION 
839 Bestgate Rd.· Suite 400· Annapolis, MD 21401-3013 



 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

                           
                                                     

 1 

MARYLAND HIGHER EDUCATION COMMISSION 

Kevin M. O’Keefe, Chairman
 

Donald J. Slowinski, Sr., Vice Chairman
 

Joann A. Boughman 


Eyituoyo Ebigbeyi 


Mark R. Frazer 


Patrice Alexander Ficklin 


Anwer Hasan 


Leronia A. Josey 


James G. Morgan 


Nhora Barrera Murphy 


Emmett Paige, Jr. 


Chung K. Pak 


Paul L. Saval 


James E. Lyons, Sr. 

Secretary of Higher Education 


Martin O’Malley Anthony G. Brown 

Governor       Lt. Governor 




 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 1 

Table of Contents
	

Executive Summary ...........................................................................................................1 


Background ........................................................................................................................2 


Performance Measures for University System of Maryland and Morgan State 

University............................................................................................................................4 


St. Mary’s College of Maryland Quality Profile .............................................................4 


Tables 

            Table 1. University System of Maryland Performance Measures ..........................6 


Table 2. Morgan State University Performance Measures ....................................7 

            Table 3. St. Mary’s College of Maryland Performance Measures..........................8 


Peer Performance Analysis 

Bowie State University ..........................................................................................10 

Coppin State University.........................................................................................12 

Frostburg State University .....................................................................................15 

Salisbury University...............................................................................................19 

Towson University.................................................................................................21 

University of Baltimore .........................................................................................24 

University of Maryland, Baltimore........................................................................27 

University of Maryland Baltimore County ............................................................30 

University of Maryland, College Park ...................................................................33 

University of Maryland Eastern Shore ..................................................................38 

University of Maryland University College ..........................................................43 

Morgan State University ........................................................................................46 

St. Mary’s College of Maryland ............................................................................49 


Appendix A. Peer Performance Selection Methodology for USM Institutions................56 


Appendix B. Operational Definitions for Core Performance Measures:  USM ...............57 


Appendix C. Operational Definitions for Institution Specific Performance  

Measures: USM .........................................................................................61 


Appendix D. Operational Definitions for Performance Measures: Morgan State Univ. ..67 


Appendix E. Operational Definitions for Performance Measures:  St. Mary’s College ..69 




 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 1 

Executive Summary 


In September 1999, the Maryland Higher Education Commission adopted a peer-based model for 
the establishment of funding guidelines for the University System of Maryland and Morgan State 
University. The guidelines are designed to inform the budget process by providing both a 
funding standard and a basis for comparison between institutions. The basic concept of the 
funding guidelines is to identify peer institutions that are similar to Maryland institutions on a 
variety of characteristics. These funding peers are compared to the Maryland institutions to 
inform resource allocation and to assess performance. 

An annual performance accountability component is included in the funding guidelines process.   
Each applicable Maryland institution selects ten performance peers from their list of funding 
peers. The Commission, in consultation with representatives from the University System of 
Maryland, Morgan State University, the Department of Budget and Management and the 
Department of Legislative Services, identified a set of comprehensive, outcome-oriented 
performance measures to compare Maryland institutions against their performance peers.  There 
are fifteen core performance measures for USM institutions and Morgan.  These indicators are 
consistent with the State’s Managing for Results (MFR) initiative and include indicators for 
which data are currently available. In addition, USM institutions use institution-specific 
indicators more reflective of each institution’s role and mission.   

Maryland institutions are expected to perform at or above their performance peers on most 
indicators. Commission staff examined trend data and benchmarks for indicators that are 
comparable to the peer performance indicators.  In instances where an institution’s performance 
was below the performance of its peers, the institution was required to identify actions that it will 
take to improve.   

St. Mary’s College of Maryland participates in the performance assessment process despite the 
fact that it does not participate in the funding guidelines.  St. Mary’s has selected twelve current 
peers and six aspirant peers on which to base performance.  The thirty performance measures 
are similar to those chosen for the other four-year public institutions but also reflect St. Mary’s 
role as the State’s only public liberal arts college. 

This report includes a comprehensive assessment of the performance of each University System 
of Maryland institution, Morgan State University and St. Mary’s College of Maryland in 
comparison to their performance peers.  Performance measures, criteria used to assess 
institutional performance, and issues related to data availability are also discussed.  Each 
institution was given an opportunity to respond to the Commission’s assessment of its 
performance in comparison to its peers; these institutional responses are also included in the 
analysis section. 
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Background 


In September 1999, the Maryland Higher Education Commission adopted funding guidelines; a 
peer-based model designed to inform the budget process by providing both a funding standard 
and a basis for comparison between institutions.  The basic concept of the funding guidelines is 
to identify peer institutions (i.e. funding peers) that are similar to the Maryland institution (i.e. 
home institution) in mission, size, program mix, enrollment composition, and other defining 
characteristics. These funding peers are then compared and contrasted with the Maryland 
institution. This year, MHEC staff updated peer groups for institutions participating in the 
funding guidelines to account for changes over time, including a recent major revision to the 
Carnegie Classification system. 

To select the new peers, public four-year colleges and universities within the same Carnegie 
Classification as the Maryland institution were run through the variations used in the peer 
selection model.  The peer selection process entails running statistical “clusters” of peer 
institutions for each Maryland college or university.  Peers are selected using a least-squares 
selection process. A number of variables are used to select candidates for the funding peer 
groups. Five variations are used for most institutions and consist of variables including 
enrollment; composition of the student population by race, full-or part-time status and level in 
which enrolled; funding per FTE; degrees awarded by discipline; and institutional distances from 
an urban center. An additional variation (Variation IVA) is also used for each Historically Black 
Institution to provide a list that is not too heavily populated with other HBIs. This variation 
consists of total headcount, part-time students as a percent of total and baccalaureate degrees as a  
percent of total degrees. The 20 institutions closest to the Maryland institution in each variable 
are chosen as peers, for a total of 50 to 60 peer institutions. 

This performance accountability report summarizes the performance of Maryland public four-
year institutions in comparison with their funding peers. The presidents of each Maryland 
institution, except the University of Maryland, College Park; University of Maryland, Baltimore; 
and Morgan State University, select ten performance peers from their list of funding peers.  The 
presidents base this selection on criteria relevant to their specific institutional objectives.  The 
University of Maryland, College Park is measured against its aspirational peers - those 
institutions that College Park aspires to emulate in performance and reputation.  For the 
University of Maryland, Baltimore (UMB), composite peers are used to recognize UMB’s status 
as the State’s public academic health and law university with six professional schools.  UMB’s 
peers include institutions classified by the Carnegie Foundation as Specialized – medical schools 
and medical centers and institutions classified as very high research activity institutions.  Morgan 
State University’s performance peers are the same as its funding peers. 

In fiscal year 2002, for the first time, the Commission provided a report to the General Assembly 
on the University System of Maryland’s performance relative to their performance peers.  The 
budget committees expressed concern that this report was not comprehensive because the 
performance indicators did not place enough emphasis on outcome and achievement measures.  
The Commission, in consultation with a workgroup composed of representatives from the 
University System of Maryland (USM), the Department of Budget and Management (DBM), the 
Department of Legislative Services (DLS) and Morgan State University (MSU), identified a set 
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of performance measures to compare Maryland institutions against their performance peers and 
developed a method to assess institutional performance.     

Fiscal year 2009 represents the ninth year the funding guidelines influenced the allocation of 
State resources. As funding guidelines continue to evolve, so too does the assessment of 
institutional performance. 

Data Availability 
To the extent possible, the measures identified for peer comparisons use data that are verifiable 
and currently available from national data systems such as the National Center for Education 
Statistics’ Integrated Postsecondary Education Database Systems (IPEDS), the National Science 
Foundation, and U.S. News and World Report. Some outcomes data are not readily available.  
For example, peer data are not always available for alumni giving and passing rates on several 
professional licensure examinations.  In cases where data are not available through national data 
systems, Maryland institutions obtained data either directly from their peer institutions or 
compared their performance to Maryland institutions that are in the same Carnegie classification.   

It should be noted that for one measure, the pass rate on the Praxis II teacher licensure 
examination, comparisons of pass rates across state lines are difficult to interpret because of 
major differences in the testing requirements from one state to another.  This indicator is most 
useful when used to compare institutional performance to other Maryland institutions.   

Assessing Institution Performance 
Maryland institutions are expected to perform at or above their performance peers on most 
indicators.  In instances where an institution’s performance was materially below the 
performance of its peers, the institution was required to identify actions that it will be taking to 
improve performance. 

Each institution was given an opportunity to respond to the Commission’s assessment of its 
performance in comparison to its peers.  Institutional responses and comments are summarized in 
the analysis section of this report. 
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Performance Measures for the University System of Maryland 
and Morgan State University 

There are fifteen core performance measures for the USM institutions (see Table 1).  Not all 
institutions are required to provide data on all of the measures.  There are separate sets of 
indicators for Maryland’s comprehensive institutions and for the research universities.  
Furthermore, institutions have the flexibility to add specific indicators that are reflective of their 
role and mission.  The indicators include retention and graduation rates, and outcome measures 
such as licensure examination passing rates, the number of faculty awards, and degree awards in 
disciplinary fields of State workforce interest. All indicators are consistent with the State’s 
Managing for Results (MFR) initiative and reflect statewide policy goals.  Appendix B lists the 
operational definitions for each core performance indicator. 

There are fifteen performance measures for Morgan State University (see Table 2).  These 
indicators include retention and graduation rates, doctoral degree awards to women and African-
Americans, STEM bachelor degree awards to African-Americans, percent of full-time faculty 
with terminal degrees, research expenditures, alumni giving and the passing rate on the Praxis or 
NES teacher licensure exams (an assessment that measures teacher candidates’ knowledge of the 
subjects that they will teach).  All indicators are consistent with the State’s Managing for Results 
(MFR) initiative and reflect statewide policy goals. Appendix D lists the operational definitions 
for Morgan’s indicators. 

St. Mary’s College of Maryland Quality Profile 

St. Mary’s College of Maryland’s general fund appropriation is determined by a statutory 
formula and not through the funding guideline process.  However, the college expressed interest 
in providing a set of institutions for the purpose of assessing its performance as the State’s only 
public liberal arts college. Due to its unique character as a public, liberal arts college, St. Mary’s 
is categorized as a Baccalaureate Colleges – Arts & Sciences institution under the 2005 Carnegie 
Basic classification.  Of the approximately 163 institutions in this category, only a small number 
of institutions are public.  Therefore, along with a small group of public institutions with a liberal 
arts mission, the comparison group for St. Mary’s includes private institutions. 

St. Mary’s peer group includes twelve current peers and six aspirant peers.  The aspirant peers 
represent those institutions that St. Mary’s aspires to emulate in performance and reputation.  Of 
the twelve current peers, four are public.  All of the aspirant peers are private institutions.   

The college used the following attributes to identify similar institutions:  size, minority 
enrollment, distribution of bachelor’s and master’s degrees awarded, distribution of degrees 
awarded by broad discipline area, proportion of part-time students, location, tuition and fees, and 
revenue and expenditure data. In addition, St. Mary’s examined additional factors to select its 
peers, including: the academic attributes of new freshmen, the proportion of graduates pursuing 
graduate or professional education, the existence of a senior project requirement; and the value 
of the institution’s endowment.  St. Mary’s chose performance measures that mirrored those 
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chosen by the other State public institutions as well as measures that reflect the college’s 
particular role in the State’s system of higher education.   

