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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 fourteen for 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 which are more reflective of each institution’s role and mission.   

Maryland institutions are expected to perform at or above their performance peers on most 
indicators.  Furthermore, Commission staff assessed their performance within the context of the 
State’s MFR initiative.  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.  An exception was made for an institution that demonstrates 
progress towards achieving its benchmarks on related indicators established within the MFR 
initiative.   

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 compare 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 contains 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 discussed.  In addition, each 
institution is given an opportunity to respond to the Commission’s assessment of its performance 
in comparison to its peers.  Institutional responses and comments are 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 performance accountability report summarizes the performance of Maryland public four-
year institutions in comparison with selected funding peers. To compare performance, the 
presidents of each Maryland institution, except the University of Maryland, College Park; 
University of Maryland, Baltimore; and Morgan State University, selected ten performance peers 
from their list of funding peers.  The presidents based 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.  Appendix A lists the criteria used by each institution to select their performance 
peers.

Refining the Funding Guidelines 

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 
of performance measures to compare Maryland institutions against their performance peers and 
developed a method to assess institutional performance.     

Fiscal year 2008 represents the eighth year the funding guidelines influenced the allocation of 
State resources.  As funding guidelines continue to evolve, so too does the assessment of 
institutional performance.  This report contains the eighth comprehensive assessment of the 
performance of each USM institution, the seventh for Morgan State University and the sixth for 
St. Mary’s College of Maryland (St. Mary’s) in comparison to their performance peers.  A 
discussion of the performance measures, criteria used to assess institutional performance, and 
issues related to data availability follow. 
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Performance Measures for the University System of Maryland 
and Morgan State University 

There are fifteen core performance measures and institution-specific 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.  Appendices B (core measures) and C (institution-specific measures) list the operational 
definitions for each 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. 

Assessing Institution Performance 

Maryland institutions are expected to perform at or above their performance peers on most 
indicators.  Furthermore, Commission staff assessed institutional performance within the context 
of the State’s MFR initiative.  In general, institutions were expected to make progress towards 
achieving their benchmarks established within MFR.  Commission staff examined trend data and 
benchmarks for indicators that are comparable to the peer performance indicators.  In instances 
where an institution’s performance is below the performance of its peers, the institution is 
required to identify actions that it will take to improve performance.  An exception will be made 
for an institution that demonstrates progress towards achieving its benchmarks on related 
indicators established within MFR. 

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.   

Data Availability 

It was difficult to obtain nationally comparable outcome-based performance measures.  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.  
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For example, peer data are not 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.  Since each state 
independently determines the level of performance required for teacher certification, this 
indicator is most useful when used to compare institutional performance to other Maryland 
institutions.   

In addition, there are subtle differences between the operational definitions found in this analysis 
and the definitions used in MFR for several performance indicators.  For example, in this 
analysis, the second-year retention rate and the six-year graduation rate measure the proportion 
of first-time, full-time degree seeking undergraduate students who either returned to or graduated 
from the same college or university.  In addition, the graduation data used in this analysis are 
based on the Federal Graduation Rate Survey (GRS), a federal initiative that collects data 
required by the Student Right-to-Know Act of 1990.  In contrast, MFR captures students who re-
enroll or graduate from the same institution as well as those students who transfer to any 
Maryland public four-year institution.  Because of these subtle differences, it was not possible to 
assess institutional performance on retention and graduation within the context of MFR.      

Despite the overall difficulties in obtaining nationally comparable performance measures, 
institutions were expected to take appropriate steps to collect data on all performance measures.  
In the analysis section of this report, institutions were asked to identify the actions that they are 
taking to collect data.   

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, private institutions are included in St. Mary’s comparison group. 

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 
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 1 

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 
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 the operational definitions. 
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Bowie State University

Bowie State University exceeds its peers’ performance on seven out of nine core performance 
measures. The percentages of all minority undergraduates and African American undergraduates 
significantly exceed the peer averages by 33.5 and 51.7 percentage points respectively. Bowie’s 
second-year retention rate is 5.1 percentage points higher than the peer average and the overall 
six-year graduation rate of 37.6 percent is 6.2 percentage points above the peer average.  The 
average six-year graduation rate for all minorities is 37.6 percent and 38.1 percent for African 
American students. Both these graduation rate results exceed the peer averages. In fact, Bowie is 
ranked third in graduation rates for African Americans and third in the overall six-year 
graduation rate.  

Bowie’s incoming freshmen SAT scores for the 25th – 75th percentiles compare well with peers. 
Bowie reports averages of 985-1189 compared to peer averages of 859-1047. Bowie’s scores 
have risen over the past two consecutive years (800-930 for the 2005 report, 877-989 for the 
2006 report and 985-1189 for the current reporting period). Three peer institutions had missing 
data in this category.   

The university is below the peer average on two performance measures. Bowie reports an 89 
percent pass rate on teacher licensure exams, which represents two consecutive years of 
declining pass rates (93 percent for the 2006 report and 95 percent for the 2005 report). Bowie’s 
current pass rate is 6.8 percentage points below its peers. The average pass rate for all Maryland 
higher education institutions reporting on this measure was 96 percent and the Statewide 
Managing for Results (MFR) goal is 96 percent.  The university’s alumni giving rate is 2.1 
percentage points below the peer average.    

Bowie selected four institution-specific indicators:  the percent of faculty with terminal degrees, 
acceptance rate, yield rate, and research and development (R & D) expenditures per full-time 
faculty.  It is below the peer average for three of these measures.  Seventy-five percent of full-
time faculty holds terminal degrees, an increase of seven percentage points from the prior year. 
Bowie has reduced the gap between itself and the peer average from 10 points in the prior year to
only four points below the peer average for the current reporting period. Three peer institutions 
did not have data for this measure.  

Bowie is more selective than its peers. The university’s average acceptance rate (the percent of 
student applicants who are offered enrollment) was 46 percent and 23.3 percentage points below 
the peer average.  The yield rate (students who accept enrollment offers) was 42 percent, down 
five percentage points from the prior year, and 15 percentage points below the peer average. The 
university’s R & D expenditures per full-time faculty were $14,839 which was similar to the 
prior year amount of $14,711. This expenditure level was $7,155 above the peer average. 
However, for this measure, five peers reported $0 expenditures and three had missing data.  

Bowie should comment on declining teacher licensure exam pass rates and efforts underway to 
improve them. Bowie has improved its six-year graduation rates and compares favorably with 
peers.  It should comment on the success of recently implemented programs that have 
contributed to student success. For example, last year, Bowie mentioned programs such as a 
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revamped Freshman Seminar and plans for a stronger centralized advising center.  Commission 
staff notes that Bowie institutional research staff have reduced the amount of missing data in its 
peer comparisons but that it should continue to strive for 100 percent data completion.     

Bowie State University’s Response 

Teacher licensure 

Currently, the method of calculating teacher licensure does not represent the true statistic for the 
determination of a teacher licensure passage rate.  The mean statistic includes PRAXIS I scores 
for Pre-Professional students along with PRAXIS I and PRAXIS II scores for students who are 
admitted to the Professional Teacher Preparation program (upper level).  Therefore, the 
composite mean statistic representing teacher licensure passage rate is determined by averaging 
three component values when ideally it should be determined by averaging only two component 
values.   

Teacher licensure for the State of Maryland and many other states is contingent upon passage of 
PRAXIS II and graduation from an approved Professional Teacher Preparation program.  
Current standards for NCATE accredited degree programs require passage of PRAXIS I to gain 
admissions to the Professional Teacher Preparation program.  There are individuals (Pre-
Professional Students) who are not successful in passing PRAXIS I.  Therefore, they are not 
admitted to Professional Teacher Preparation programs.   

The PRAXIS I scores of those non-admitted students should not be included in the calculation of 
the teacher licensure passage rate.  However, the PRAXIS I scores of students who do not gain 
admissions to the Professional Preparation program are included along with the PRAXIS I 
scores of those students who are admitted.   

To complete a Professional Teacher Preparation program, a student must pass PRAXIS II, 
complete all coursework and field experiences successfully.  Consequently, the student is 
awarded the bachelor’s degree and is eligible for initial teacher licensure. 

A more accurate assessment of teacher licensure passage rates should be based on averaging the 
PRAXIS I and PRAXIS II scores of students who are admitted to the Professional Teacher 
Preparation program.  If that were the case, Bowie State’s teacher licensure passage rate would 
be higher than what has been reported.  However, Bowie State will continue efforts to increase 
the first-time passage rate of our Pre-Professional students on the PRAXIS I examination. 

Retention and six-year graduation rates success 

During the last three years, Bowie State has implemented a number of initiatives that were 
designed to improve institutional retention rates and ultimately graduation rates.  The most 
significant initiative was the strengthening of First and Second Year Student Advisement.  In 
previous years, the average credit hour course load of the Bowie State student body was less than 
12 semester hours.  Essentially, the majority of the Bowie State’s student population was part-
time.  Therefore, graduation rates were adversely impacted.   
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By instituting a more intense student advisement initiative that strongly encouraged student 
enrollment in 15 or more credit hours per semester, the average credit hour course load exceed 
12 semester hours (Fall 2006 and Fall 2007).  The immediate effect of this initiative was an 
increase in second-year retention rates.  We expect this trend to continue to the point that 
institutional graduation rates will be positively impacted.   

Moreover, student advisement was structurally reorganized to create a single comprehensive unit 
that is now fully operational.  In addition, the newly implemented Office of Central Advising has 
the responsibility for management of the revamped and successful Freshman Seminar program.  
Consequently, Bowie State has a one-stop center for student advising that is centrally located and 
managed. 
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Coppin State University 

Coppin State University exceeds its peers’ performance on three out of ten core peer 
performance measures.  These include the percentage of minority undergraduates (22.5 
percentage points above the peer average), the percentage of African American undergraduates 
(48.1 percentage points above the peer average) and the second-year retention rate (3.2 
percentage points above average). 

Coppin performs below the peer average on seven out of ten core measures. Coppin’s 25th and 
75th percentile SAT scores of 770-910 were somewhat below the peer average, 797-1016. The 
six-year graduation rate for all students was 20.2 percent or 5.8 percentage points below the peer 
average. Coppin’s six-year graduation rate fell almost six percentage points below its prior year 
rate. Minority student graduation rates were five percentage points below the peer average and 
African American students’ graduation rates were 2.8 percentage points below the peer average.  
African American six-year graduation rates are falling after two years of improving rates. 
Coppin’s teacher licensure pass rate which was 95 percent for the prior reporting period fell to 81 
percent, well below the State MFR target of 96 percent.  In addition, pass rates were 15.2 
percentage points below the peer average. The pass rate for nursing licensure exams is 17.5 
percentage points below the average of the two peers reporting on this measure. Two peers had 
missing data and six peers do not have nursing programs. Coppin’s nursing exam pass rate fell 
from 82 percent in the prior reporting period to the current level of 75 percent.  The university is 
closing the gap between its alumni giving rate and that of its peers. The university’s average 
undergraduate alumni giving rate was only 3.9 percentage points below the peer average with 
seven out of ten peer institutions reporting on this measure.  