There are thirty separate performance measures to assess quality, selectivity, retention, 
graduation, access, efficiency and resources for St. Mary’s College of Maryland (see Table 3).  
These indicators include retention and graduation rates, faculty salaries, student/faculty ratio, and 
library holdings.  Appendix E details St. Mary’s operational definitions. 
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Bowie State University 


Bowie State University meets or exceeds its peers’ performance on eight of nine core 
performance measures. Bowie’s incoming freshmen SAT scores for the 25th – 75th percentiles are 
slightly higher than last year’s scores (800-950) and are comparable to a peer average of 798-
980. The percentages of all minority undergraduates and African American undergraduates 
surpass peer averages by large margins. Bowie’s second-year retention rate (74 percent) is higher 
than last year’s rate and is 7.7 percentage points higher than the peer average. The six-year 
graduation rate increased from 36.8 percent to 41.3 percent this year and is 10.9 percentage 
points above the peer average. The six-year graduation rate for all minorities, as well as that of 
African Americans, continue to exceed peer averages. Bowie reports a 95 percent pass rate on 
teacher licensure exams, slightly lower than last year’s rate but still 4.0 points above the peer 
average. 

The university is slightly below peer performance on one core measure. At three percent, the 
university’s undergraduate alumni giving rate is 2.3 percentage points below the peer average. 

Bowie selected four institution-specific indicators: the percent of faculty with terminal degrees, 
acceptance and yield rates, and Research and Development (R&D) expenditures per full-time 
faculty. The percent of full-time faculty holding terminal degrees increased to 92 percent 
(comparisons can’t be made to peers on this measure since half did not report data).  Bowie’s 
average acceptance rate is 46 percent, making it more selective than peers, which have a 57 
percent acceptance rate. The yield rate (percent of students who accept enrollment offers) has 
dropped to 36 percent and is 13.3 points lower than peer rates.  R& D expenditures per full-time 
faculty have dropped and are $18,629 million below the peer average. 

Commission staff commends Bowie on improving retention and graduation rates, as well as on 
the increase in percent of faculty with a terminal degree.  Bowie is asked to comment on the fact 
that its average undergraduate alumni giving rate remains below the peer average. 

Institution’s Response 

Even though the percent of alumni giving is below Bowie's peers, the total dollars received from 
alumni has jumped from $100,899 in FY 2004 to $441,602 in FY 2009.  Bowie has undertaken a 
number of approaches to grow alumni giving.  For example, a comprehensive communication/ 
solicitation plan including both mail and “phone” appeals served as the basis for the increase in 
our alumni participation rate.  All alumni were contacted and invited to invest in Bowie State as 
opposed to the smaller or selected groups used in the past.  Additionally, a professional 
“telemarketing firm” was contracted to facilitate our “phone” appeal.  Relations were 
strengthened with the Bowie State University National Alumni Association that contributed to 
the increase as well. 
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Coppin State University 


Coppin State University exceeds the performance of its peers on two of ten core performance 
measures. The percentages of all undergraduates that are minority, as well as the percentage 
African American, are well above peer averages. 

Coppin under-performs the peer average on seven core measures. Coppin’s 25th and 75th 

percentile SAT scores of 800-890 are below the peer average of 856-1027. The second-year 
retention rate decreased to 63 percent compared to a peer average of 65 percent. The six-year 
graduation rate for all students fell from 18.2 percent to 15.9 percent, less than half the peer 
average of 32.1 percent. In addition, minority student graduation rates declined to 16.1 percent, 
12.4 points below the peer average. African American student graduation rates declined to 16.2 
percent, compared to a peer average of 29.8 percent.  Coppin’s teacher licensure exam pass rates 
dropped from 100 percent to 90 percent, 8.9 percent below the peer average.  Coppin’s nurse 
licensure exam pass rates dropped from 87 percent to 64 percent, 22.9 points below the peer 
average. Coppin did not provide data for one of its core measures: undergraduate alumni giving 
rates. 

Coppin has five institution-specific indicators: percent of full-time faculty with terminal degrees, 
acceptance and yield rates, student to faculty ratio and state appropriations per full-time 
equivalent student (FTE). Although these are primarily descriptive measures, they provide 
information that offers an institutional profile in comparison to selected peers. For example, 
approximately 53 percent of full-time faculty at Coppin holds a terminal degree, compared to a 
peer average of 65 percent. Coppin’s acceptance rate is lower than that of peers, making it more 
selective. Yield rates are also lower than peer averages. Coppin’s student to faculty ratio is 
higher than its peer average (22.3 compared to the peer average of 19.3). State appropriations per 
FTE are $1,707 above the peer average. 

The Commission staff asks Coppin to comment on the measures on which it under-performs its 
peers: SAT scores of its freshman class, retention and graduation rates, and teacher licensure 
exam pass rates.  Coppin is also asked to provide data on undergraduate alumni giving rates. 

Institution’s Response 

The Vice President for Enrollment Management has developed a 5-year strategic enrollment plan 
for the University with a special emphasis on recruiting high ability students that will increase 
the SAT scores of CSU freshman class. 

The strategic enrollment plan will also place special emphasis on student persistence-to-
graduation. Among the clearly articulated goals (for which there will be built in accountability) 
are: Piloting a Student Success Initiative aimed at male students (3 sub-cohorts of 15 students 
will be selected to participate in the project which is two semesters in duration and includes a 
learning community, service learning component, and peer-mentoring); persistence goals for 
freshmen and special programs; and outreach programs for underprepared students. 
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The inclusion of Student Success Coaches within the Office of Enrollment Management to assist 
students in resolving any issue related to their university experience will assist Coppin students 
in meeting some critical benchmarks.  Additionally, we will be revising our advisement model to 
better serve each cohort of students.  A Center for Student Success and a Center for Adult 
Learning will be established to serve the needs of two very different cohorts of students here at 
Coppin. 

Additionally, we will explore reorganizing our summer programs to give many more of our 
students the opportunity to complete developmental course work during the summer.  If this goal 
is met, we could significantly shorten the length of time to degree in a relatively truncated 
period. 

Coppin State’s School of Education is accredited by the National Council for Accreditation of 
Teacher Education (NCATE).  CSU will continue to maintain high standards of excellence in 
both initial teacher preparation and advanced preparation teacher programs.  Our goal is to 
increase our teacher licensure pass rate to 100%, which was the rate achieved in the 2008 peer 
performance report.  
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Frostburg State University 


Frostburg State University meets or exceeds average peer performance on seven of ten core 
performance measures. Minority student enrollment as a proportion of total undergraduate 
enrollment (26.1 percent) is 13.2 percentage points above the peer average and African 
Americans as a percent of total undergraduates (21.9 percent) is 16.7 percentage points above the 
peer average. Both have increased since last year. The university’s six-year graduation rate has 
improved to 47.6 percent, comparable to its peer average. Six-year graduation rates of minorities 
(38.8 percent) and African Americans (39.8 percent) are both down from 2008 rates but remain 
equal to or higher than peer averages (the minority rate is equivalent to the average while that of 
African American students is 3.0 points higher). Frostburg’s teacher licensure exam pass rate is 
97 percent, equal to the peer average. The BSW Social Work licensing exam pass rate improved 
from 82 percent to 100 percent (no comparable peer data). The alumni giving rate is 12 percent, 
2.4 percentage points above the peer rate  

The university performs below the average of its peers on two core measures. Freshman SAT 
scores in the 25th to 75th percentile are 870-1060 compared to a peer average of 899-1099. The 
second-year retention rate is 71 percent, 3.9 percentage points below the peer average. 

Frostburg includes two institution-specific indicators and exceeds peer averages on both. 
Student-faculty ratio at Frostburg is 17 to 1 versus a peer average of 18 to1. Eighty-five percent 
of Frostburg’s faculty has terminal degrees compared to 84 percent of peers.  

Commission staff commends Frostburg on its success in continuing to increase enrollment 
diversity, as well as on the strong improvement in the BSW Social work licensing exam pass rate 
to 100 percent. Frostburg should comment on its decreasing second-year retention rate and the 
fact that SAT scores of the entering class are slightly below those of its peers. 

Institution’s Response 

Second-year Retention Rate 
The slight decrease in the average (4-yr) second-year retention rate of Frostburg State 
University’s (FSU) undergraduate first–time student cohort from 72% in 2008 to 71% in 2009 is 
partly attributed to an increase in voluntary withdrawals and appears, for the most part, to be 
anomalous. The University recognizes that further improvements to its student persistence efforts 
are required. As detailed in the Institutional Achievement Gap Report, FSU anticipates that the 
following new initiatives and a continued emphasis on current strategies will result in the 
enhancement of the retention rate. 

As cited in Frostburg’s 2009 accountability report, the Closing the Achievement Gap Task Force 
has been established to identify strategies to address retention and graduation rates of 
underrepresented groups at the University. These strategies include identifying students most at 
academic risk; identifying particular “gatekeeper courses,” majors, and periods of student careers 
where student academic problems most often occur; reengineering programs and courses 
designed to improve students’ entry-level skills in reading, writing, and mathematics; identifying 
what successful students do and modeling support services according to their behavior; and 
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developing specific programs and strategies to sustain the University’s success in second-year 
retention into subsequent years.  In addition, the University has joined the Pell Institute Retention 
Initiative and will use its consultation services to develop more detailed analyses of student 
outcomes and pressure points that help explain differences in student access. 

The University’s existing strategies, such as the Learning Communities program, are specifically 
designed to enhance student academic performance and second-year retention. Now in its twelfth 
year, the Learning Communities program allows first-year students to explore an academic 
major, life skill, or topic by enrolling in thematically linked courses. Learning communities also 
help students establish support networks with peers, faculty, and University staff. Fifty-one 
learning communities were offered in fall 2008. Student satisfaction surveys continue to show 
that acquiring study skills was an important aspect of the learning community experience. 

Further student retention efforts include FSU’s Phoenix Program, which provides an alternative 
for students who face mid-year dismissal following their first semester at the University. Low-
performing students are placed in an Introduction to Higher Education course during the spring 
semester where they receive intensive support and assistance in improving their academic 
records. As of spring 2009, a total of 272 students have participated in the Phoenix Program.  

Frostburg’s student retention activities also include Student Support Services, an educational 
office that works specifically with first-generation, low income, and/or disabled students.  Its 
Programs for Academic Support and Study (PASS) provide individual and group tutoring in a 
wide range of subjects along with personal instruction through the University’s Writing Center. 

In addition, the Center for Advising and Career Services works to encourage campus 
engagement and provide students with strategies to address change and overcome obstacles to 
their academic success. The Center provides individualized essential support to transfer, 
undeclared, and underrepresented students. 

SAT Scores of FSU’s Entering Class 
Frostburg State University is committed to creating an environment that enhances student 
learning. The University serves the needs and interests of a diverse student population and 
provides a rich network of connections between faculty and students. Frostburg continues to 
attract students with strong academic credentials who are committed to successfully completing a 
baccalaureate degree. 

First-time applicants to the University are granted admission based on high school grade point 
average (GPA), performance on the SAT, completion of a college preparatory program, optional 
letters of recommendation, and an optional admissions essay. While FSU acknowledges that its 
first-time students have SAT scores that are slightly below those of its peers, the University also 
recognizes that combined SAT percentiles are but one reflection of an applicant pool. Frostburg 
has achieved great success in serving students with high school GPAs that are stronger than their 
SAT scores. 
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Over the last three years, FSU’s first-time students have maintained a high school GPA in the 
range of 3.04 to 3.10 (See Table 1). 

Table 1 
First-time Student 

Average High School GPA and SAT Percentiles 

Average High 
School GPA SATC 25th SATC 75th 

Fall 2008 3.10 870 1060 
Fall 2007  3.07 860 1060 
Fall 2006 3.04 870 1060 
Data Source: P409 Student Research Population File 
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Salisbury University 


Salisbury University exceeds its peers on eight of ten core performance indicators. Entering 
freshmen SAT scores in the 25th-75th percentile range are among the highest in the peer group 
(1040-1210 compared to peer group average of 979-1162).  Salisbury’s percentages of minority 
and African American undergraduate students are 17.4 percent and 11.6 percent respectively; 
both exceed peer averages. The second-year retention rate has risen to 82 percent, almost three 
percentage points higher than the peer average. Salisbury’s overall six-year graduation rate of 
69.1 percent is 11.4 percentage points above the peer average. Minority and African American 
graduation rates have improved since last year. The minority rate is 62.2 percent (up from 53.3 
percent), while that of African Americans is 57.1 percent (up by one point). Both rates remain 
above peer averages: 18.1 points higher for all minority students and 15.1 points for African 
American students. Salisbury’s pass rate on nursing licensing exams rose from 90 percent to 95 
percent this year; compared to a peer average of 87 percent. The average alumni giving rate 
increased by two points to 14 percent, putting Salisbury 4.6 points above peers on this measure. 

The university compares unfavorably to peers on one core performance measure: pass rate on 
teacher licensure exams. The university’s 94 percent pass rate, although up two points from last 
year, still falls short of the peer average of 97 percent.  

Salisbury selected five institution-specific indicators: acceptance rate; percentage of full-time 
faculty with a terminal degree; student-faculty ratio; average high school grade point average of 
first-time freshmen and state appropriations per FTE. Salisbury is more selective than its peers 
with an acceptance rate of 56 percent compared to a peer average of 64 percent. Eighty-two 
percent of Salisbury faculty holds a terminal degree, equivalent to the peer average. The student-
faculty ratio is 15.3 to 1, better than the 18.6 to 1 peer average. The average high school GPA for 
entering freshmen of 3.5 is just above the average. And while Salisbury’s state appropriations per 
FTE increased to $5,021, it remains below the peer average by $2,427 per FTE. 

Commission staff commends Salisbury on maintaining diversity and improving retention and 
graduation rates. In the past, the university has described initiatives to improve teacher licensure 
exam pass rates; the Commission requests an update in view of Salisbury’s continuing under-
performance relative to peers. 

Institution’s Response 
Salisbury University is pleased that the pass rate for the PRAXIS II increased by 2 percentage 
points, to 94%, from the previous year. This marks the third consecutive year at Salisbury 
University that these pass rates increased. During the 2008-09 academic year (AY), the 
Professional Education unit implemented a new graduation requirement for students seeking 
their degree in a Professional Education area. Beginning with students graduating from the 
Professional Education program in spring 2010 and after, students must pass the PRAXIS II in 
order to graduate with recommendation for certification. This will result in a teacher licensure 
pass rate of 100% for Salisbury University. However, the rates provided on the 2009 Peer 
Performance report are based on data from graduates during AY 2006-07. As such, it will take 
four more Peer Performance reporting cycles for the 100% PRAXIS II pass rate to be displayed 
for Salisbury University. 
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Towson University 


Towson University exceeds average peer performance on six out of ten core performance 
measures. Towson’s SAT 25th - 75th percentiles scores of 990-1150 compare favorably with the 
peer average of 929-1143. The percentage of African American undergraduate students attending 
the institution increased to 11.7 percent this year, 1.8 percentage points above the peer average.  
Towson’s second-year retention rate remains at 83 percent, compared to a peer average of 77 
percent. The overall six-year graduation rate rose from 63.6 percent to 66.2 percent and is 16.1 
points above the peer average. The six-year graduation rates for all minorities increased by over 
one point to 66.7 percent, which is 21.6 points above the peer average.  For African American 
students, the six-year graduation rate increased 69.9 percent, 28.4 points over the peer average. 

Towson performs below the average of its peers on four core measures. The percent minority of 
all undergraduates, while having increased to 19.0 percent, remains slightly below the peer 
average. The pass rate on teacher licensure exams (96 percent), while having improved, is 2.1 
points below the peer average. The pass rate on nursing licensure exams dropped to 76 percent 
which is 16 percentage points below the average. The alumni giving rate is just under the peer 
average. 

Towson selected three institution-specific indicators:  percent of undergraduates who live on 
campus; student-faculty ratio; and acceptance rate. Twenty-five percent of Towson’s students 
live on campus, comparable to the peer average. The student/faculty ratio of 18 to 1 is about the 
same as the peer average of 17 to 1. Towson is more selective than its peers, with an acceptance 
rate of 60 percent compared to a peer average of 76 percent.   

Commission staff commends Towson on its steadily improving graduation rates, especially of 
minority and African American students. Towson should comment on its below-average pass 
rates for teacher and nursing licensure exams. 

Institution’s Response 

Teacher Licensure Exam 
Institution-specific characteristics and requirements make our peer institutions unique with 
respect to teacher licensure exam pass rates and therefore not comparable to pass rates at Towson 
University. For example, Portland State University and California State University, Sacramento 
offer initial teacher education certification only at the graduate level.  This population of students 
is different from that of Towson in that they have already achieved a bachelor’s degree.   

Unlike Towson, Ball State University, Western Kentucky, East Carolina, Eastern Michigan, 
James Madison, and UNC Charlotte require passing Praxis II either as a graduation requirement 
or before the institutions recommend a candidate for licensure, thereby ensuring higher pass 
rates. The current policy of the Towson University Teacher Education Executive Board does not 
require successful completion of the respective certification-specific Praxis II exams as a 
graduation requirement, nor as a prerequisite before Towson submits completers of a Maryland 
Approved Program to the Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE).  (However, MSDE 
requires that applicants for state teacher certification must pass certification-specific Praxis II 
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exams before granting a certificate). The Teacher Education Executive Board is reviewing its 
current policy regarding Praxis II exams. 

Nursing Licensure Exam 
Though our passing rate for AY 2009 was lower in comparison to peer performance, our nursing 
licensure passing rate was above the standard established by the Maryland Board of Nursing and 
we are recognized in good standing.  Peer performance is primarily only relevant to the state in 
which the nursing program resides because regulatory standards and requirements frequently 
vary among states.  We expect our pass rates in the state of Maryland to continue to improve 
with faculty hires and program stabilization, increased student selectivity, individualized student 
support, and implementation of the revised undergraduate curriculum.  We identified variables 
related to success on the NCLEX-RN© examination and are implementing faculty-approved 
revisions to academic policies governing student admission and progression.  We were awarded 
a 1.18 million dollar grant through the Who Will Care Initiative/Maryland Institute of Education, 
beginning AY 2010.  A component of this grant will assist us in hiring two Retention Success 
Specialists to support individualized student learning/remediation needs; monitor student 
performance on the Total Testing Series (changed from Educational Resources, Inc. to Evolve 
Testing Series in AY 2010); and enhance student preparation for the nursing licensure 
examination.  Another significant measure directed at improving NCLEX-RN© performance 
includes implementation of the substantially revised undergraduate curriculum.  The revisions 
are being completed in response to the amended standards for baccalaureate education 
promulgated by the nursing education accrediting body, the Commission for the Colleges of 
Nursing Education, and in response to the National Council for State Boards of Nursing’s 
revised “Test Plan,” which forms the basis for the NCLEX-RN© examination.  Our planned 
timeline for implementation of the revised curriculum is AY 2011-2012. 
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University of Baltimore 


The University of Baltimore’s (UB) historical primary mission has been to provide upper 
division bachelors, masters, and professional degrees. As such, it uses a different set of 
performance measures compared to other University System of Maryland institutions. 

UB outperforms the peer average on three of five core performance measures. Minority 
undergraduate students comprise 41.7 percent of enrollments which is 8.6 percentage points 
above the peer average. The university ranks second among peers in the percentage of African 
American undergraduate enrollments (34.3 percent) and is 19.2 percentage points above the peer 
average. In addition, UB reports 1.9 awards per 100 full-time faculty members, comparing 
favorably to a peer average of 1.3. 

The average alumni giving rate at UB is 6.0 percent, up from last year but still 3.4 points below 
the peer average. 

None of the selected peer institutions has a law school, thus, there is no comparative peer data 
for one core measure: pass rate for first-time test takers of the law licensing exam. UB had a 74 
percent pass rate for the reporting period, one point below last year’s pass rate. Given the lack of 
comparative data, it is helpful to compare UB’s pass rate to Maryland’s other public law school 
at the University of Maryland, Baltimore, which reports an 84 percent pass rate for the same 
reporting period. 

UB selected two institution-specific indicators: expenditures for research and the proportion of 
part-time faculty.  It exceeds the peer average for research expenditures by $4.0 million, ranking 
second among peers in this category. Almost 55 percent of the university’s faculty is part-time, 
6.1 points above the peer average. 

Commission staff asks UB to comment on its below-average undergraduate alumni giving rate 
and its below-average proportion of full-time faculty. 

Institution’s Response 

The most recent report of the average undergraduate (2-yr) undergraduate alumni giving rate for 
the University of Baltimore is 6% vs. 9.4% for its peers. This discrepancy is largely due to the 
data reported by one of the ten schools: the Citadel’s reported rate is 28% while the average for 
the other nine schools is only 6.3%. The Citadel’s rate is in fact an extreme outlier that distorts 
the average and makes the use of this particular statistic problematical. A better measure would 
be the median undergraduate alumni giving rate which is 7% for the ten peer schools. Using the 
median, the gap between UB and its peers is only 1%.  

The peer performance indicator “% part-time faculty” is based on a simple headcount of full and 
part-time faculty that fails to measure accurately the role of the full-time faculty in instruction at 
the university. At UB, though full-time faculty make-up only 45 % of the total headcount, they 
teach over 68% of its credit hours. Most part-time faculty members at UB are working 
professionals who teach one or two classes a year in areas in which they have specific expertise, 
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particularly in UB’s graduate and first-professional programs. At UB, 54% of the students are in 
the graduate and first-professional programs. 

Though the commission staff did not ask the university to respond about the passing rate in the 
law licensing exam it is worth noting that the most recent results show a bar passage rate of 83% 
by first time test takers from the university, compared to the 74% reported (in this report). 
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University of Maryland, Baltimore 


The University of Maryland, Baltimore’s (UMB) peer institutions reflect the university’s status 
as the State’s public academic health and law university with six professional schools.  UMB’s 
peers include institutions classified in the 2005 Carnegie Basic classifications as Research- very 
high activity and Specialized – medical schools and medical centers. The university’s unique 
mission and educational structure must be taken into account when reviewing peer comparisons.  