Coppin has five institution-specific indicators:  percent of full-time faculty with terminal 
degrees, acceptance rate, yield rate, student to faculty ratio, and state appropriations per full-time
equivalent student (FTES).  Although these are primarily descriptive measures, they provide 
information that offers an institutional profile in comparison to the selected peers. For example, 
approximately 58 percent of full-time faculty at Coppin holds terminal degrees, which is 13 
percentage points below its peer average.  Coppin’s acceptance and yield rates are both lower 
than the respective peer averages (-20.1 and -12.1 percentage points respectively). Coppin’s 
student to faculty ratio is higher than its peer average by 5.7 FTES per full-time faculty (24.1 
compared to the peer average of 18.4).  State appropriations per FTES are $3,212 below the peer 
average. The current reporting period shows an increase in the gap between Coppin and its peers 
on the appropriations per FTES measure. The funding gap was only $2,767 the prior year.    

Coppin continues to work toward elimination of missing data from its submission. It should 
continue these efforts in order to make the best possible performance assessment against its 
selected peers.   It is also important to note that only four of ten peers have nursing programs and 
two of those had missing data. Given the State’s critical workforce interest in nursing graduates, 
Coppin should identify additional peers with nursing programs for this one measure to better 
gauge its performance against similar nursing programs. Coppin should comment on the decline 
in teacher licensure exam pass rates and efforts underway to improve and stabilize these.  Coppin 
should comment on the effectiveness of various programs implemented to improve six-year 
graduation rates and the role that resources play in supporting improved graduation rates.    

 

14



Coppin State University’s Response 

Coppin State University’s immediate priority is to improve our freshman second-year retention 
rate and six-year graduation rates.  A new campus-wide Enrollment Management team is being 
composed and will be meeting regularly to assess current retention programs and strategies, and 
recommend new initiatives and best practices to improve retention and graduation rates. 

However, we do have serious concerns about the methodology and modeling analysis used to 
select our performance peers.  Most of our current peer institutions are not similar to Coppin 
State University in terms of mission, value and core vision.  It is important to point out that 
Coppin State University is an urban historically black university and only one of our ten peer 
institutions (Chicago State University) truly meets and fits an urban university setting.  Coppin 
State University thus exceeds Chicago State University on six out of eight core peer performance 
measures, including retention and graduation rates.  Coppin State University will collaborate 
with the University System of Maryland Office to select new peer institutions with similar 
mission, size, percent of African American undergraduates, student charges, percent of 
undergraduates receiving Pell grants, student life, degree conferred by level, faculty profile, etc.  
We believe selecting new peers will eliminate missing peer data for nursing graduates.  

In 2006, Coppin State’s School of Education received re-accreditation from the National Council 
for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE).  NCATE cited no official areas for 
improvement relative to their standards.  CSU will continue to maintain the high standards of
excellence in both initial teacher preparation and advanced preparation teacher programs.  The 
decline in the teacher licensure exam pass rate is the first in three years, and this is being 
investigated by the School of Education. 

 

15



C
op

pi
n 

St
at

e 
U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 P
ee

r 
Pe

rf
or

m
an

ce
 D

at
a,

 2
00

7

%
 m

in
or

ity
 

%
 A

fr
ic

an
A

ve
ra

ge
 (4

-y
r.)

Si
x-

ye
ar

Si
x-

ye
ar

Si
x-

ye
ar

Pa
ss

in
g 

ra
te

Pa
ss

in
g 

ra
te

SA
T

of
 a

ll 
A

m
er

ic
an

 o
f a

ll
se

co
nd

-y
ea

r
gr

ad
ua

tio
n 

gr
ad

ua
tio

n 
ra

te
gr

ad
ua

tio
n 

ra
te

 o
n 

te
ac

he
r

in
 n

ur
si

ng
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

ra
te

al
l m

in
or

iti
es

A
fr

ic
an

 A
m

er
ic

an
sl

ic
en

su
re

 e
xa

m
s

lic
en

si
ng

 e
xa

m

C
op

pi
n 

U
.

77
0-

91
0

94
.7

%
94

.2
%

67
.0

%
20

.2
%

19
.7

%
19

.3
%

81
.0

%
75

.0
%

A
la

ba
m

a 
St

at
e 

U
.

68
0-

87
0

98
.1

%
97

.8
%

68
.0

%
22

.9
%

22
.9

%
22

.9
%

10
0.

0%
N

P
A

lc
or

n 
St

at
e 

U
.

78
0-

95
0

91
.2

%
90

.5
%

70
.0

%
43

.6
%

43
.8

%
43

.9
%

10
0.

0%
N

A
C

hi
ca

go
 S

ta
te

 U
.

87
0-

95
0

93
.0

%
84

.7
%

57
.0

%
15

.8
%

15
.7

%
15

.1
%

99
.0

%
N

A
C

ol
um

bu
s S

ta
te

 U
.

89
0-

11
00

39
.5

%
34

.0
%

71
.0

%
28

.0
%

25
.2

%
26

.7
%

99
.0

%
10

0.
0%

Fo
rt 

V
al

le
y 

St
at

e 
U

.
69

0-
12

10
96

.4
%

95
.8

%
75

.0
%

25
.1

%
25

.5
%

25
.4

%
10

0.
0%

N
P

N
ew

 Je
rs

ey
 C

ity
 U

.
82

0-
10

00
59

.7
%

19
.2

%
74

.0
%

38
.1

%
36

.0
%

30
.7

%
91

.0
%

N
P

N
ew

 M
ex

ic
o 

H
ig

hl
an

ds
 U

.
N

A
75

.0
%

5.
2%

51
.0

%
21

.3
%

21
.8

%
0.

0%
87

.0
%

N
P

,
,

Pe
m

br
ok

e
85

0-
10

30
50

.9
%

25
.7

%
70

.0
%

34
.9

%
35

.0
%

25
.3

%
92

.0
%

N
P

Su
l R

os
s S

ta
te

 U
.

N
A

65
.8

%
4.

2%
48

.0
%

22
.9

%
16

.4
%

11
.1

%
96

.0
%

N
P

W
es

te
rn

 N
ew

 M
ex

ic
o 

U
.

N
A

52
.8

%
3.

5%
54

.0
%

7.
4%

5.
0%

20
.0

%
98

.0
%

85
.0

%

A
ve

ra
ge

 o
f P

ee
rs

79
7-

10
16

72
.2

%
46

.1
%

63
.8

%
26

.0
%

24
.7

%
22

.1
%

96
.2

%
92

.5
%

A
ve

ra
ge

 (2
-y

r.)
un

de
rg

ra
du

at
e

%
 o

f
FT

E 
st

ud
en

ts
St

at
e

al
um

ni
F-

T 
fa

cu
lty

 w
ith

pe
r F

-T
ap

pr
op

ria
tio

n 
pe

r
U

ni
ve

rs
ity

gi
vi

ng
 ra

te
te

rm
in

al
 d

eg
re

es
A

cc
ep

ta
nc

e 
ra

te
Y

ie
ld

 ra
te

fa
cu

lty
FT

E 
st

ud
en

t

C
op

pi
n 

U
.

7.
0%

58
.0

%
49

.0
%

34
.0

%
24

.1
$6

,1
04

A
la

ba
m

a 
St

at
e 

U
.

N
A

60
.0

%
67

.0
%

29
.2

%
N

A
$7

,4
10

A
lc

or
n 

St
at

e 
U

.
7.

0%
64

.0
%

68
.0

%
29

.7
%

19
.2

$7
,9

24
C

hi
ca

go
 S

ta
te

 U
.

7.
0%

64
.0

%
51

.0
%

37
.1

%
15

.8
$1

0,
50

7
C

ol
um

bu
s S

ta
te

 U
.

9.
0%

76
.0

%
64

.0
%

64
.7

%
23

.7
$5

,6
14

Fo
rt 

V
al

le
y 

St
at

e 
U

.
37

.0
%

N
A

54
.0

%
57

.5
%

N
A

$9
,8

99
N

ew
 Je

rs
ey

 C
ity

 U
.

5.
0%

N
A

54
.0

%
56

.0
%

N
A

$8
,8

30
N

ew
 M

ex
ic

o 
H

ig
hl

an
ds

 U
.

6.
0%

N
A

78
.0

%
N

A
N

A
$1

2,
28

4
Pe

m
br

ok
e

5.
0%

69
.0

%
86

.0
%

48
.3

%
17

.8
$9

,8
96

Su
l R

os
s S

ta
te

 U
.

N
A

N
A

N
A

N
A

15
.6

$1
1,

09
1

W
es

te
rn

 N
ew

 M
ex

ic
o 

U
.

N
A

91
.0

%
10

0.
0%

N
A

N
A

$9
,7

06

A
ve

ra
ge

 o
f P

ee
rs

10
.9

%
70

.7
%

69
.1

%
46

.1
%

18
.4

$9
,3

16

N
A

 - 
 D

at
a 

no
t a

va
ila

bl
e

N
P 

- N
o 

pr
og

ra
m

N
R

 - 
N

o 
re

qu
ire

m
en

t

C
SC

 in
st

itu
tio

n-
sp

ec
ifi

c 
in

di
ca

to
rs

16



Frostburg State University 

Frostburg State University exceeds average peer performance on four out of ten core 
performance measures. Frostburg’s minority student enrollment as a percentage of total 
undergraduate enrollment is 7.1 percentage points above the peer average. The percentage of 
African American undergraduate enrollments is 9.8 percentage points above the peer average 
and increased over the prior year from a proportion of 14.8 percent to 16.6 percent. African 
American students’ six-year graduation rates continued to improve.  Nearly forty-six percent of 
African American students graduated within six-years of enrollment which exceeded the peer
average by 4.4 percentage points. This is an increase over Frostburg’s prior year graduation rate 
of 36.4 percent.  Frostburg’s 99 percent pass rate on teacher licensure exams is two percentage 
points above their peers’ average and exceeds the State’s MFR goal of 96 percent.   