UMB matches or out- performs peers on seven core performance measures. UMB enrolls a 
higher percentage of minority undergraduates and African American undergraduates than peer 
average by 9.7 and 12.9 percentage points, respectively.  Pass rates on nursing and dental 
licensure exams (89 percent and 97 percent, respectively) are both above national averages by 
three points (peer averages are not available so UMB provided national averages for 
comparison). Pass rates on medical licensure exams (95 percent) match national rates, while pass 
rates on social work licensure exams (77 percent) are four points higher than national rates.  
Total R&D expenditures in Medicine per fulltime medical faculty dropped to $267,799 but 
remain higher than the average, by $36,811. The average annual percent growth rate in federal 
R&D expenditures in Medicine was cut in half this year, from 17.6 percent to 8.1 percent, 
making it comparable to the peer average. 

The university compares unfavorably to peers on three core measure. The pass rate on the law 
licensure exam declined to 84 percent, which is below the peer average of 91 percent. UMB’s 
average alumni giving rate is 10 percent, five points below the peer average. Total R&D 
expenditures in Medicine dropped to $287 million, $45 million below the peer average.  

The university selected three institution-specific indicators for which data is available: percent 
minority students enrolled, total headcount enrollment, and percent graduate and first-
professional students enrolled. UMB total enrollment is 34.9 percent minority compared to a 
peer average of 30.8 percent. Its total headcount enrollment of 6,156 is over 16 thousand less 
than the peer average. Graduate and first- professional enrollments make up 87.7 percent of total 
headcount, more than twice the peer average. 

UMB is asked to comment on below-average performance on the following measures: the Law 
licensure exam pass rate, the undergraduate alumni giving rate, and the total R&D expenditures 
in Medicine 

Institution’s Response 

As usual, the National Institutes of Health continues to be the largest source of funding, but the 
largest individual grant awarded to UMB for fiscal year 2009 was from the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention to support work with HIV/AIDS patients in Nigeria.  This grant 
contributes to the significant globalization of UMB’s activities and an increase in funding for 
international projects from less than $15 million five years ago to nearly $100 million in fiscal 
year 2009. 
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Although bar exam pass rates are available for peer institutions, the difficulty of the bar exam 
differs among states, and thus pass rates cannot be used to compare the performance of law 
students sitting for the bar in different states.  Compared to 2005, the pass rate for UMB students 
taking the Maryland bar exam has improved more than for graduates of any other peer institution 
taking the bar exam in their respective state, from 78% to 84%. 

The University of Maryland, Baltimore has a small number of undergraduate students, and all 
undergraduate programs are upper division only, meaning that UMB is not the only higher 
education institution that graduates may have relationships with as alumni.  Over the past five 
years this statistic has varied considerably. 

Research and development expenditures in medicine reported for fiscal year 2007 (the data point 
utilized for the 2009 Peer Performance analysis) are lower due to a 12% decline in federal 
support compounded by a 30% drop in expenditures funded by state sources compared to the 
previous year. Although lower levels of funding from these sources continued for fiscal year 
2008, overall expenditures in medicine recovered somewhat due to increased support from 
industry and institutional sources. 
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University of Maryland, Baltimore County 


The University of Maryland, Baltimore County (UMBC) meets or exceeds the average of its 
peers on seven of thirteen core performance measures.  It compares favorably on SAT 25th and 
75th percentiles scores of 1090-1280 compared to the peer average of 1014-1227.  UMBC’s 
percentage of minority undergraduate students (42.9 percent) exceeds the peer average by 15.8 
percentage points. African American students comprise 16.7 percent of undergraduate 
enrollment, more than double the peer average. UMBC’s average second- year retention rate 
increased to 83 percent over the past year, equal to the peer average. The university’s six-year 
graduation rate for African American students increased to 59.7 percent and exceeds the peer 
average by 7.2 points. UMBC ranks second in average annual percent growth in federal R&D 
expenditures—at 13.7 percent, it is over double that of the average peer growth rate. In addition, 
UMBC boasts an average of 3.8 awards per 100 full-time faculty, compared to a peer average of 
2.8. 

UMBC underperforms peers on six core measures. Although the overall six-year graduation rate 
rose by three points over the past year to 59.4 percent, it is 3.4 percentage points below the peer 
average. The six-year graduation of minorities dropped to 53.3 percent, 2.4 percentage points 
below the peer average. UMBC’s pass rate on teacher licensure exams is 93 percent (a drop of 
three points from last year) and is 4.4 percentage points below the peer average. It also reports 
the lowest percentage of alumni giving (five percent) among its peers—the peer average is over 
three times higher. Although R&D expenditures have increased, the total is $55.7 million below 
the peer average. Total R&D expenditures per fulltime faculty have dropped over the past year 
and are also below the peer average. 

UMBC chose five institution-specific indicators: rank in the number of bachelor’s degrees 
awarded in information technology, rank in the ratio of invention disclosures per $100 million in 
total R&D expenditures, student-to-faculty ratio, federal R&D expenditures per full-time faculty, 
and rank in the ratio of license agreements to R&D expenditures in millions. The university 
continues to rank first in information technology bachelors degree awards. It ranks second on 
invention disclosures per million in R&D expenditures. It has a higher than average ratio of FTE 
students to full-time faculty (21.1:1 compared to 19:1) and is ranked third in federal R&D 
expenditures per full-time faculty, over $87,000 per full-time faculty above the peer average. On 
ratio of license agreements per million in R&D expenditures, UMBC ranks sixth out of seven 
institutions responding. 

Commission staff commends UMBC on its increasing diversity. UMBC should comment on the 
following measures for which its performance is below that of peers: six-year graduation rate of 
all students and minorities, pass rate of teacher licensure exams, average undergraduate alumni 
giving rate, total R&D expenditures and total R&D expenditures per full-time faculty. 

Institution’s Response 

Graduation Rates 
Student retention and graduation rates are important indicators that UMBC takes very seriously 
and that the institution has worked vigorously to improve.  First Year Seminars, student 
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“success” seminars, the New Student Book Experience, Living-Learning communities, and 
enhancements to freshman advising have all been implemented to promote student success and 
retention. Since many students leave UMBC to pursue majors in fields that UMBC does not 
offer, the university has also focused on broadening its academic program base.  One recent 
addition is a baccalaureate program in Media and Communication Studies, which builds on our 
strengths in these two areas. From an initial enrollment of 47 in 2007, this program has grown to 
169 majors in fall 2009.  Although the impact of these efforts on graduation rates takes several 
years to emerge, UMBC’s graduation rate has improved markedly from 53.3% in our 2004 report 
to 59.4% in 2009. The average for our peer institutions rose from 60.8% to 62.8% over the same 
period. 

Over the past several years, graduation rates for African-American students and for minority 
students have generally exceeded the graduation rates for UMBC students overall.  This year, the 
graduation rate for African-American students was 59.7%, which was comparable to the rate of 
59.4% for all students. For minority students, however, the rate fell from 56.2% last year to 
53.3% this year. This change appears to reflect a decline in the graduation rate for Asian 
students, which the university is currently investigating.  

R&D Expenditures 
UMBC has continued its growth in R&D expenditures and ranks very favorably among its peers 
on the measures that take the university’s size into account.  For example, UMBC ranks lowest 
on Total R&D expenditures, but remains 6th (at the median) in Total R&D expenditures per full-
time faculty member.  UMBC ranks 3rd on its institution-specific indicator of Federal R&D 
Expenditures per full-time faculty member. The rate of growth has slowed over the last 4 years, 
which is consistent with the trend for our peer institutions. 

Pass Rate of Teacher Licensure Exams 
UMBC’s teacher education programs require students to pass the licensure examinations in order 
to be considered “program completers.”  This requirement was instituted several years ago and 
should, in principle, yield 100% pass rates for the peer comparison data.  Pass rates less than 
100% in the Title II reports may result from differences between first and final attempts on the 
Praxis tests or other administrative issues. 

Alumni Giving Rate 
UMBC’s Alumni giving rate is a product of two factors: a campus that is only 43 years old, with 
a comparatively small alumni base, and limitations on resources to staff the alumni office.  In 
the past three years, UMBC has made a commitment to enhance alumni operations.  In 2007 
three new gift officers were added to the staff in the Office of Institutional Advancement and 
alumni contributors and dollars rose in the fiscal year ending June 30.  UMBC is in the final year 
of a seven year campaign to raise $100 million, and as of October 31, 2009 alumni had 
committed over $2.9 million toward their $3 million goal for the Campaign.  The university has 
also enhanced communication with its alumni through a redesigned Web site 
(http://retrievernet.umbc.edu) and a new UMBC Magazine, which was launched in winter 2009 
to connect alumni to the campus of today.  The magazine is distributed in hard copy and is also 
available online (http://www.umbc.edu/magazine). 
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University of Maryland College Park 


The University of Maryland College Park is measured against its aspirational peers: institutions 
which, as the State’s flagship public institution, it seeks to emulate in reputation and quality.  
The university exceeds the peer average on four out of thirteen core performance measures for 
the current reporting period. UMCP enrolls the highest percentage of African American 
undergraduates (13.1 percent), exceeding the peer average by 6.9 percentage points. Pass rates 
on teacher licensure exams continue to reach 100 percent, matching peers’ rates. Total R&D 
expenditures per full-time faculty are $292,837, about $20 thousand above the peer average. 
UMCP’s 5.8 percent average annual percent growth in federal R&D expenditures is over twice 
the 2.1 percent peer average. 

UMCP falls below the peer average on nine core measures. The university’s new student SAT 
25th - 75th percentile score range of 1190-1360 compares unfavorably to the group average of 
1196-1406. While it enrolls the highest percentage of African American undergraduates, it is 6.9 
percentage points below the peer average for all minorities as percent of enrollment. Second-year 
retention rates are three percentage points below the peer average. The six-year graduation rate 
for all undergraduates (81.8 percent) and all minority undergraduates (77.0 percent) have 
improved for four consecutive years, but both rates remain below peer averages of 86.9 and 83.0 
percent, respectively.  The six-year graduation rate of African American students dropped from 
69.0 to 67.7 percent, which is 4.3 points below the peer average. The university’s 14 percent 
alumni-giving rate is 2.6 percentage points below the peer average. Total R&D expenditures, 
while up, are $51.4 million below the peer average. UMCP reports 4.6 awards per 100 full-time 
faculty members, compared to a peer average of 5.2. 

UMCP has five institution-specific indicators: the number of graduate-level colleges, programs 
or specialty areas ranked among the top 25 in the nation; the number of graduate-level colleges, 
programs or specialty areas ranked among the top 15 in the nation; the percent change over five 
years in the number of faculty holding membership in one of three national academies; the 
number of invention disclosures reported per $100 million in total R&D expenditures; and the 
number of degrees awarded to African American students. The university has 68 graduate-level 
programs ranked among the top 25 compared to a peer group average of 97. UMCP’s number of 
programs ranked in the top 15 (48) is well below the peer average of 83.  The university 
continues to outpace its peers in the percent change in faculty memberships in national 
academies with 14.3 percent growth compared to 8.7 percent growth for the peer average. The 
number of invention disclosures per $100 million in total R&D expenditures is just about equal 
to the peer average of 32. Once again, UMCP ranks first in the number of degrees awarded to 
African American students (680), exceeding the peer average by 359 degrees.   