The university performs below the average of its peers on five out of the ten core measures.    
Frostburg has enrolled students with lower SAT scores in the past few years with current SAT 
scores in the 25th to 75th percentile at 860-1070 in comparison to the peer average of 931-1129.  
The average second-year retention rate is 2.7 percentage points below that of its peers and has 
remained at 73 percent for the past three years. The overall six-year graduation rate is slightly 
below the peer average (one percentage point) and has declined for three consecutive years to the 
current level of 47 percent for all students although gains for African American students have 
been good as noted in the prior paragraph. Frostburg has a slightly lower minority student six-
year graduation rate than its peers (1.2 percentage points).  Frostburg’s average undergraduate 
alumni giving is only one percentage point below peers and has remained consistent for the past 
two years.        

No peer performance data was provided for pass rate on social work licensure exams for the 
second consecutive year.  The Association of Social Work Boards no longer makes this 
information available. There was no other missing data in the report.  

Frostburg compares favorably with peers on its two institution-specific indicators:  student-
faculty ratio and percent of faculty with terminal degrees.  The university’s student-faculty ratio 
is 19 to 1 compared to a peer average of 22 to1 and 86 percent of its faculty had terminal degrees 
which is three percentage points above the peer average.  

Maryland Higher Education Commission staff commends the university on its increase in six-
year graduation rates for African American students.  Commission staff understand that 
Frostburg places emphasis on both high school GPA and SAT scores for admission and notes 
that despite lower incoming SAT scores, the university compares favorably with peers on overall 
six-year graduation rates. Frostburg should comment on the availability of social work licensing 
exam pass rates and should suggest alternative measures.   

Frostburg State University’s Response 

Frostburg State University would like to commend the Commission staff on its excellent work in 
the preparation of the peer performance analysis.
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Availability of social work licensing exam pass rates 

Since the submission of the peer performance data in August of 2007, Frostburg has obtained its 
social work licensing exam pass rates for the 2006 testing year.  The University should be able to 
continue to collect the pass rate data from the Association of Social Work Boards Pass/Fail 
Summary and continue to use the data for internal evaluation.  

The pass rate data for the 2006 testing year increased two percent over testing year 2005. Despite 
continuing small numbers of examinees, the data validates that the Social Work program
successfully prepares graduates to succeed in their profession. The institutional pass rate 
compares favorably to the national pass rate for first-time examinees. (See Table 1). 

Table 1 
Frostburg State University Bachelor of Social Work Examination Pass Rate 

Test 
Result 

2002 
Testing 

Year 

2003 
Testing 

Year 

2004 
Testing 

Year 

2005 
Testing 

Year 

2006 
Testing 

Year 
Pass 13 9 8 4 9 

Fail 2 1 0 1 2 
Total 15 10 8 5 11 
Pass Rate 87% 90% 100% 80% 82% 
National 
Pass Rate 84% 82% 81% 79% 78% 
Association of Social Work Boards, ‘Association of Social Work Boards 
School Pass/Fail Summary’, Examination: Basic, 2007. 

Frostburg continues to make every effort to collect pass rate data from its peers. Annually, each 
peer institution is contacted and a request is made for comparable social work licensing exam
pass rate data. However, Frostburg’s current performance peers report that they do not collect or 
archive licensure pass rate data. 

Suggest alternative measures

As reported previously, Frostburg offers three programs that produce licensure pass rate data; 
two are currently included in the peer performance data.  The third program is not included 
because it is not part of the agreed-upon core performance measures and would require the 
University to track licensure pass rate results for the CPA examination.  The adoption of this 
licensure examination as a peer performance measure would not result in useful data given that: 
1) students are not required to complete the examination as part of the program; 2) students are 
not required to report the results to the institution; 3) students normally take the exam subsequent 
to obtaining professional employment; and 4) standards for satisfactory performance on the exam
greatly differ from state to state. 
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Salisbury University 

Salisbury University exceeds its peers on seven out of ten core performance indicators and is at 
the peer average for one measure.  Entering freshmen SAT scores in the 25th-75th percentile range 
are among the highest in the peer group (1020-1190 compared to peer group average of 940-
1142).  Salisbury’s percentage of minority and African American undergraduate students is 16.1 
percent and 10.6 percent respectively which exceeds the peer averages by 2.8 and 6.6 percentage 
points. The second-year retention rate is 3.5 percentage points higher than the peer average and 
equal to the prior year’s retention rate of 81 percent. Salisbury’s overall six-year graduation rate 
of 69 percent is a remarkable 18.4 percentage points above the peer average. Minority and 
African American graduation rates are 57.6 percent and 60 percent respectively and substantially 
higher than the peer averages by 15.1 percentage points for all minority students and 21.3 
percentage points higher for African American students. In addition, the minority and African 
American student graduation rates are over 10 percentage points higher than the rates reported 
for the prior year. The university performs at the peer level on the average alumni giving rate 
(nine percent for Salisbury and 8.8 percent for the peer average.) 

The university underperforms peers in two core performance measures.  Pass rates on teacher 
licensure exams rose by two percentage points over the past two years.  However, they still 
remain 7.7 percentage points below the peer average of 99 percent. More importantly, the 
university’s 91 percent pass rate falls short of the 96 percent MFR State goal. Nursing licensure 
exam pass rates rose from 73 percent to 83 percent for the current reporting period. The 
performance gap between Salisbury and its peers’ average narrowed to three percentage points 
(11.8 percentage points below the peer average for the prior reporting period).  It is important to 
note that the comparison group on this measure was small because four of ten peers do not have 
nursing programs and two institutions did not have available data.   

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 FTES.  Salisbury is more selective than its peers 
with an acceptance rate of 57 percent compared to a peer average of 68 percent. Salisbury 
continues to receive national recognition as one of the nation’s best public comprehensive 
universities which no doubt encourages a large number of both in-state and out-of-state students 
to apply for admission.  Eighty-two percent of Salisbury faculty holds a terminal degree which is 
slightly above the peer average of 81 percent.  The student-faculty ratio is 17.1 to 1 compared to 
the peer average of 18.6 to 1. The average high school GPA for entering freshmen of 3.5 
compares favorably to the 3.2 average for the peer group.  Salisbury’s appropriations per FTEs 
rose from $4,199 to $4,359.  The State appropriation per FTES slipped from the prior year’s 
$1,758 below the peer average to $2,216 below the peer average and the peer average rose from
$5,957 to $6,485 in the current reporting period. 

The Commission staff notes the strong improvement in six-year graduation rates for Salisbury 
students and encourages the university to comment on efforts that have had positive impact in 
this area. Salisbury should comment on its ongoing efforts to improve teacher licensure and 
nursing licensure exam pass rates given the critical importance of these graduates to the State’s 
workforce needs. As noted in the prior year’s report, several steps have been taken to assist 
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students in this area and the full benefit of these efforts may not yet be fully realized. The 
university may wish to consider adding additional peers for comparison for the nursing licensure 
measure only since the comparison group is very small. Finally, Salisbury should comment on 
the differential in State appropriations per FTES in contrast to its peers and the subsequent 
impact on tuition and mandatory fees across the peer group.   

Salisbury University’s Response 

Teacher licensure pass rate 

The teacher education pass rate of 91 percent given in this report is for academic year 2004-
2005.   In 2006, SU implemented measures to improve this pass rate, which were described in 
SU’s 2006 response to the Commission.   Since there is a two-year delay in reporting pass rates, 
the earliest that the effects of these efforts could be observed in a Peer Performance Analysis 
would be in the 2009 report where data for the 2007-2008 academic year will be reported. 

Maryland requires passage of Praxis II for teacher licensure.  Only one of SU’s peers used Praxis 
II as the teacher licensure examination in 2004-2005; the others use different examinations 
which may or may not be comparable.   So it is at best difficult to sensibly compare an SU pass 
rate on Praxis II to a peer average across several different tests.  Additionally, different states 
have different “cut rates” by which passing and failing are determined, thus further complicating 
comparability.  

However, SU’s pass rate on Praxis II compares favorably to the three other Maryland public 
institutions, which, like SU, do not require passage of Praxis II as a condition for graduation.   
SU has the second highest pass rate in this group with the highest being 93 percent.  The other 
Maryland public institutions require passage of Praxis II as a condition for graduation, resulting 
in a virtually 100 percent pass rate.      

Nursing licensure exam pass rate 
Nursing licensure exam pass rates have continued to rise from 73 percent in FY 2005 (July 1, 
2004-June 30, 2005) to 83 percent in FY 2006 to 90 percent in FY 2007.   These pass rates 
represent the number of students who pass the exam the first time.  While SU does not have solid 
data on the pass rate for those who take the exam at least once, anecdotal evidence suggests that 
students have a very high second time pass rate.   

The nursing licensure pass rate of 83 percent given in the 2007 MHEC Funding Guidelines Peer 
Performance Analysis is for FY 2006.  Preliminary data for FY 2007 indicates the pass rate will 
be in the 90’s. Our faculty continues to examine the curriculum and areas in which the students 
appear to miss the most questions on the NCLEX-RN exam.  The department also provides 
assessment testing to help students identify their weak areas, and supports tutoring/review 
activities for students.  
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Teacher licensure pass rates 

When second attempts are considered, the SU pass rate on the teacher licensure exam is nearly 
100 percent.  Our data on second attempts is tracked by graduation date.  In May 2006, 55 out of 
60 students passed the first time and 4 out of 5 passed on the second attempt, leading to a pass 
rate of 98.3 percent.  In December, 2006 all 17 students passed the first time, a pass rate of 100 
percent.  In May 2007, 47 out of 50 passed the first time and 2 out of 3 passed the second 
attempt, resulting in a pass rate of 98 percent. 

Six-year graduation rates 

The success that SU has had with its six-year graduation rate is attributable to a number of 
factors, some academic and some social.  What follows is a sketch of some specific activities that 
we believe leads to student success: 

Many students actually have an edge as they enter SU due to their work in high school.   
Historically 25 to 35 percent of incoming freshmen receive AP credit for at least one course.  
This group of students comes to SU already having successfully completed University level 
courses and should have an easier time making the transition from high school to the university.  
However, the number and percentage of students who are admitted with AP credit seems to be 
declining which may mean more support may be required for incoming students to maintain the 
six-year graduation rate.   

SU has a mandatory advising system.  Students must consult with an advisor before registering 
for courses in the regular academic year.  When students declare a major, they are immediately 
assigned to a faculty advisor in their major.  Students who have not yet declared a major are 
advised by professional advisors who have been identified by the National Academic Advising 
Association as the most effective advisors, in many ways, for such students.   Moreover, students 
have access 24-7 via GullNet to advising reports which include documentation of their progress 
toward completing their major and their progress toward completing degree requirements.   
However, SU is beginning to see stress on its Advising System due to enrollment growth 
financially supported only “at the margins.”  For example SU has grown by 585 students since 
2002 while the number of professional academic advisors has remained constant.    

Department chairs track historic demand for courses and plan schedules based on that demand.  
In addition, the enrollment management team tracks demand for courses during pre-registration 
and alerts deans and chairs of unforeseen pressure on offerings who then attempt to make 
adjustments, by adding sections, reassigning faculty from low demand sections to high demand 
sections, etc.   In addition, academic advisors work with students who are having difficulty 
completing a schedule of courses by helping students see alternative options such as enrolling in 
a section offered at a different time of day or finding a different course that can be taken and still 
keep them on track toward completion of their degree.   

Our faculty is committed to student success.  Teaching undergraduates is the primary focus of 
the faculty.   Nearly all have terminal degrees and only a handful of courses are taught by 
graduate teaching assistants.  Faculty developed and support the SU Student Research 
Symposium, an annual event where students at all levels present their research findings to the 
campus community.   In 2008, instead of hosting its own Student Research Symposium, SU will 
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be hosting the 22nd National Conference on Undergraduate Research (NCUR®) where SU 
students as well as students from across the country will be presenting their research.  SU also 
hosted NCUR® in 1998. 

SU makes use of its Winter and Summer terms to keep students on track. To do this effectively 
means that students, who are in academic difficulty during a regular term, need to receive their 
final grades from the Registrar and letters indicating probation status from Academic Affairs 
before the very next Winter term or Summer term begins. This is difficult to do, since the time
between the end of a regular term and the beginning of the next Summer or Winter term is short 
and requires a coordinated effort on the part of faculty and staff to make it happen.   

Student Affairs provides a wide variety of support services for students which we believe lead to 
the high graduation rate.  SU has revamped its Freshmen Orientation Experience to set the tone 
for academic excellence from the very beginning.  SU has a peer mentor program to assist 
transition of minority students to college life.  Students, especially resident freshmen, are invited 
to participate in academic learning communities set up in campus dormitories and directed by 
faculty.  Traditionally, a high number of students work on campus.  This offers students the 
opportunity to better connect with the campus which is especially important, since SU has 
housing for only 25 percent of its students on campus.  Business and Finance as well as the 
Financial Aid office spend a good deal of time with students who are having difficulty making 
ends meet.  

To sum up, the culture of the campus is to support student success.  SU recognizes that student 
success requires the attention of all facets of the University; it’s not compartmentalized in say the 
faculty, Student Affairs, the advising system, etc.    

Impact on tuition and fee differential in State appropriations per FTES 

Among its peers Salisbury University has the second highest tuition and mandatory fees per 
FTES and the second lowest appropriation per FTES.  In FY 06, Salisbury received $4,359 per 
FTES from the State compared to a peer average of $6,485, and tuition and mandatory fees at 
Salisbury were $5,865 compared to a peer average of $4,781 per FTES. 

The impact can be measured in a number of ways, but all point to a greater burden of the cost of 
education being borne by students and their families.  Students at Salisbury pay $1,084 more in 
tuition and fees than the average student at a peer institution.  Another way to view the data is for 
each State dollar appropriated, students at Salisbury pay $1.35 in tuition and mandatory fees as 
compared to an average $0.74 in tuition and fees per State dollar at the peer institutions.  Lastly, 
at Salisbury tuition and mandatory fees account for 57 percent of the cost of education while the 
average at the peer institutions is 42 percent.   

The total State appropriation and tuition plus mandatory fees at Salisbury is $10,224 per student 
compared to a peer average of $11,266 or a shortfall of $1,042 per student.  With an FTES 
headcount of 6,324, this shortfall amounted to about 6.6 million dollars.  This is 6.6 million 
dollars that SU does not have to support academic excellence, which impacts student success and 
achievement.  For example, Salisbury University is struggling to find funding for an Academic 
Achievement Center, a facility where undergraduates can seek help in improving their academic 
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performance.  Such centers are common among institutions like SU and in fact exist on several 
System campuses.  Such a center will become increasingly important for SU to both maintain its 
graduation rates and to close the achievement gap.  As another example, in FY06 Salisbury 
faculty salaries were at 62nd, 59th, and 74th percentiles (Professor, Associate Professor, and 
Assistant Professor) instead of the BOR target of 85th.  This makes it increasingly difficult for 
SU to compete with its peers for quality faculty.  Similarly, SU is finding it increasingly difficult 
to fill vacant administrative positions.

The impact of the tuition and fee differential in State appropriations per FTES relative to peers 
results in higher costs for students at SU than students at peer institutions, and at the same time
further stresses an academic delivery and support system that is stretched thin.   
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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 percentile scores of 970-1170 compare favorably with the 
peer average of 907-1113.  The percentage of African American undergraduate students (10.9 
percent) attending the institution is above the peer average by 2.6 percentage points.  Towson is 
ranked first in second-year retention rates with 85 percent retention compared to a peer average 
of 79 percent.  The overall six-year graduation rate is 6.9 percentage points above the peer 
average. Towson’s six-year graduation rates for all minorities (52.9 percent) and for African 
American (54.7 percent) students increased a second consecutive year and are 9.9 and 14.5 
percentage points above their respective peer averages. 

The university performs below the average of its peers on three core performance measures. 
Towson enrolls a lower proportion of minority students than its peers (10.1 percentage points 
below the peer average). However it is important to note that peers include three California State 
and one Texas institution that have exceptionally large Hispanic enrollments.  Towson remains 
second among peers in African American enrollments. The pass rate on teacher licensure exams 
is 93 percent which is 3.3 percentage points below the peer average and three percentage points 
below the State MFR target of 96 percent.  Pass rates in nursing licensure exams were 4.8 
percentage points below the peer average and were lower compared to the prior year (82 percent 
current year pass rate; 87 percent past reporting period). It is important to note that the peer 
comparison group is only five as five of the peers do not have nursing programs. The alumni 
giving rate is slightly below the peer average by .7 percentage points and Towson’s alumni 
giving rate continues a trend of modest increase for the second consecutive year.  

Towson selected three institution-specific indicators:  percent of undergraduates who live on 
campus; student-faculty ratio; and acceptance rate. Twenty-three percent of Towson’s students 
live on campus compared to an average of 28 percent for the peer group. The student/faculty 
ratio of 18 to 1 is just below the peer average of 19 to 1.  Towson’s acceptance rate is 64 percent 
compared to a peer average of 69 percent.   

Towson should comment on pass rates for teacher and nursing licensure exams. The university 
may want to include the progress made toward improving Math pass rates on the teacher 
licensure exam based on the Math department’s plan to implement a test-preparation course per 
last year’s performance accountability report. Given the State’s strong interest in nursing 
graduates and nursing workforce shortage issues, Towson may wish to identify an additional set 
of peers for this one measure with the goal of better gauging the competitiveness of its nursing 
program to similar programs. Only half of their current performance peers have a nursing 
program.   

Towson University’s Response 

Teacher licensure exam 

Our most recent Praxis results for 2005-2006 show an improved institutional pass rate of 95 
percent, which compares favorably to the state pass rate of 94 percent.  The Praxis results for 
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Math show improvement as well.  In 2005-2006, the pass rate was 100 percent for both Math 
Content and Math Pedagogy. 

Nursing licensure exam 

The competitiveness of Towson's nursing program should be measured against comparable 
programs in Maryland since boards of nursing in other states set different minimum scores for 
passing.   

Three other Maryland public four-year institutions, Coppin State University, Salisbury 
University, and the University of Maryland, Baltimore, have nursing programs.   The average 
passing rate for these institutions is 81.7 percent.  Towson’s rate, at 82.0 percent, is slightly 
above that average and 4 percent higher than the Maryland Board of Nursing acceptable pass rate 
of 78 percent. 

Fluctuation in Towson's pass rates may be related to the numbers of students who choose to sit 
for the NCLEX exams out-of-state.  The results for out-of-state exams takers are not included in 
Maryland's reporting of pass rates.  Fifteen of 107 graduates in these takers sat for NCLEX in 8 
other states, while only 3 in the prior year took the exam out-of-state.  

We expect the rates to improve.  Due to the competitive nature of the nursing program and the 
massive numbers of applicants, we are better able to select applicants most likely to be 
successful on NCLEX performance. Other measures directed at improving NCLEX performance 
include revising the curriculum in response to the National Council's newly implemented "Test 
Plan" which forms the basis for the national test.
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University of Baltimore 

The University of Baltimore’s (UB) primary mission is to provide upper division bachelor’s, 
master’s, and professional degrees. As such, the university does not have traditional performance 
measures such as SAT scores, acceptance rates, and average high school grade point averages for 
incoming freshmen.  Instead, it uses graduate student achievement and faculty quality measures.   

The University of Baltimore outperforms the peer average on four of five core performance 
measures.  Minority undergraduate students comprise 35.7 percent of enrollments, which is 2.3 
percentage points above the peer average. The University of Baltimore is ranked second among 
peers in the percentage of African American undergraduate enrollments at 30.4 percent of 
enrollments and is 19.4 percentage points above the peer average. The average alumni giving 
rate is nine percent or 2.2 percentage points above the peer average. Four of ten peers are 
missing data on this measure. Awards per 100 full-time faculty were 2.6 compared to a peer 
average of 1.5. Two peer institutions had missing data on this measure.   

The selected peer institutions do not have a law school.  The University of Baltimore (UB) 
provides no comparative peer data for the core performance measure, pass rate for first-time test 
takers for the law licensing exam. The university had a 65 percent pass rate for the reporting 
period which was a significant improvement over the prior year rate of 57 percent.  Given the 
lack of comparative data provided by the university, it is helpful to compare UB’s pass rate to 
Maryland’s other public law school at the University of Maryland, Baltimore (UMB) which 
reports an 80 percent pass rate for the same reporting period. In addition, UB’s pass rate can be 
compared to the jurisdictional pass rate of 74 percent for Maryland as reported in the ABA-LSAC 
Official Guide to ABA-Approved Law School, 2008 Edition. The University of Baltimore lags 
behind these performance rates but has made marked improvement over the prior year. 

The university selected two institution-specific indicators:  expenditures for research and the 
proportion of part-time faculty.  The University of Baltimore exceeds the peer average for 
research expenditures by $2.5 million and is ranked second in this category. It is 9.7 percentage 
points above the peer average in percent of part-time faculty.     

The University should comment on its continuing efforts to improve pass rates on the law 
licensure exam and may want to report on the pass rate for its second time test takers if this adds 
to a better understanding of its overall program success. The university began implementing new 
support programs in Spring 2005 as a result of an internal task force’s recommendations for 
improving passing rates. Commission staff suggested that UB permanently add additional peer 
comparisons on this one measure in last year’s performance accountability report. Washburn 
University of Topeka, North Carolina Central University and the University of Maine School of 
Law at the University of Southern Maine are funding peers who have law schools and could 
provide data against which to compare UB’s law program outcomes.  The Commission again 
recommends that UB incorporate these institutions on the law licensure pass rate measure on a 
permanent basis. The Commission staff note that the University of Baltimore has admitted its 
first freshman class in twenty-five years. Appropriate peer performance measures should be 
added to UB’s performance indicators to reflect this change in enrollments.   
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University of Baltimore’s Response 

The MHEC staff requested that UB add the bar passage rate for three schools to UB’s Funding 
Guidelines Peer Performance Analysis. Here is the data requested. 