UMCP is to be commended for its success for once again achieving a 100 percent pass rate on 
teacher licensure exams and for its increasing diversity in terms of African American 
undergraduates. The university is asked to comment on the following measures for which its 
performance is below that of peers: percent minority of all undergraduates, second-year retention 
rate, six-year graduation rates (for all as well as for minority and African American students), 
undergraduate alumni giving rate, total non-medical R&D expenditures, number of graduate-
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level colleges, programs or specialty areas ranked among the top 25 in the nation and the number 
of graduate-level colleges, programs or specialty areas ranked among the top 15 in the nation. 

Institution’s Response 

Minority Enrollment 
To understand this measure more fully, it is important to compare the University against 
individual peer institutions. When evaluating the percentage of minority students enrolled, UM 
enrolls a lower percentage of minorities than UCLA or Berkeley (57% each).  Each of these 
institutions enrolls a much higher percentage of Asian students than UM, reflecting the 
demographics in California.  UM enrolls more minority students (33.9%) than the University of 
Illinois, the University of Michigan, and the University of North Carolina, whose minority 
enrollment percentages range from 23% to 27%. However, UM enrolls more than twice the 
proportion of African-American students (13.1%) when compared with the peer average (6.2%).  
Finally, it should be noted that UM also graduates more African-American students than any of 
our peers. 

Retention Rate 
The average second-year retention rate for the University of Maryland (93%) is below the peer 
average (96%). Our retention rate has fluctuated over the past several years, although trending 
upward overall. As we approach an asymptotic limit of a 100% retention rate, yearly 
fluctuations in our progress are to be expected.  Over time, however, we have been able to close 
the gap by one percentage point. Though our current rate (93.2%) is a slight decline from last 
year, we do not believe this represents a trend. We believe our long-term gains are the result of 
student success initiatives that were implemented over the last few years.  The strategic plan sets 
a goal of a 94% retention rate in five years and 96% in ten years, which will achieve 
comparability with our peers.    

Six-Year Graduation Rates 
For the University:  The University has set ambitious goals to increase its graduation rates.  The 
strategic plan calls for graduation rates to increase to at least 83% in five years and 86% in ten 
years. Further, in its Managing for Results report, the University set a University goal of an 80% 
graduation rate in 2009. In 2009, the University eclipsed that goal with a graduation rate of 
81.7%. 

For all minorities:  For all minorities our goal has been to increase the graduation rate from 66% 
to 73%. As of fall 2009, the graduation rate for all minorities is at 76.4%, exceeding the MFR 
goal. 

For African-American students:  The rate for African-American students was expected to 
increase from 57% to 64% over the past five years.  As is the case for all minorities, the 
graduation rate for African American students has also exceeded our 2009 goal and is now at 
70.4%. 

The University is clearly achieving success for all students.  Although peer data are not available 
for the most current (2003) cohort comparisons, we know that UMCP rates have continued to 
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improve.  Please note, however, that inclusive of the fall 2002 cohort, the UM graduation rate 
has increased by approximately twelve percentage points over the last six years;  in addition, the 
fall 2003 cohort graduated at virtually the same rate.  This growth rate exceeds that of our peers 
(approximately three percent.)  Additionally, while the most comparable statistic for graduation 
rates for minority students is six percentage points below the peer average, the UM rate for all 
minorities has increased by thirteen percentage points over six years, while the peer average has 
only increased by four percentage points over the same period.  The rate for African-American 
students was four percentage points below the peer average; but, again, the rate for African-
American students has increased by twelve percentage points over the last six years, while the 
peer average has increased by only three percentage points.  Looking at our most recent data for 
the fall 2003 cohort, the graduation rate for African-American students rose from 67.7% (for the 
fall 2002 cohort – the last date for which comparable statistics were available) to 70.4 percent for 
the fall 2003 cohort. Despite the lag behind the peer average rates, the University has made 
tremendous progress both in terms of increasing graduation rates for all students and in 
decreasing the gap between the UM graduation rates and the peer averages.  University 
initiatives supporting the Chancellor’s goal of closing the achievement gap, coupled with 
strategies identified in the Strategic Plan to improve student success, are key factors that have 
achieved improved retention and graduation rates.  

Alumni Giving Rate 
The average two-year alumni giving rate for UM (14%) is below our peer average of 16%. This 
is in part due to the fact that the average is skewed by an unusually high giving rate for the 
University of North Carolina (23.6%). UNC has had the ambience and culture of an elite private 
university for many years.  Maryland’s giving rate is roughly on par with our other peers:  UC 
Berkeley (14%), UCLA (14%), Michigan (18%), and Illinois (14%). 

A significant factor that influences our annual giving rate is the fact that for the past decade 
Maryland has played “catch up” in improving its alumni records.  In the last five years, we have 
found mailing addresses and other pertinent data on more than 50,000 alumni whom previously 
we were unable to reach or did not know about. In addition, with the help of our Foundation 
Board of Trustees, we have launched an “Alumni Affinity Initiative.”  We are currently devising 
strategies geared toward engaging young alumni (“Millennials”). Young alumni represent 40% 
of our alumni constituency and have the lowest rate of giving.  Maryland is examining new 
messages, the use of technology, and incentives to establish a model of engaging alumni. 

As a result of these efforts, the size of our addressable alumni body is increasing substantially. 
Over the long term, this new alumni base will benefit Maryland in a host of ways, from increased 
giving to expanding volunteer assistance. We anticipate a boost in our giving rate over the next 
few years to become more competitive with UNC, and to exceed the giving rates of Berkeley, 
UCLA, Michigan, and Illinois. 

Total R&D Expenditures 
At 5.8%, UM’s average annual percent growth (5-yr) in federal R&D expenditures is second 
only to UNC (7.6%) among our peers. In 2008, UM increased its total R&D expenditures by 
9.8% over 2007 and, at an average of $292,837 per faculty member, exceeded the average total 
federal R&D expenditures per FT faculty members of our peers.   

35



 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

  

Due to challenges and uncertainties facing the federal research budget, the university continues 
to focus on expanding its non-federal funding sources.  We continue to build partnerships with 
the commercial sector.  For example, the University’s master agreement and research partnership 
with Lockheed-Martin has already resulted in funding for a number of research task orders and 
the development of our first joint center proposal to Lockheed-Martin.  We continue to build 
partnerships with other universities and academic institutions as well.  In addition to our 
successful seed grant program with UMB which has resulted in new NIH-funded research 
projects, we just initiated a seed grant program with the Smithsonian Institution intended to 
strengthen faculty research partnerships in a number of areas spanning from the sciences to the 
humanities. 

On the federal side, the University continues to acquire funding for its established large 
Centers, as well as for new centers such as the NSF-funded Physics Frontiers Center.  On the 
partnership front, we recently developed an Alliance for Cancer Technology with the National 
Cancer Institute, Center for Cancer Research that will leverage each party’s resources to 
facilitate collaborative research between and among researchers working at the interface between 
the life sciences, physical sciences and engineering, including the areas of biophysics, 
bioengineering and biocomputation; establish a program for qualified University graduate 
students to conduct research under the joint supervision of NCI/CCR investigators and 
University faculty, and serve as a multi-faceted model for government agencies and universities 
to work together to enhance and support research and training.  

Graduate Program Rankings 
A major goal of the Strategic Plan is to offer excellent graduate and professional programs that 
rank among the finest in the nation and the world.  Through a consistent effort to improve 
academic offerings and recruit exceptional faculty, the University has been able to more than 
double the number of graduate programs nationally ranked in the top 15, from 22 in 1998 to 48 
in 2009. In the same period, it has increased the number of programs ranked in the top 25 from 
31 in 1998 to 68 in 2009. For both categories, the peer average has remained relatively stable 
over the same period of time.  With the Strategic Plan’s focus on improving and advancing 
graduate programs, the University expects to continue to increase the number of programs 
ranked. Among disciplines where the number of national programs is large, the University has 
set a goal of having 80% of those programs ranked in the top 25 by 2018. 

The key to our excellent graduate programs are the excellent faculty.  The University is very 
proud of its faculty, who not only advance the research agenda for the University and the state, 
but also advance the academic programs offered to students.  UM faculty are comparable to 
peers in the category of faculty awards.   

36



U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 o

f M
ar

yl
an

d,
 C

ol
le

ge
 P

ar
k 

Pe
er

 P
er

fo
rm

an
ce

 D
at

a,
 2

00
9 

%
 m

in
or

ity
 

%
 A

fr
ic

an
-

A
ve

ra
ge

 (
4-

yr
.)

 
S

A
T

 
of

 a
ll 

A
m

er
ic

an
 o

f a
ll 

se
co

nd
-y

ea
r 

U
ni

ve
rs

ity
 

25
th

/7
5t

h 
%

ile
 

un
de

rg
ra

du
at

es
 

un
de

rg
ra

du
at

es
 

re
te

nt
io

n 
ra

te
 

F
al

l 2
00

1 
co

ho
rt

 (
pe

r 
C

S
R

D
E

 IP
E

D
S

 G
R

S
) 

A
ve

ra
ge

 (
2-

yr
.)

 

P
as

si
ng

 r
at

e 
un

de
rg

ra
du

at
e 

on
 te

ac
he

r 
al

um
ni

 

lic
en

su
re

 e
xa

m
s 

gi
vi

ng
 r

at
e 

F
Y

 2
00

8 

S
ix

-y
ea

r 
gr

ad
ua

tio
n 

ra
te

 

S
ix

-y
ea

r 
gr

ad
ua

tio
n 

ra
te

 
al

l m
in

or
iti

es
 

S
ix

-y
ea

r 
gr

ad
ua

tio
n 

ra
te

A
fr

ic
an

-A
m

er
ic

an
s 

T
ot

al
 R

&
D

 
ex

pe
nd

itu
re

s 
(0

00
s)

 -
 n

on
-m

e

T
ot

al
 R

&
D

 
ex

pe
nd

itu
re

s 
d 

pe
r 

F
T

 fa
cu

lty
 

M
ar

yl
an

d,
 U

. o
f, 

C
ol

le
ge

 P
ar

k 
11

90
-1

36
0 

33
.9

%
 

13
.1

%
 

93
%

 
81

.8
%

 
77

.0
%

 
67

.7
%

 
10

0%
 

14
%

 
$3

95
,0

37
 

$2
92

,8
37

 
C

al
ifo

rn
ia

, U
. o

f, 
B

er
ke

le
y 

12
00

-1
46

0 
57

.2
%

 
3.

5%
 

97
%

 
89

.6
%

 
89

.9
%

 
76

.8
%

 
10

0%
 

14
%

 
$5

38
,2

02
 

$3
74

,0
11

 
C

al
ifo

rn
ia

, U
. o

f, 
Lo

s 
A

ng
el

es
 

11
60

-1
41

0 
57

.0
%

 
3.

5%
 

97
%

 
89

.2
%

 
88

.5
%

 
72

.7
%

 
99

%
 

14
%

 
$2

43
,7

17
 

$1
32

,8
16

 
Ill

in
oi

s,
 U

. o
f, 

U
rb

an
a-

C
ha

m
pa

ig
n 

11
90

-1
38

0 
27

.1
%

 
6.

7%
 

93
%

 
82

.0
%

 
75

.7
%

 
64

.8
%

 
10

0%
 

14
%

 
$4

94
,0

20
 

$2
64

,4
65

 
M

ic
hi

ga
n,

 U
. o

f, 
A

nn
 A

rb
or

 
12

20
-1

38
0 

23
.5

%
 

6.
3%

 
96

%
 

88
.0

%
 

81
.0

%
 

69
.7

%
 

10
0%

 
18

%
 

$6
07

,6
45

 
$3

06
,5

82
 

N
or

th
 C

ar
ol

in
a,

 U
. o

f, 
C

ha
pe

l H
ill

 
12

10
-1

40
0 

23
.6

%
 

10
.9

%
 

97
%

 
85

.7
%

 
79

.8
%

 
75

.8
%

 
99

%
 

23
%

 
$3

48
,6

83
 

$2
83

,2
52

 

A
ve

ra
ge

 o
f P

ee
rs

 
11

96
-1

40
6 

37
.7

%
 

6.
2%

 
96

%
 

86
.9

%
 

83
.0

%
 

72
.0

%
 

10
0%

 
16

.6
%

 
$4

46
,4

53
 

$2
72

,2
25

 

U
M

C
P

 in
st

itu
tio

n-
sp

ec
ifi

c 
in

di
ca

to
rs

 
# 

gr
ad

 le
ve

l 
# 

gr
ad

 le
ve

l 
%

 c
ha

ng
e 

ov
er

 5
 y

rs
 

# 
of

 in
ve

nt
io

n 
N

um
be

r 
of

A
ve

ra
ge

 a
nn

ua
l 

co
lle

ge
s/

pg
rm

s/
 

co
lle

ge
s/

pr
og

ra
m

s/
 in

 fa
cu

lty
 m

em
be

r-
di

sc
lo

su
re

s 
de

gr
ee

s 
aw

ar
de

d
%

 g
ro

w
th

 (
5-

yr
.)

 
A

w
ar

ds
 p

er
 

sp
ec

ia
lty

 a
re

as
 

sp
ec

ia
lty

 a
re

as
 

sh
ip

s 
in

 n
at

io
na

l 
pe

r 
$1

00
M

 
to

 A
fr

ic
an

-A
m

er
ic

an
in

 fe
de

ra
l R

&
D

 
10

0 
F

-T
 fa

cu
lty

 
U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 
ra

nk
ed

 in
 to

p 
25

 
ra

nk
ed

 in
 to

p 
15

 
ac

ad
em

ie
s 

in
 to

ta
l R

&
D

 
st

ud
en

ts
ex

pe
nd

itu
re

s 
(5

 y
rs

.)
 

37

M
ar

yl
an

d,
 U

. o
f, 

C
ol

le
ge

 P
ar

k 
5.

8%
 

4.
6 

68
 

48
 

14
.3

%
 

31
 

68
0 

C
al

ifo
rn

ia
, U

. o
f, 

B
er

ke
le

y 
0.

6%
 

7.
1 

12
3 

11
8 

1.
0%

 
26

 
18

6 
C

al
ifo

rn
ia

, U
. o

f, 
Lo

s 
A

ng
el

es
 

0.
0%

 
4.

3 
11

1 
90

 
11

.6
%

 
31

 
23

6 
Ill

in
oi

s,
 U

. o
f, 

U
rb

an
a-

C
ha

m
pa

ig
n 

0.
2%

 
5.

3 
73

 
54

 
7.

5%
 

42
 

44
5 

M
ic

hi
ga

n,
 U

. o
f, 

A
nn

 A
rb

or
 

2.
2%

 
5.

7 
11

5 
10

6 
6.

5%
 

41
 

36
2 

N
or

th
 C

ar
ol

in
a,

 U
. o

f, 
C

ha
pe

l H
ill

 
7.

6%
 

3.
8 

65
 

46
 

16
.7

%
 

22
 

37
6 

A
ve

ra
ge

 o
f P

ee
rs

	 
2.

1%
 

5.
2 

97
 

83
 

8.
7%

 
32

 
32

1 

N
ot

e:
 G

ra
du

at
io

n 
ra

te
 d

at
a 

ex
tr

ac
te

d 
fr

om
 th

e 
an

nu
al

 C
SR

D
E 

St
ud

en
t R

et
en

tio
n 

R
ep

or
t, 

20
08

. 
N

ot
e:

 M
ar

yl
an

d 
da

ta
 N

O
T 

in
cl

ud
ed

 in
 c

al
cu

la
tio

n 
of

 p
ee

r m
ea

ns
. 

(1
) 

A
ve

ra
ge

 in
cr

ea
se

 in
 m

em
be

rs
hi

ps
 o

f 3
 a

ca
de

m
ie

s 
(A

A
A

S,
 N

A
E,

 a
nd

 N
A

S)
, e

qu
al

ly
 w

ei
gh

tin
g 

th
e 

pe
rc

en
t c

ha
ng

e 
fo

r e
ac

h 
of

 th
e 

ac
ad

em
ie

s.
 

(2
) 

A
ll 

R
&

D
 e

xp
en

di
tu

re
s 

(fe
de

ra
l a

nd
 to

ta
l) 

fo
r s

ci
en

ce
 &

 e
ng

in
ee

rin
g 

ex
cl

ud
e 

m
ed

ic
al

 s
ci

en
ce

s 
an

d 
no

n-
S&

E 
di

sc
ip

lin
es

. 
Th

e 
da

ta
 a

re
 fo

r t
he

 fi
sc

al
 y

ea
r 2

00
8.

 
(3

) 	
SA

T 
sc

or
es

 fo
r I

lli
no

is
 a

nd
 M

ic
hi

ga
n 

ar
e 

co
nv

er
te

d 
fr

om
 th

e 
re

po
rt

ed
, c

om
bi

ne
d 

A
C

T 
sc

or
es

; t
he

 c
on

ve
rs

io
n 

is
 m

ad
e 

us
in

g 
th

e 
C

ol
le

ge
 B

oa
rd

's
 A

C
T-

to
-S

A
T 

co
nv

er
si

on
 ta

bl
e.

 T
he

 2
5t

h/
75

th
 p

er
ce

nt
ile

 s
co

re
s 

fo
r U

M
C

P 
an

d 
al

l p
ee

rs
 a

re
 fr

om
 th

e 
N

C
ES

 P
ee

r A
na

ly
si

s 
Sy

st
em

 (P
A

S)
. 

(4
) 

In
ve

nt
io

n 
di

sc
lo

su
re

s 
pe

r R
&

D
 e

xp
en

di
tu

re
s 

in
cl

ud
e 

th
e 

m
ed

ic
al

 s
ci

en
ce

s 
fo

r p
ee

rs
. T

he
se

 d
at

a 
ar

e 
fo

r F
Y0

7.
 D

at
a 

so
ur

ce
s:

 I
ns

tit
ut

io
na

l T
ec

hn
ol

og
y 

Tr
an

sf
er

 O
ffi

ce
s,

 A
nn

ua
l R

ep
or

ts
 fo

r F
Y0

7 
(s

am
e 

pr
ov

id
er

s 
of

 A
U

TM
 d

at
a)

. 



 

   

 

 

 

 
 

 

  

University of Maryland Eastern Shore 


The University of Maryland Eastern Shore matches or exceeds its peer group on four out of 
twelve core performance measures. UMES exceeds its peer average in the percentage of African 
American undergraduate enrollments by 3.4 percentage points. The six-year graduation rate for 
African Americans increased by almost five points to 39.1 percent, equal to the peer rate. The 
pass rate on teacher licensure exams has reached 100 percent for the third consecutive year, 
higher than the peer average of 95 percent. Average undergraduate alumni giving rate is seven 
percent, matching the peer rate. 

UMES falls below the average peer performance on two thirds of core performance measures. 
The university’s freshmen SAT 25th-75th percentile scores are 742-900 compared to the peer 
average of 801-977. Minority undergraduate enrollments (84.1 percent) are 2.2 points below the 
peer average. Average second-year retention rates fell to 65 percent compared to a peer average 
of 71 percent. The average six-year graduation rate increased to 38.2 percent, just below the peer 
average of 39.3 percent. The average six-year graduation rate of minority students is also up (to 
38.8 percent), 1.2 points below the average. Total R&D expenditures dropped to $2.2 million, 
$5.5 million below the peer average.  Total R&D expenditures per FT faculty also fell—$20,476 
compared to an average of 37,097. The university’s annual percent growth in federal R&D 
expenditures is down substantially, putting it 13.6 points below the peer average on this measure.     

UMES has selected three institution-specific indicators: percent of full-time faculty with terminal 
degrees, information technology degrees as a percent of total bachelor degrees awarded, and 
student loan default rate. The university reports that 64 percent of full-time faculty members hold 
a terminal degree, below the average of 74.0 percent of the five peers reporting. The university 
remains at about the peer average in the percent of undergraduate information technology 
degrees awarded. The student loan default rate rose to 8.7 percent and is 1.1 points above the 
peer average. 

The Commission staff commends UMES for once again achieving a 100 percent pass rate on 
teacher licensure exams and its improvement on graduation rates. UMES should comment on the 
following measures for which its performance compares unfavorably to that of peers: freshmen 
SAT 25th-75th percentile scores, second-year retention rate, total R&D expenditures, total R&D 
expenditures per FT faculty, growth in federal R&D expenditures, and loan default rate.   

Institution’s Response 

Freshman SAT Percentile Scores 
The 25th /75th percentile scores for UMES freshman students of 742-900 are lower than the 801-
977 average of similar students at the ten peer institutions.  This is in part due to the University’s 
mission that includes increased access to higher education for all citizens. Since student 
preparation before entering college is a critical factor affecting student success, UMES will 
continue to limit the number of admitted students with a minimum two-component composite 
SAT score below 850. In addition it will continue to implement the aggressive recruitment 
strategy of attracting top performing scholars attending high schools on the Del-Marva Peninsula 
by offering scholarships to eligible entering freshmen. For example, in the fall 2009 semester 38 
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student scholars were enrolled with combined verbal/math SAT scores, ranging between 900 – 
1300. 

Given the stiff competition for students with high SAT scores, increasing the cut score for 
freshmen will have adverse impact on freshmen enrollments in the short-term.  To ensure a 
stable enrollment of incoming students, the University proposes to pursue an aggressive 
recruitment strategy for transfer students.  Current plans include a proposal to hire a Transfer 
Student Recruiter and Coordinator to assist the Office of Admissions and Recruitment with this 
effort. Unfortunately, this strategy will have to wait until the budget situation for the State of 
Maryland, the University System of Maryland and UMES improves and the position of the 
recruiter is filled. 

Second Year Retention Rate 
The low average second-year retention rate continues to be the single most important issue that 
demands intrusive and ongoing attention by every operational unit, department, and division at 
the University of Maryland Eastern Shore (UMES).  UMES President Thelma Thompson’s 
inclusion of retention in the Institution’s strategic priorities for all divisions and units 
underscores the importance the University attaches to this issue as well as its continued 
commitment to increasing the rate through a variety of strategies currently in place.   

UMES has developed and implemented a process, which not only monitors and tracks first-to-
second year retention rates, but also looks at first-to-second semester attrition in an effort to 
better understand, manage and positively impact retention.  The second semester return rate and 
student academic performance as represented by the spring semester Grade Point Average (GPA) 
have a direct impact on second-year retention rate.   