Washburn University                               81% 
North Carolina Central                             81% 
University of Maine at Southern Maine      83% 

The data comes from the ABA-LSAC Official Guide to ABA-Approved Law Schools, 2008. 

Additionally, “The Commission staff note that the University of Baltimore has admitted its first 
freshmen class in twenty-five years. Appropriate peer performance measures should be added to 
UB’s performance indicators to reflect this change in enrollments.” The next submission to the 
Commission will include a performance measure for second-year retention rate when the data 
becomes available for the first time.  Latter additional peer performance measures for six-year 
graduation rate – all undergraduates, six-year graduation rate - all minority undergraduates, and 
six-year graduation rate – all African American undergraduates will be added as the data 
becomes available. 
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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 outperforms peers on seven core performance measures. UMB enrolls a higher percentage 
of minority undergraduates and African American undergraduates than the peer average by 14.9 
and 15.9 percentage points respectively.  Passing rates on nursing, medical and social work 
licensure exams exceed the peer averages by five, one and four percentage points respectively. 
Average alumni giving was 9.6 percentage points higher than the peer average. Total R & D 
medical expenditures per full-time medical faculty exceeds the peer average by $12,037. 

The university underperforms peers on three core performance measures. UMB’s pass rate on 
law licensure exams is 11 percentage points below the peer average of 91 percent which also 
includes the addition of the University of Connecticut, University of Texas at Austin, and the 
University of Virginia for this one performance measure.  UMB’s pass rate of 80 percent is 
higher than the overall State pass rate of 74 percent as reported in the ABA-LSAC Official Guide 
to ABA-Approved Law School, 2008 Edition and exceeds the University of Baltimore pass rate of 
65 percent.  UMB has $49.1 million less in total medical research expenditures than the peer 
average although it is important to note that the peer average is skewed dramatically upward by 
one institution’s expenditures (University of California, San Francisco - UCSF). UCSF is the 
only peer classified as Specialized – medical school or medical centers.  UMB is ranked third on 
this measure and exceeds the peer average by $48.9 million if UCSF is removed from the 
calculation. UMB’s average annual percent growth in federal R & D medical expenditures was 
8.3 percent and seven percentage points below the peer average of 15.3 percent.   

The university selected six institution-specific indicators:  total medicine R & D spending, 
medicine research grants per basic research faculty; medicine research grants per clinical faculty, 
percent of minority students enrolled, total headcount enrollment, and percentage of graduate and 
professional students enrolled.  No data was supplied for medicine research grants per basic 
research faculty and per clinical faculty.  Per UMB, the Association of American Medical 
Colleges (AAMC) no longer reports this data per research and clinical faculty. AAMC only 
reports aggregated data now.   

Total medicine R & D spending was $31.7 million below the peer average although UMB is 
third highest among peers on this measure. UMB’s total enrollment is 33.5 percent minority 
compared to a peer average of 31.5 percent. Its total headcount enrollment of 5,636 is 16,742 less 
than the peer average and it has the second smallest number of students enrolled. Graduate and 
first professional enrollments as a percent of total headcount are 36.7 percentage points higher 
than the peer average.  

The University of Maryland, Baltimore should comment on the current climate for research 
funding and pass rates on the law licensure exam which is below that of its peers. Commission 
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staff notes that the University is considering the addition of appropriate measures for future 
reports to replace medicine research grants per basic research faculty and per clinical faculty 
since this data is no longer available.   

University of Maryland, Baltimore’s Response 

Peer performance measures for the University of Maryland, Baltimore are primarily related to 
three areas: research activity; student outcomes; and diversity.  UMB continues to adapt to a 
tightening of funding from the National Institutes of Health (NIH), even though NIH and other 
federal funding sources, including the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, still 
contributed almost $260 million toward all contracts and grants in fiscal year 2007.  Vaccine 
development and homeland defense helped keep federal investment in research at UMB robust, 
complemented by grants from private sources like the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation and 
from 150 corporations. 

Pass rates for UMB students taking licensure exams in nursing and law improved in 2007 
compared to 2006.  Data on peer licensure exam outcomes are often unavailable due to 
restrictions on sharing results enforced by the testing agencies or peer institutions.  In these 
instances, national results are often available.  Minority and African American enrollments at 
UMB continue to increase for most measures, and remain above the peer averages for all 
measures. 
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University of Maryland, Baltimore County 

The University of Maryland, Baltimore County (UMBC) exceeds the average of its peers on 
eight of thirteen core performance measures.  It compares favorably on SAT 25th and 75th

percentiles scores of 1080-1300 compared to the peer average of 1017-1231.  The percentage of 
minority undergraduate students (40 percent) exceeds the peer average by 17 percentage points.  
African American students comprise 15 percent of undergraduate enrollments compared to a 
peer average of 6.6 percent. Furthermore, the university’s six-year graduation rates for minority 
and African American students exceed the peer averages by 2.1 and 6.4 percentage points 
respectively. UMBC’s pass rate on teacher licensure exams is 99 percent, which exceeds the peer 
average of 97.3 percent as well as the State MFR goal of 96 percent.  The currently reported 
passing rate is an improvement of 6 percentage points over the prior reporting period. UMBC is 
ranked third in average annual percent growth in federal R & D expenditures at 22.9 percent or 
7.7 percentage points above the peer average. UMBC exceeds the peer average for awards per 
100 full-time faculty by 2.6 and ranks first among its peers for the current reporting period.  

UMBC underperforms peers on five core performance measures. The institution has an 82 
percent second-year retention rate which is below the peer average by 1.9 percentage points. The 
overall six-year graduation rate is 5.7 percentage points below the peer average although it 
outperforms peers in minority student graduation rates as noted above. The university’s total R & 
D expenditures are over $68 million below the peer average and $40,000 below the peer average 
for R & D expenditures per full-time faculty. UMBC reports the lowest percentage of alumni 
giving (five percent) among its peers; the peer average is 15.9 percent. UMBC is a relatively 
young institution in comparison to its peers and does not yet have the alumni base to match its 
more established peers.  

The university selected five institution-specific indicators that include:  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.   UMBC continues to rank first in information technology bachelor’s 
degree awards and invention disclosures per million in R & D expenditures.  Four peers have 
missing data on the latter. UMBC has a higher ratio of FTE students to full-time faculty; 20.3 to 
1 compared to the peer average of 19.6 to 1 but this is a slight improvement over the previous 
year. UMBC is ranked third in federal R & D expenditures per full-time faculty and nearly 
$27,000 per full-time faculty above the peer average for this measure.  It ranks second in the 
ratio of license agreements per million in R & D expenditures and is up from its 5th place ranking 
during the prior reporting period.  

UMBC has good success in promoting timely graduation for minority students. It should 
comment on its continuing efforts through first-year programs and enhanced advising reported in 
the prior year’s report that contribute to this success. In addition it should comment on efforts 
underway to improve the overall six-year graduation rates for all students.   
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University of Maryland, Baltimore County’s Response 

Retention and graduation rates 

Student retention and graduation rates are important indicators that UMBC takes very seriously 
and that the institution has worked vigorously to improve.  The university has undertaken several 
academic initiatives designed to increase student engagement, which is known to affect student
persistence.  First Year Seminars have provided an opportunity for students to study stimulating 
special topics with full-time faculty in small classes that emphasize active learning.  Student 
“success” seminars, offered as small companion seminars to many freshman courses, emphasize 
study skills, time management, academic integrity, and other topics that promote student 
engagement and success.   The New Student Book Experience, engages the entire campus 
community in selection of the each year’s book and in the small-group discussions that are held 
with new students at the opening of the fall semester.  This initiative has been broadened to 
include continuing discussion of the book in freshman classes, and the author or another featured 
speaker are invited to campus to make a presentation and meet with students.  Analyses 
conducted by the Office of Institutional Research suggest that these programs are having a 
significant effect on retention and this fall UMBC's second-year retention rate improved to 84.5 
percent, a significant increase over the 82.0 percent rate reported last year. 

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.  The most recent addition 
is a baccalaureate program in Media and Communication Studies, which builds on our strengths 
in these two areas.  Last spring, the Erickson School of Aging Studies launched an innovative 
interdisciplinary baccalaureate program that combines studies of aging, service delivery, and 
public policy related to our aging population. 

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 has moved up to 6th in total R & D expenditures per full-
time faculty member.  Average annual percent growth over 5 years is the 3rd highest of our peers, 
and, as noted above, UMBC ranks 3rd on its institution-specific indicator of federal R & D 
expenditures per full-time faculty member.   

Alumni giving rate  

In 2007 three new gift officers were added to the staff in the Office of Institutional Advancement 
and alumni numbers and dollars rose in the fiscal year ending June 30.  UMBC is in the sixth 
year of a seven year campaign to raise $100 million.  As of June 30, 2007 more than $75 million 
had been committed.  While much has been accomplished in the overall fundraising program, 
limited resources have not allowed for the development of a robust communications program
aimed at alumni.  Nevertheless, progress is being made. 
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University of Maryland, College Park 

The University of Maryland, College Park is measured against its aspirational peers, institutions 
that as the State’s flagship public institution, it seeks to emulate in reputation and quality.  The 
university compares favorably or exceeds the peer average on six out of thirteen core 
performance measures for the current reporting period.   The university’s new student SAT 25th - 
75th percentile score range of 1170-1370 compares favorably to the group average of 1192-1394. 
UMCP enrolls the highest percentage of African American undergraduates (12.9 percent) and 
exceeds the peer average by 6.7 percentage points. Pass rates on teacher licensure exams hit 100 
percent, the same as all its peers and above the Maryland MFR goal of 96 percent. The 
university’s faculty showed an increase in research productivity with total R & D expenditures 
per full-time faculty $12,758 above the peer average and an increase of $24,111 per faculty 
member over its prior year rate. The average annual percentage growth in federal R & D 
expenditures of 8.8 percent was above the peer average of 7.3 percent and UMCP was ranked 
second in this category. The institution’s 5.4 awards per 100 full-time faculty was similar to the 
peer average (5.2).  