UMES has implemented a data-informed outreach program that assists students in preparing for 
academic success during the initial semester of enrollment and assists students in preparing for 
the subsequent semester. Students are assessed to determine their entry-level performance 
indicators, after which the appropriate interventions are provided to each student. These outreach 
activities include: (1) identification of “at-risk” student early in the semester, (2) increasing the 
number of advisor/advisee sessions per semester, (3) advisor training, (4) enhancing the advising 
outreach to students who did not pre-select courses for the upcoming semester, (5) usage of 
student success plans, and (6) SMARTHINKING (online 24/7) tutorial support. We are already 
noticing significant improvement in the second-year retention rate which has increased from 
65% (2006 cohort), 66% (2007 cohort), to 70% (2008 cohort).  If this trend holds, closing the 
achievement gap between our students and their peers may be well within our reach in the near 
future. 

Growth in Federal Research &Development Expenditures 
Institutional financial support for research and development is limited, and recent cutbacks made 
by the State of Maryland will continue to exacerbate the already desperate financial situation. 
These adverse factors along with the increased use of intrusive retention strategies, which require 
increased faculty involvement in teaching, mentoring, and advising, tend to inhibit faculty’s 
ability to engage effectively in research and research projects.  These challenges 
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notwithstanding, UMES continues to aspire to becoming a Doctoral Research University and 
therefore, needs to strengthen its research capacity and infrastructure to realize this goal.   

In order to foster and support a broad array of research at UMES, a University Research Council 
was reestablished in the fall of 2007 by the vice president for academic affairs. The Council’s 
main responsibility is to provide advice on matters related to the conduct of research and 
scholarly activities on the University campus. To carry out its charge, the Council has identified 
the needs of the faculty/researchers which include facilities, equipment, services, compliance 
procedures, and other factors that affect research.  Based on this baseline information, the 
University will seek new strategies that will provide support for:  (1) building research capability 
including the ability to pursue competitive research grants; (2) investing in research 
infrastructure; and (3) honor release time commitments for faculty and other researchers.  UMES 
continues to offer new faculty workshops on grantsmanship. Beginning with the fall 2009 new 
faculty cohort, all new faculty will be required to attend specialized workshop on grantsmanship. 
All new faculty in science, technology, engineering and mathematic disciplines (STEM) will be 
required to investigate, identify, and make application for at least one potential grant opportunity 
by the May 22, 2010. Additionally, the University has approved and will implement a policy 
that provides incentives/motivation to faculty to engage in research and development activities. 

It bears note that although the total research & development expenditure for FY 2008 is 
$2,150,000, the actual R & D expenditure reported to the National Science Foundation was 
$5,648,000. The lesser amount is reflected in the Peer Performance Measures (PPM) report 
because R&D expenditures funded by the Health and Human Services, National Institutes of 
Health, and Life Sciences (medical) are excluded from the PPM.  The University will, therefore, 
continue to diversify its sources of funding and areas of research interest. 

UMES minority undergraduate enrollments (84.1%) are 2.2% below peer average. The 
University of Maryland Eastern Shore (UMES) considers diversity as a strength and not a 
weakness or challenge. Therefore, the fact that in the current report the undergraduate minority 
enrollment of 84.1% is less than the average for peers (86.3%) by 2.2% is perceived as a positive 
outcome on this indicator.  UMES land-grant mission offers attractive academic programs which 
are unique to the region and the university. These programs attract non-African American 
students to UMES because they are not offered anywhere else on the Eastern Shore of Maryland. 
The university also offers popular academic programs at extension sites such as the Universities 
at Shady Grove and Chesapeake College. These collaborative programs are offered at sites where 
Non-African-American students are in the majority. Consequently, these programs add to the 
racial and ethnic diversity of the campus. 

Loan Default Rate 
UMES has worked diligently to keep its Cohort Default Rate (CDR) under control and for the 
most part has been successful in exceeding the performance of its peers for most of the reports 
since the adoption of this measure.  However, with increased enrollments and decreases in 
federal and state grant funding, the number of borrowers defaulting on federal student loans has 
increased slightly over the past few fiscal years (from 8.1 in FY 2005 to 8.7 in FY 2006).  This 
gradual increase is reflective of the changing economic conditions of the global, national and 
state economies. According to a study by the Michigan State University Collegiate Employment 
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Research Institute (http://www.higheredmorning.com/job-market-for-new-college-grads 
December 4,2009), job market prospects for recent graduates are grim and hiring for such 
graduates in 2009 dropped by about 40% and is likely to remain unchanged for 2010.  In 
addition, the demographics of the typical student loan borrower at UMES generally results in 
students maximizing their annual limit to meet basic living expenses after tuition, fees, room and 
board. The retention efforts are also reflective in this increase. 

UMES will continue to utilize its default management procedures to continually keep its cohort 
default rate to a minimum.  These procedures include (1) offering in-person entrance counseling 
sessions for students who are unable to successfully complete the online process; and (2) 
sponsoring credit management seminars and workshops in an attempt to inform its students 
about the financial obligations of student loans. These financial aid workshops for students will 
continue to emphasize conservative borrowing and minimization of student loan debt.  It is 
hoped that these measures will help to keep the cohort default rate under control as the economy 
recovers from the current recession. 
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University of Maryland University College 


There are very few peer indicators for the University of Maryland University College (UMUC) 
due to its unique status as Maryland’s public university for distance education and non traditional 
students. UMUC’s target population is working adults and it enrolls a high percentage of part-
time students. Its core performance measures reflect this. 

UMUC out-performs its peers on one of three core measures.  African Americans make up 29.7 
percent of the total; 16.7 percentage points above the peer average. The university performs 
below peer level on two core measures: the undergraduate population is 40.3 percent minority, 
which is 5.0 percentage points below the peer average. The average undergraduate alumni giving 
rate is two percent, compared to a peer average of 7.8 percent. 

The university selected five institution-specific indicators:  the number of African American 
graduates in information technology; the percentage of undergraduate students over age 25; the 
number of post-baccalaureate degrees awarded in technology and business; the number of 
stateside online courses; and the number of worldwide online enrollments.  The university 
significantly exceeds peers’ performance on all of these indicators.  It awarded 167 information 
technology degrees to African Americans compared to a peer average of four. Eighty-two 
percent of undergraduates are age 25 or older compared to a peer average of 28 percent. UMUC 
awarded 1,813 post- baccalaureate degrees in technology and management; the peer average is 
33. It offers 752 stateside online courses compared to an average of 221. The university’s 
worldwide online enrollments have increased to over 196,000, greatly exceeding the peer 
average of 6,552. 

UMUC is asked to comment on declining percent of minorities of all undergraduates and its 
declining undergraduate alumni giving rate.            

Institution’s Response 

UMUC enrolls more African-American students than any Maryland HBCU.  Forty-percent of its 
students are minority and 30% African-American (see MFR Objectives 3.1 and 3.2). These 
percentages are somewhat lower than in the past because the number of students who decline to 
provide their ethnic/racial background has increased to 17%.  If we were to calculate these 
percentages based on students for whom we know their race, the percentage minority becomes 
48% and the percentage African-American 36%.  The enrollment of African-American students 
in our online courses continue to increase (see MFR Objective 5.2), showing that UMUC does 
not have a technical divide among our students. 

UMUC’s diversity and accessibility extends to first-generation college students (40% of all our 
undergraduates); immigrants (16% of our undergraduates were born in a country other than the 
US); and to students whose first language was not English (11%). 

In the term to term re-enrollment rate, there are no differences in the retention rate between 
African-American and other students. UMUC students typically work full time and complete 
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their program at a slower pace than traditional students and typically step out for 
personal/professional reasons. 

The UMUC alumni giving rate has been unstable.  UMUC’s need to supplement its State 
appropriations and tuition revenues with philanthropic funds has become more acute because of 
the current worldwide fiscal crisis. UMUC has recently hired a new Vice President for 
Institutional Advancement and has re-built its fund-raising team.  A priority is to increase alumni 
giving, a historically weak point at UMUC.  The University was honored to be the recipient of 
$6M from an anonymous donor to be used mostly on student financial aid.  The recognition of 
the University’s contributions by this donor is of great pride to all of us. 
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Morgan State University 


Morgan State University’s performance meets or exceeds the peer average on six of fifteen core 
performance measures. Fifty percent of students receive federal grants, four percentage points 
above the peer average. Morgan State awards the same number of doctorates to women as peers 
(27) and over twice as many doctorates to African Americans (34) than the peer average. The 
university awarded 168 bachelors degrees in science, technology, engineering and math (STEM) 
areas to African Americans, substantially more than the peer average of 65. The alumni giving 
rate has increased to nine percent, just higher than the peer average. The pass rate on teacher 
licensure exams is 100 percent for the fourth consecutive year, exceeding the peer average by 1.6 
percentage points. 

MSU has under-performed its peers on nine core measures. The second-year retention rate for all 
(68 percent), African Americans (67 percent) and minorities (67 percent) have improved, but 
each remains four percentage points below the peer average. Overall six-year graduation rates at 
Morgan have fallen to 38 percent, four points below the peer average. Six-year graduation rates 
for African American and minority students have remained steady at 38 percent, four points 
below the peer average. Eighty percent of all full-time faculty hold terminal degrees compared to 
a peer average of 85.9 percent. Research expenditures at Morgan are $26 million, compared to a 
peer average of $26.7 million. While Morgan’s research expenditures have increased by one 
percent over the last year, research expenditures at peer institutions have grown by an average of 
9.3 percent. 

Commission staff commends Morgan on improving alumni giving rates as well as achieving four 
consecutive years of 100 percent pass rates on teacher licensure exams. Morgan is asked to 
comment on the following measures for which its performance is below that of peers: retention 
and graduation rates, the percent of faculty with a terminal degree, and the amount of research 
expenditures. 

Institution’s Response 

The University generally agrees with MHEC’s assessment of the 2009 peer performance data.  
We are pleased that we compare favorably to our peers with regard to providing access to 
economically challenged students as measured by the percentage of students receiving Pell 
grants. We also are pleased that we compare favorably to our peers in the number of doctorates 
awarded to women and African Americans, and in the number of bachelor’s degrees awarded in 
science and technology to African Americans.  Additionally, we are striving for continued 
success in meeting the State’s need for qualified teachers through our teacher education program 
and 100% pass rate on the PRAXIS teacher examination.   

With regard to the University’s retention and graduation rates, Morgan ranks in the upper third 
among public urban universities nationwide in its six year graduation rate for African Americans.  
Over 90% of Morgan’s first-time, full-time freshmen are African American.  As we improve our 
retention and graduation rates for African American freshmen, our retention and graduation rates 
for all students will improve.  The University offers a number of programs for special 
populations on campus which provide additional academic support to students.  Campus research 
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has shown that students who participate in these special programs, including Honors, CASA 
Academy, Access Orientation, and Pre-Freshmen Accelerated Curriculum in Engineering 
(PACE), have higher retention and graduation rates than non-participants.  As we receive 
additional funding to expand these programs to more students we would expect our retention and 
graduation rates to increase. Affordability is increasingly becoming a major factor in the 
retention of our students. Campus survey results as well as results from the National Survey of 
Student Engagement indicate that forty percent of our students frequently work 20 or more hours 
per week while attending Morgan full-time.  In the recently released report “With Their Whole 
Lives Ahead of Them” by the Public Agenda Organization, having to work was the top reason 
for leaving college given by students. Additionally the pre-college preparation and socio-
economic profile of the Morgan student body are quite different from many of our peers, thereby 
influencing Morgan’s relative success in retention and graduation.  Additionally, research has 
shown that reliance on adjunct faculty also has an unfavorable impact on student retention and 
graduation. Currently adjunct faculty comprises 39% of the University’s faculty.  As we receive 
funding to hire full-time regular faculty, we anticipate that student retention and graduation will 
improve because of smaller class size, better advising, and more faculty student interaction in 
and out of class. 