The university falls below the peer averages on seven core performance measures. While UMCP 
enrolls the highest percentage of African American undergraduates, it is four percentage points 
below the peer average for percentage of total minority enrollments.  Second-year retention rates 
fall 3.6 percentage points below the peer average of 96 percent. The university’s six-year 
graduation rates for all undergraduates, all minority undergraduates and African American 
undergraduates have improved for two consecutive years. The graduation rates for all 
undergraduates, all minorities and African Americans are 79, 76 and 69 percent respectively.  
However, the university underperforms its peers on these measures by 7.2 percentage points on 
overall graduation rates, seven percentage points for minority graduation rates and four 
percentage points for African Americans. The university’s 14 percent alumni-giving rate is 2.4 
percentage points below the peer average.  The university made some progress in closing the gap 
between itself and its peers in total R & D expenditures.  These expenditures rose by $28.6 
million from the prior year, narrowing the expenditure gap to $47.3 million below the peer 
average from a gap of $73.2 million in the prior reporting period.  

The University of Maryland, College Park 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 essentially maintained its performance in number of graduate-level programs 
ranked among the top 25 (81 in 2004 and 80 in 2005) compared to a peer group average of 106.   
UMCP’s number of programs ranked in the top 15 fell from 60 to 53 over the prior year and is 
well below the peer average of 87. The university continues to outpace its peers in the percent 
change in faculty memberships in national academies with forty percent growth compared to ten 
percent growth for the peer average.  The number of invention disclosures per $100 million in 
total R & D expenditures increased slightly over the prior year but remained 4 disclosures below 
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the peer average of 39.  The university ranks first in the number of degrees awarded to African 
American students exceeding the peer average by 313 degree awards.   

The University of Maryland, College Park should comment on continuing efforts to improve six-
year graduation rates for all students and minority students in particular.  The university is 
encouraged to share student success program assessment results.  The Commission staff note the 
strong full-time research faculty productivity evidenced by the increase in total R & D 
expenditures and expenditures per 100 full-time faculty in this performance report. The 
university is to be commended for its success in achieving a 100 percent pass rate on teacher 
licensure exams.  

University of Maryland, College Park’s Response 

The University continues to increase the graduation rates for minorities, African American 
students, and all students at a faster rate than our peers. The difference between UM and its peers 
in 2007 was 7 percentage points for all students and minority students and 4 percentage points 
for African American students.  In 2004, the difference in the graduation rates between UM and 
its peers was 14, 15, and 13 percentage points for these three groups, respectively.   Minorities 
and African American students have increased their graduation rates by more than 10 percentage 
points in the last 5 years.  

To achieve this success, the University has implemented recruitment, retention, and student 
success initiatives.  The University’s recruitment agenda includes programs targeted to attract 
students of color.  Many of the pre-freshman programs serve dual purposes, in that they not only 
give new students assistance but also expose them to disciplines that traditionally have less 
diversity, such as science and engineering.  For example, the Center for Minorities in Science 
and Engineering in the School of Engineering has been very successful in serving both current 
and prospective students.  The Pre-College Program in the Office of the Dean of Undergraduate 
Studies is a federally funded TRIO Program which provides education services to low-income 
and/or first-generation college-bound students in an effort to overcome economic, social, and 
cultural barriers that impede the pursuit of higher education.  The University intends to explore 
opportunities to expand and replicate these programs. 

Some of the recruitment strategies involve expanding and capitalizing upon the University’s pre-
existing involvement in surrounding communities.  As an example, the University has recently 
expanded the Maryland Incentive Awards Program.  This program combines service to the 
community, and support and assistance to high school students in largely minority communities, 
with an open door to a first-class university.  The program not only provides deserving students 
with a college education, but also focuses on citizenship skills such as leadership, critical 
thinking, and character development.  The one-year retention rate for students participating in the 
Baltimore Incentive Awards Program is 86 percent.  Preliminary statistics for the first-year 
cohort of the BIA show a 6-year graduation rate of 78 percent.  Because of the program’s 
success, the University has instituted a similar program in Prince George’s County, a local 
community for the University.  
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The undergraduate retention policies and programs were established with the goal of enhancing 
student success.  These initiatives call for each degree program to build four-year graduation 
templates and plans for advising interventions in order to assure that students are on track to 
timely graduation.   

In addition to recruitment and retention, the University is actively examining strategies to narrow 
the gap between in student success between all students and African American students and all 
minorities.  The results of these initiatives will not come to fruition for another several years.   
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University of Maryland Eastern Shore 

The University of Maryland Eastern Shore outperforms the peer group on six out of twelve core 
performance measures. UMES exceeds its peer average in the percentage of African American 
undergraduate enrollments by 2.7 percentage points.  The university’s six-year graduation rate 
for all undergraduates (41.8 percent), all minority undergraduates (42.7 percent) and African 
American undergraduates (43.1 percent) exceed the peer averages by 4.2, 5.3 and 7.7 percentage 
points respectively.  Furthermore, UMES’ six-year graduation rates held steady across these 
categories while the peer average declined over the prior year.  The pass rate on teacher licensure 
exams reached 100 percent and was up from 83 percent the prior year.  This pass rate was above 
the current peer average by 3.4 percentage points and exceeds Maryland’s Managing for Results 
goal of 96 percent. UMES exceeds the average peer performance in total R & D expenditures per 
full-time faculty by $13,085; however six out of 10 institutions had missing data in this measure.  

The university falls below the average peer performance on one half of the core performance 
measures. The university’s freshmen SAT 25th-75th percentile scores are 730-920 compared to 
the peer average of 788-998. Minority undergraduate enrollments (83.5 percent) are three 
percentage points below the peer average. Average second-year retention rates fall 4.7 
percentage points below the peer average of 73 percent.  The average alumni giving rate is 6.4 
percentage points below the peer average but UMES has begun closing this gap by increasing the 
giving rate from three percent in the prior year to eight percent.  The university’s total R & D 
expenditures rose by $108,000 but remain at $1.9 million below the peer average.  Average 
annual percent growth in federal R & D expenditures is three percentage points below the peer 
average.     

The university reports 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.  UMES reports that 62 percent of full-time faculty members hold a 
terminal degree, a slight increase from the previous year. Six of ten peers had missing data on 
this measure making a peer comparison difficult.  The university remains slightly above the peer 
average in the percent of undergraduate information technology degrees awarded (.8 percentage 
points).  The student loan default rate rose from 4.3 percent to 6.5 percent but is 1.5 percentage 
points below the peer average default rate of eight percent.  

The Commission staff commends UMES on its marked improvement in teacher licensure exam
pass rates and the efforts made to ensure student success in this area over the past three years. 
UMES was successful in submitting nearly complete peer performance data last year but there 
was a substantial amount of missing data on two measures this year. UMES should strive to 
ensure complete peer data so that performance comparisons can be made. UMES should 
comment on continuing efforts and targeted programming underway to improve graduation rates 
for all student groups. While it exceeds the average of its peers on these measures, UMES should 
continue its progress toward being ranked first among peers on these three measures.  As noted 
in the prior year’s report UMES estimates that fifty percent of its students are the first in their 
families to attend college, an important student constituency on the Eastern Shore that UMES 
continues to serve.        
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University of Maryland Eastern Shore’s Response 

The 2007 Peer Performance analysis is a fair reflection of the accomplishments, challenges and 
opportunities for the University of Maryland Eastern Shore (UMES) during this reporting period.  
UMES’ performance in terms of its six-year graduation rates for various student categories 
remains strong. For example, its six-year all minority graduation rate is surpassed by only two 
(Albany State University and South Carolina State University) of its 10 peers.  Although both its 
R & D expenditure annual growth rate and the total R & D expenditure fell below the averages 
for its peers, its total expenditure has consistently surpassed at least four (Albany State 
University, Fort Valley State University, North Carolina University of Pembroke, and South 
Carolina State University) of its peers over the past four years (i.e., 2004-2007).  UMES’ 
performance also remains strong in the number of IT graduates with bachelor’s degrees that 
account for 4.6 percent of all degrees at this level, compared to the average of 3.8 percent for its 
peers, in spite of the continuing decline of job opportunities in this field.  In addition, over the 
past four years UMES has maintained a trend of loan default rate ranging between 4.3 percent 
(2006) and 9.0 percent (2005), that is lower than the average of its peers  (i.e., between 7.5 
percent and 10.7 percent) for the same period.  The PRAXIS II success rate of 100 percent has 
transformed UMES’ education program from being placed on probation in 2004 to being a high 
achiever. 

Strong performance is also evident in the area of access and diversity in higher education.  UMES 
continues to make a significant contribution to the State in these areas and continues to reach out to first-
generation college students, maintaining a commitment to the representation of this group. Based on a 
recent quick survey of entering freshmen for the fall of 2006, over 50.0 percent of these students 
were first generation students.  In addition, 89 percent of UMES students received financial aid 
of one form or another, and the total enrollment for Fall 2006 of 4,130 was the highest for UMES 
during its entire history. 

The analysis reveals a number of areas in which the University has faced or continues to face 
challenges including the alumni giving rate, second-year student retention rates, six-year
graduation rates, SAT scores for admissions, R & D expenditures, percent of full-time faculty 
with terminal degrees, and data for peers for total R & D expenditures per full-time faculty.  
These areas are reviewed briefly in the sections that follow. 

Alumni giving rate 

The alumni giving rate of 8.0 percent for the reporting year is indeed low when compared to the 
average rate (14.6 percent) for peers. Considering that in the previous report (2006) the alumni 
giving rate for UMES was 3 percent, the increase to 8 percent (i.e., an increase of more than 160 
percent) is a significant accomplishment.  The recently instituted measure of utilizing more 
effective strategies for tracking alumni and, with improved staffing and communication with 
alumni, as well as making use of a regularly updated alumni database are responsible for much 
of this desired change, albeit still below the performance of peers. UMES intends to continue 
strategies that have contributed to this change. Specific effective strategies include (1) annual 
mailings to alumni by the Office of Alumni; (2) holding of an annual alumni phone-a-thon; and 
(3) frequent communication with alumni through reunions, chapter meetings, and special alumni 
events.  In addition, the Office of Alumni will continue to establish new alumni chapters 
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aggressively in different parts of the U.S.  It is hoped that as alumni become more engaged/re-
engaged with their alma mater, the alumni giving rate will continue to rise at an even faster rate. 

Retention and graduation rates 

In the Managing for Results (MFR) report, UMES is projecting a significant increase in its 
graduation rate. As already observed, this rate was above the average for the peers for the 
reporting period.  However, to maintain its current position, let alone continuing to increase, 
UMES’ retention rate needs to increase significantly.  Currently, the decline in retention rate 
continues to be the single most important issue that needs urgent attention by UMES.  At 68 
percent, the retention rate for the reporting period is clearly below the average for peers (72.7 
percent). UMES is using Access and Success funds to strengthen the role of counselors and 
mentors to provide tutorial assistance to help students. The retention problem continues to be 
aggravated by financial limitations of students as confirmed by the proportion of the student 
population (89 percent) that receives financial aid of one form or another and/or the limited 
availability of need-based aid.  The declining trend in retention is also related to the 30 percent 
increase in tuition over the past few years that has made it less attractive for out-of-state students 
to come to UMES (i.e., from 32 percent in 2003 to 24 percent in 2006).  Consequently, this has 
had an adverse impact on UMES’ tuition revenue and institutional aid.   

The University has established an Enrollment Management Committee to monitor retention 
efforts.  In addition, the University recently undertook a retention study to identify factors that 
need to be specifically targeted to enhance the retention rate.  This study, an Odds-Ratio analysis,  
revealed that increased performance by students as measured by their spring GPA significantly 
increases their chances of returning for the next fall (i.e., an increase of one point in GPA 
increases the likelihood of a student’s retention by 553 percent).  Similarly, the likelihood of a 
student’s persistence is 46 percent higher if financial needs are being met based on this study’s 
findings. 

In the effort to increase its second-year retention rate, UMES has conducted both internal and 
external audits of its current retention strategies and identified policies and procedures that have 
a negative impact on student satisfaction. In addition, UMES has identified courses that have a 
high failure rate, known as “killer courses” (e.g., Math 101, Math 109, and Environmental 
Science 101) and has established appropriate intrusive intervention strategies for these courses.  
UMES has also developed a process for identifying, monitoring, and tracking “at-risk” students 
(students with grades of “D” and “F” at midterm) and introduced intrusive programs for this 
targeted population. After a careful analysis of the learning community strategy for improving 
student persistence and learning, UMES hopes to reintroduce this strategy in the fall of 2008, 
using the lessons learned.  UMES also plans to continue the process of collecting data on student 
progression, retention, and attrition and implementing “best practice” strategies for problem
areas identified by audits.  UMES continues to be proactive in its efforts to provide advising 
services to students enrolled in freshman seminars.  UMES will also utilize strategies for recruiting 
back stop outs and providing developmental advising to its students. 

In addition, effective Fall 2007; UMES has strengthened its retention initiative by appointing an 
Assistant Vice President for Academic Affairs with retention responsibilities.  Building on the 

 

44



Access and Success Initiative, funded by the Maryland Higher Education Commission, a 
strengthened Center for Access and Academic Success will be reestablished to enable UMES to 
undertake activities that will not only enhance access to postsecondary education but also to improve 
the retention and graduation rates of all students.  The academic support activities of the Center for 
Access and Academic Success will be complemented by a recently established Writing Center. 
An interim director for this center has been appointed, the building is being refurbished, 
computers have been purchased, and tutors, committed to supporting student success, will be 
selected to implement the center’s activities beginning Spring 2008. 

Fulltime faculty with terminal degrees 

UMES has full-time faculty of which 62 percent hold a terminal degree, a slightly higher 
percentage than reported in the 2006 Peer Performance Measures Report. UMES believes that 
the following factors have a negative influence on the number of its faculty who hold terminal 
degrees: (1) limited number of minority faculty nationally who possess terminal degrees in high 
demand areas of Science, Technology, Engineering and Mathematics; (2) difficulty in attracting 
faculty to a rural community such as Salisbury/ Princess Anne; and (3) limited number of tenure-
track lines available to UMES.  In order to increase the number of faculty with terminal degrees, 
UMES is committed to hiring only faculty for tenure-track positions who have terminal degrees 
in their discipline. Also UMES will continue to institute a policy that ensures that vacant full-
time faculty positions are filled by eligible candidates with a terminal degree in specific teaching 
disciplines.  

Low undergraduate minority percentage and SAT scores 

During the last five years, UMES has strived to grow its first-time, full-time new student cohort 
and its overall enrollment. UMES has been very successful with its mission of providing 
“access” as confirmed by the increase in enrollment from approximately 3,644 in 2002 to 4,130 
in 2006.  Recently, the university has reemphasized the notion that growth in enrollment must be 
balanced with quality.  Also, consistent with its mission of providing access to a diverse student 
population, UMES’ enrollment continues to reflect a significant number of non-minority and 
foreign students (i.e., in the fall of 2006 there were 9.0 percent white and 3.1 percent foreign 
undergraduate students).  Considering that diversity is an important part of its mission, a 
difference of 3 percent with the peer average makes UMES more diverse than its peers and is in 
accordance with the mission.   

The freshman SAT 25th-75th percentile scores of 730-920 are, however, lower than the peer 
average of 788-998.  UMES has implemented several strategies aimed at gradually increasing the 
average SAT scores for the first-time student cohorts. These strategies include: (1) increasing the 
pool of honor students (students with a minimal combined new SAT score of 1650); and (2) 
establishing and implementing an early admissions protocol that includes a process for awarding 
scholarships to students who might not qualify for the honors programs, but who present SAT 
scores that are higher than the current average SAT for honors of 1517.  

To ensure a sufficient pool of good quality of new students, the Division of Student Life and 
Enrollment Management has obtained names and contact information from the College Board of 
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6,000 African American Maryland residents who are current high school seniors, with a High 
School of GPA 2.80 or above; a combined new SAT score of 1400 and above; are among the top 
10 percent of their class; and selected based on pre-determined majors.  The implementation of 
this new initiative will involve close collaboration between the Divisions of Student Life and 
Enrollment Management and Academic Affairs. A process for this new initiative is in place and 
includes the following components:  

1. College Board data of 6,000 Maryland resident high school seniors who meet the criteria 
will be shared with UMES academic departments, for follow-up on a weekly basis (Fall 
2007 )  

2. Weekly reports and updates on admitted students will be shared with academic 
departments for follow-up beginning Fall 2007-Fall 2008.  

3. New scholarship dollars will be allocated to attract, recruit, and enroll qualified African 
American students in STEM, Health, and other majors.  

4. Tri-County College Fair will continue to be hosted by UMES on a regular basis. This fair 
attracts hundreds of potential students to the campus and an excellent student recruitment 
tool for UMES.  The sixth such fair was held on November 15, 2007. 

The University has dedicated $400,000 in scholarship funds for recruiting these high performing 
students. 

Total R & D expenditures per full-time faculty 

The University’s total R & D expenditures rose by $108,000 but remained at $1.9 million below 
the peer average during the reporting period. Unfortunately 60 percent of the data for average 
annual percent growth in federal R & D expenditures for this indicator were not available this 
year. Therefore, it is not possible to make a reliable comparison with the performance of peers on 
this indicator. An increase in research and development expenditures not only enhances UMES’ 
national reputation as a contributor to the creation/development of new knowledge, but it also 
provides students with opportunities to learn how to conduct sound research while still in 
college.  Therefore, the University is committed to providing educational services that attract and 
support economic development initiatives and will continue to initiate new research and 
development activities that will facilitate sustained economic development, while addressing 
environmental issues critical to the Eastern Shore and the State of Maryland. To assist faculty in 
developing their grantsmanship skills, UMES will continue to offer new faculty workshops to 
enhance their capacity to write winning grants. Currently, the university is reconstituting a 
Research Council that will explore ways to enhance the R & D efforts. 

Unavailable data for per full-time faculty R & D expenditure and faculty with terminal 
degrees 

It is worth noting that for three years prior to the current reporting period; UMES has provided 
almost 100 percent of the Peer Performance data.  Unfortunately, peers did not choose to respond 
to some items in surveys by the National Science Foundation and the U.S. News, Ultimate 
College Guide.  Since these and any other surveys are voluntary, depending on a limited number 
sources will always present a challenge to University providing complete data.  Therefore, the 
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University plans to propose the inclusion of other sources of data in the future, such as IPEDS 
and the peers themselves as alternative fall-back positions. 
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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 nontraditional 
students.  UMUC’s target population is working adults and it enrolls a high percentage of part-
time students. In addition, the university’s indicators reflect unique characteristics associated 
with distance education.  Therefore, the university does not have traditional core performance 
measures such as SAT scores for incoming freshmen, six-year graduation rates, or licensure pass 
rates. Its established core measures are the percentage of minority students, the percentage of 
African American enrollments and the average alumni giving rate. In addition, UMUC’s peer 
group consists of mostly traditional public university campuses. There are some private online 
universities such as the Western Governors University and the University of Phoenix with which 
UMUC competes for worldwide students, but these institutions are private not-for-profit entities 
and do not provide good comparisons for funding purposes.  

The university outperforms its peers on one of three core performance measures.  African 
American enrollments comprise 31.6 percent of total enrollments and are 13.3 percentage points 
above the peer average.  

The university performs below peer average on two core measures.  The university 
undergraduate population is 42 percent minority which is 1.6 percentage points below the peer 
average.  The average undergraduate alumni giving rate is three percent or 5.4 percentage points 
below the peer average.   

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.  There are 206 information 
technology degrees awarded to African Americans compared to a peer average of 11. Eighty-one 
percent of undergraduates are age 25 or older compared to 31.9 percent for the peer average. 
UMUC awarded 1,552 post baccalaureate degrees in technology and management which is an 
increase of 71 over the prior reporting period. UMUC exceeds the peer average on this measure 
by 1,378 degrees.  It offers 688 stateside online courses compared to an average of 155 by its 
peers. Four out of ten peers had missing data on this important distance education measure. The 
university’s worldwide online enrollments increased by an impressive 62,190 registrations and 
greatly exceed the peer average of 5,309. Four out of ten peers had missing data on this measure.  

The University of Maryland University College should comment on the dramatic growth in 
worldwide online registrations and is commended for its increase in both enrollments and the 
number of stateside course offerings.  Given the importance of distance education for UMUC's 
academic program delivery, the Maryland Higher Education Commission recommends that the 
university strive to improve data collection from peers on the online related institution specific 
measures.  In addition, UMUC might consider voluntarily reporting available statistics for 
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private not for profit online institutions such as Western Governors University or the University
of Phoenix for the institution specific distance education measures. These institutions would not 
be considered funding peers and their performance comparisons would be for general 
performance information only. This is not a dissimilar situation from St. Mary’s College of 
Maryland, where its unique status as Maryland’s public liberal arts college encourages 
performance comparison to private liberal arts colleges. St. Mary’s voluntarily provides 
comparative data with private institutions that it has selected as peers.  UMUC‘s unique status as 
Maryland’s primary public distance education provider puts it in competition with private 
distance education providers and suggests that this comparison would be useful as well.    

University of Maryland University College’s Response 

Under the leadership of Dr. Susan Aldridge, UMUC is committed to leading the industry in the 
development and implementation of the next generation of distance education.  UMUC’s 
students and faculty expect the University to be innovative in the use of education technology.  
As such, we are committed to developing new approaches to advance distance education and 
assist students in overcoming obstacles that stand in the way of their degree completion.  UMUC 
must keep an eye to the future and remain at the forefront of education technology in order to 
retain its leadership position in distance education.    