The University is transitioning to a Doctoral/Research Intensive Institution.  As we receive 
funding to hire more full-time regular faculty we anticipate that the number of faculty with 
terminal degrees will increase as well as our expenditures in research and development as more 
full-time regular faculty will be eligible to apply for and receive grant funding.   
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St. Mary’s College of Maryland 


As previously described, St. Mary’s College of Maryland (St. Mary’s), Maryland’s public four-
year liberal arts college, is not required to participate in the Peer Performance Accountability 
report and does so voluntarily.  The institution has two sets of peers:  twelve peers that reflect the 
college’s current mission and six peers that reflect the aspirations of the college.  Of the twelve 
current peers, four are public institutions and the remainder are private.  All six aspirant peers are 
private institutions. 

Current Peers 
The college exceeds or matches its current peers on 15 performance measures.  Ninety-eight 
percent of St. Mary’s faculty holds terminal degrees, five percentage points higher than the peer 
average. The college exceeds the peer average salary percentile rank for full-time professors by 
three percentage points. The average SAT score of entering freshmen is 1230, compared to the 
peer average of 1229. SAT 25th-75th percentile scores of 1130-1330 are equivalent to the current 
peer average of 1126-1333. St. Mary’s accepts 55 percent of applicants, compared to a peer 
average of 56 percent, making the College slightly more selective. St. Mary’s yield ratio is six 
percentage points above that of peers. The average second-year retention rate (89 percent) is 
above the peer average of 86 percent. St. Mary’s six-year graduation rate decreased to 75 
percent, just below the peer average of 76 percent. Eight percent of St. Mary’s freshmen are 
African American, compared to a peer average of five percent.  Minority students comprise 18 
percent of St. Mary’s total enrollments in comparison to 16 percent for peers.  St. Mary’s 
enrollment is made up of 99 percent undergraduates; 96 percent of St. Mary’s undergraduates are 
full-time students—both figures are just above the peer average. The student-faculty ratio of 12:1 
meets the current peer average.  The library has over five thousand more serial subscriptions than 
the peer average. Finally, tuition and fees at St. Mary’s are substantially less than that of peers: 
$12,604 vs. the peer average of $26,015 (most peer colleges are private institutions). 

St. Mary’s performance is lower than the peer group average on seven measures.  The college’s 
total research spending is $259.2 thousand, less than half of the peer average. Average annual 
salaries of full, associate, and assistant professor range from one to four thousand dollars below 
the average. Total headcount enrollment (2,068) was below the peer average by 238 students. 
Thirteen percent of St. Mary’s freshmen received federal grants, compared to 19 percent at peer 
colleges. St. Mary’s fiscal 2008 Education and General Fund (E&G) expenditures per FTE 
student was $6,752 below peers. The alumni giving rate was 11 percentage points below peers. 
Tuition and fee revenues as a percent of E&G expenditures were 4.5 points below peers. St. 
Mary’s has fewer resources in its library by over 266 thousand books, serial back files, and other 
paper materials. It has two fewer librarians, five fewer library staff and expends $121 per FTE 
less than its peers on library expenses. 

Aspirant Peers 
St. Mary’s has set high standards as demonstrated by institutions such as Bates and Davidson in 
its aspirant peer group.  St. Mary’s exceeds the aspirant peer average on seven of thirty 
measures.  It has more faculty with terminal degrees (98 percent vs. 96 percent).  Yield ratio is 
one point higher than that of peer’s (36 percent). Total headcount enrollment at St. Mary’s is 
higher than peers by 214 students. Eight percent of St. Mary’s freshmen are African American 
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compared to six percent of peers, while 18 percent of total enrollment is minority compared to 
the peer average of 17 percent. Thirteen percent of St. Mary’s freshmen receive federal grants, 
compared to ten percent of peer’s. St. Mary’s, like its peers, primarily serves undergraduates. In 
addition, St. Mary’s is significantly more affordable than its peers, with annual tuition and fees 
$27 thousand less. 

The college scores below peers on seven measures.  Total research expenditures are $1.2 million 
below that of peers. Faculty salaries for all ranks are below the aspirant peer group average by 
ten-to-fifteen thousand dollars. SAT scores for entering freshmen (1230) were 125 points below 
the average. The SAT 25th-75th percentile range of 1130-1330 is below the aspirant peer average 
range of 1270-1444. Aspirant peers are more selective than St. Mary’s, with an acceptance rate 
of 30 percent compared to St. Mary’s 55 percent. Average second-year retention rates are six 
points below and six-year graduation rates are 14 points below the aspirant peer averages. St. 
Mary’s has a lower percentage of full-time undergraduates (96 percent) compared to peers (99 
percent). 

In terms of resources, the college is below the aspirant peer average on every measure but one 
(St. Mary’s has more current serial subscriptions, by over 3,000).  These include fiscal 2008 
Educational and General (E&G) expenditures per full-time equivalent student ($20,563 below), 
average alumni giving rate (-30 percentage points), tuition and fee revenues as a percent of E&G 
expenditures (-14 percentage points), student-faculty ratio (12:1 compared to aspirant peers at 
10:1), number of book volumes in the library (-525,563), full-time library staff (-4), total library 
staff (-11) and library expenditures per FTES (-$824).   

The Commission staff commends St. Mary’s College of Maryland for continued excellence in 
providing an affordable liberal arts education to Maryland students that compares favorably with 
many private liberal arts institutions. St. Mary’s has commented on the fact that library resources 
do not compare favorably to current and aspirant peers; the institution should provide an update 
on this issue. It is also asked to address the alumni giving rate which is well below that of peers. 

Institution’s Response 

St. Mary’s College of Maryland is pleased that MHEC has recognized that the College has met 
or exceeded our current peers on 15 of the 30 performance measures included in the most recent 
peer analysis.  Additionally, the College has exceeded our aspirant peer averages for 7 out of 30 
of the performance measures.  We have kept our tuition $13,411 below the rest of our current 
peers’ average and $27,120 below our aspirant peers’ average.  The College continues to fulfill 
its goal of “enhancing access, affordability, and diversity” through multiple targeted efforts. We 
have recruited a diverse student body with eight percent of St. Mary’s first-year student 
population being African American (compared to a current peer average of five percent and an 
aspirant peer average of five percent). Minority students consist of 18 percent of the College’s 
total enrollment (compared to a current peer average of 16 percent and an aspirant peer average 
of 17 percent). The percentage of St. Mary’s first-year students receiving federal grants is three 
percentage points higher than the aspirant peer average (13 percent compared to 10 percent).  
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The College is also proud of its second-year retention rate of 89 percent, which is three 
percentage points higher than our current peers (89 percent compared to a current peer average 
of 86 percent).  The continued implementation of the new Core Curriculum; expanded academic 
and student life offerings such as housing, athletic, and academic facilities; and a greater 
emphasis on international and experiential education are some of the initiatives that shape how 
St. Mary’s College maintains a high standard of excellence in providing a quality liberal arts 
education to the residents of Maryland. 

The Commission staff has requested that St. Mary’s College of Maryland comment on two 
specific areas of interest (library resources and the alumni giving rate) which are listed below: 

The College library continues to benefit from participation in the USMAI consortium (University 
System of Maryland and Affiliated Institutions).  Faculty and students have access to a combined 
collection of over three million books which can be requested without staff intervention and 
which arrive on campus within five business days.  Conventional interlibrary loan supplements 
the request process for books not owned by the consortium and for journals not available in print 
or online. There are over 85 research database licenses including several electronic reference 
tools (online encyclopedias), a streaming music library, full-text of newspapers including the 
historical New York Times, over 7,000 electronic books, and 20,000 journals available in full-text 
online. Students and faculty can access all of the library’s electronic resources through a remote 
proxy server 24/7 from anywhere in the world. 

The local, physical book collection continues to grow at a steady rate.  An external review of the 
library in spring 2008 indicated that, although the volume per FTE count for St. Mary’s is below 
our peers, “ . . . there seems to be little faculty displeasure with the quality of the collections. . . 
.This figure ($669,000 spent on library materials in FY07) compares more favorably with peers 
so it is likely that the library has sufficient quality in the recent additions to the collections.”  The 
temporary loss of endowment funding in FY10 resulted in the completion of a project to review 
results of a two-year study of print journal use in the library.  Faculty agreed to the cancelation of 
more than 400 print journal titles based on low usage and electronic availability.  This action has 
allowed our monograph budget to remain relatively stable this year and also provided some new 
study space for students after periodical shelving was removed. 

The library Archives provides access to digital collections of College materials and a database of 
student senior St. Mary’s Project information.  As part of the new Core Curriculum, an 
information literacy initiative was added, making it one of the four fundamental liberal arts skills 
to be developed over the four years of a St. Mary’s education. 

The College approved a new library faculty line for FY10.  The search for a 
Reference/Instruction/Emerging Technologies librarian was deferred as a result of current budget 
concerns. One of the library’s primary concerns remains the stability of the budgets used for 
annual licenses and subscriptions. In addition, the external review team noted the need to review 
use of space in the library in order to meet the demands of a larger student body and changes in 
learning styles and study space needs. 
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The current average of alumni giving rates within all of St. Mary’s 13 current and aspirant peer 
institutions is 28 percent. It should be noted that St. Mary’s has set high standards within the 
group of the 13 peer institutions as only five of the current peers and none of the aspirant peers 
are public institutions.  If the data is analyzed by including only the five public institutions, the 
average for this group is 20 percent and St. Mary’s is just below that at 17 percent.  The legacy 
of giving back to the institution has been historically lower in public institutions than private 
institutions. There has been a concerted effort at St. Mary’s over the past several years to 
educate our alumni on the importance of giving back to the College.  A number of new strategies 
have been initiated by the alumni and development offices at the College in an effort to increase 
the alumni giving rate. 
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Appendix A. Methodology for Selecting Performance Peers at the University System of 
Maryland Institutions 

The process of selecting peers involved narrowing a long list of colleges and universities 
(approximately 3,600) to a medium-sized list (fewer than 250), then to a small group with key 
characteristics like those of the home institution (between 22 and 60).  The institutions in the 
smaller group are termed funding peers.  Ultimately, USM institutions were asked to choose 10 
performance peers from their lists. 

The narrowing process proceeded as follows: 
1.	 Only public universities were considered. 
2.	 Institutions were categorized by Carnegie classification. 
3.	 Six sets of variables were mathematically analyzed for each institution.  Examples of 

these variables include: 
 Size 
 Student mix 
 Non-state revenues 
 Program mix 
 Location (urban vs. rural) 

The analysis provided a comparatively short list of institutions, which are most like each USM 
institution. From the narrowed list, each USM institution then selected 10 performance peers 
based on criteria the institutions felt to be most relevant to their specific institutional objectives.   
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