UMUC will continue to collect data from its peers, and agrees that additional data from for-profit 
online providers (University of Phoenix) would provide an interesting comparison.  However, 
the private sector, more often than not, views such data as proprietary and does not release this 
information freely.  
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Morgan State University 

Morgan State University’s performance peers are the same as its funding peers. The university 
submitted two new measures and removed one measure from the previous year for the current 
reporting period. The new measures are percentage of students receiving federal grants and the 
number of doctorates awarded to women.  The measure, percent change in the number of 
doctorates awarded, was removed. These changes were made without prior discussion with 
Maryland Higher Education Commission staff.   

Morgan State University’s performance exceeds the peer average on eight of fifteen core 
performance measures. Fifty percent of students receive federal grants which is 12 percentage 
points above the peer average. The six-year graduation rate for African Americans (41 percent) 
is 4.5 percentage points above the peer average.  The six-year graduation rate for all minority 
students is 1.6 percentage points higher than the peer average. Morgan State awards more 
doctorates to women (22) and African Americans (29) than the peer averages of 18.1 and 6.2 
respectively. Two of the twelve peers do not have doctoral programs and could not be compared 
on this measure. The University awarded 145 bachelor’s degrees in science, technology, 
engineering and math (STEM) areas to African Americans which was down from the previous 
year’s level of 202. Nonetheless, Morgan awarded significantly more STEM bachelor’s degrees 
than its peer average of 64.2 . Total R & D expenditures of $28 million topped the peer average 
by $5.9 million. The pass rate on teacher licensure exams was 100 percent for the second 
consecutive year and exceeded the peer average by 3.1 percentage points. Morgan State 
continues to surpass the State’s MFR goal of 96 percent on this measure.   

Morgan State University underperformed its peers on seven performance measures. The second-
year retention rate for all entering freshmen (-6.3 percentage points), African American entering 
freshmen (-1.9 percentage points) and all minority entering freshman (-3.7 percentage points) 
were below peer averages. The six-year graduation rate for all students was five percentage 
points below the peer average of 47 percent.  The university reports that 80 percent of all full-
time faculty hold terminal degrees compared to a peer average of 86.6 percent.  Morgan’s R & D 
expenditures increased by three percent in comparison with a peer average increase of 7.8 
percent.   

Morgan State University should comment on the addition of two new performance measures and 
the deletion of one performance measure in the current year report especially in light of
recommendations the prior year to work with MHEC on the development of new performance 
measures.  In addition, the university should comment on promising practices implemented to 
improve six-year graduation rates. Although Morgan is already above its peer averages on 
minority and African American student graduation rates, there is a statewide interest in closing 
the gap between minority and majority student graduation rates. Morgan State is commended for 
presenting a full complement of peer data in the current year report. In the past, there had been 
missing peer data and Morgan’s efforts to rectify this problem are appreciated.  The Commission 
staff also notes that Morgan’s teacher licensure exam rates continue to surpass its peers and 
commends Morgan on its ongoing 100 percent pass rate for this important State workforce 
priority.  
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Morgan State University’s Response 

The University generally agrees with MHEC’s assessment of the 2007 peer performance data.  
We are pleased that we compare favorably to our peers in graduation rates for African 
Americans; the production of African American doctorates: and degrees awarded in the sciences, 
engineering and mathematics to African Americans.  We are working for continual advancement 
in these areas of critical need. 

Over 90 percent of Morgan’s first-time, full-time freshmen are African American.  As we 
improve our graduation rates for African American students, our graduation rates for all students 
will improve.  Currently, given the academic and economic background of our students, our 
graduation rates for all students fall where expected.   There are a number of initiatives on 
campus to improve graduation rates.  The University has begun using the Accuplacer placement 
examination which allows us to more appropriately place freshmen in English and mathematics 
courses that serve as a foundation for successful program completion.  Additionally, the 
University offers the PACE program (Pre-Freshmen Accelerated Curriculum in Engineering) and
the Access Success program which provide additional support to students.  The retention and 
graduation rates for these programs are higher than the University’s overall rates.  Increasingly, 
however, we are finding that finances are a major factor in the retention and graduation of our 
students.  Campus survey results as well as results from the National Survey of Student 
Engagement indicate that our students frequently work 20 or more hours per week while 
attending full-time.  Research also has shown that reliance on adjunct faculty has an unfavorable 
impact on student retention and graduation.  Currently, adjunct faculty comprises 40 percent 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 better advising, smaller class size, 
and increased faculty student interaction in and out of class. 

The new performance measures of the percentage of students receiving federal grants and the 
number of doctorates awarded to women were added as measures of access.  Access is one of the 
goals of the 2004 Maryland Plan for Postsecondary Education.  Providing access to higher 
education for a wide range of students including those who may be economically disadvantaged 
has always been a part of the University’s mission.  The percent change in the number of 
doctorates awarded was removed in order to accommodate the access measures.  We regret that 
timing did not allow us to discuss these changes with MHEC staff beforehand. 
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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 Funding Guidelines 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 its current peers on fourteen measures and performs at the same level as the 
current peer average on two out of thirty total performance measures.  Ninety-five percent of St. 
Mary’s faculty holds terminal degrees, which is nine percentage points higher than the peer 
average. Average assistant professor annual salary is $245 above the peer average of $51,655.  
The college exceeds the peer average salary percentile rank for full-time, associate, and assistant 
professors by 1.4, 1.7 and 4.2 percentage points respectively.  SAT 25th-75th percentile scores of 
1130-1300 compare favorably with the current peer average of 1131-1329. St. Mary’s 
admissions acceptance rate is 10.4 percentage points higher than its current peer average. The 
yield on enrollment offers is slightly above the peer average by 1.4 percentage points. The 
average second-year retention rate is 1.8 percent percentage points above the peer average of 86 
percent. St. Mary’s six-year graduation rate increased from 72 percent to 80 percent in the 
current reporting period and exceeds the peer average of 72 percent. Nine percent of St. Mary’s 
freshman class are African American, a 3.8 percentage point advantage over the peer average 
and minority students comprise 18 percent of St. Mary’s total enrollments in comparison to 14 
percent for peers. Ninety-six percent of St. Mary’s undergraduates are full-time students, which 
is just above the peer average.  St. Mary’s reports 99.5 percent undergraduate enrollments for the 
current reporting period while the peer average is 98.6 percent.  Seventeen percent of St. Mary’s 
freshmen received federal grants compared to 16 percent for current peers.  The student-faculty 
ratio of 12 to 1 meets the current peer average.  

 St. Mary’s performance is lower than the peer group average on fourteen measures.  The 
college’s total research spending is $461,265 below the peer average and it is ranked seventh on 
this measure. Average professor annual salary of $82,700 is $718 below the peer average.  
Average associate professor salary of $61,400 is $2,273 below the current peer average. St. 
Mary’s entering freshmen had an average SAT score of 1215 compared to the current peer 
average of 1231.  Total headcount enrollment (1,957) was below the peer average by 334 
students. As a positive, tuition and fees at St. Mary’s are substantially more affordable than its 
current peers. Its tuition and fees ($11,418) are $9,902 below the peer average.  Eight out of 
twelve current peers are private institutions which must be taken into consideration on this 
measure.  St. Mary’s FY 2006 Education and General Fund (E&G) expenditures per FTE student 
was $5,836 below peers. The alumni giving rate was 10.3 percentage points below peers. Tuition 
and fee revenues as a percent of E&G expenditures were six percentage points below peers. St. 
Mary’s has fewer resources in its library by 284,594 books, serial back files and other paper 
materials and 1,282 fewer serial subscriptions than its peers. It has two fewer librarians, six 
fewer overall library staff and expends $132 per FTES less than its peers on library expenses.   
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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 five of thirty measures 
and is equal to the peer average on one measure.  The aspirant peers are more selective than St. 
Mary’s.  The average aspirant peer acceptance rate is only 34 percent compared to St. Mary’s at 
68 percent. Nine percent of St. Mary’s students are African American in contrast to only five 
percent for the peers and the percent of minority enrollments exceeds the peer average by 2.8 
percentage points. Seventeen percent of St. Mary’s freshmen receive federal grants which is 7.4 
percentage points above the peer average. St. Mary’s, like its peers, primarily serves 
undergraduates. 

The college scores below the peer average on twenty-two measures.  Total research expenditures 
are $1.2 million below the peer average. Faculty salaries for all ranks are below the aspirant peer 
group average (Assistant Professor, -$8,000; Associate Professor, -$12,883 and Professor,           
-$18,533). The percentile ranks of faculty salaries at St. Mary’s are also lower across all ranks by 
a range of 15.4 to 22.5 percentage points when compared with those of the aspirant peers.  SAT 
scores for entering freshmen (1215) were 123 points below the aspirant peer average. The SAT 
25th-75th percentile range of 1130-1300 is below the aspirant peer average range of 1248-1428.  
St. Mary’s yield rate on enrollment offers is 2.1 percentage points below the peer average. 
Average second-year retention and six-year graduation rates are 6.2 and 8.5 percentage points 
below the aspirant peer averages. St. Mary’s has a lower percentage of full-time undergraduates 
(96 percent) compared to peers (99 percent).  The good news for St. Mary’s students is that 
tuition and fees are $22,571 lower than the peer average.  

In terms of resources, the college is below the aspirant peer average on every measure.  These 
include FY 2005 E&G expenditures per full-time equivalent student (-$18,831), average alumni 
giving rate (-30 percentage points), tuition and fee revenues as a percent of E&G expenditures   
(-12.8 percentage points), student-faculty ratio (12 to1 compared to aspirant peers at 9.8 to1), 
number of book volumes in the library (-491,108), number of library subscriptions (-5,060), full-
time library staff (-13), full-time library staff with a Master of Library Science (-4) and library 
expenditures per FTES (-$777).   

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 to 
many private liberal arts institutions. Staff also notes the increase in six-year graduation rates 
over the prior reporting period and encourages St. Mary’s to comment on effective strategies it 
has employed to improve graduation rates.  The institution should comment on library resources 
which are well below current and aspirant peers as well as its continuing efforts to increase the 
percentage of full-time faculty.   

St. Mary’s College of Maryland’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 16 of the 30 performance measures included in the most recent
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peer analysis.  While keeping average tuition $9,902 below that of its current peers, the College 
has managed to hire and retain more faculty with terminal degrees, pay higher salaries to its
associate and full professors, have higher year-to-year retention and graduation rates, and enroll 
a higher percentage of African American and minority students than its current peer institutions.  
A newly redesigned General Education curriculum, a greater emphasis on international 
education, an increase in the number of full-time faculty, and a greater enculturation of
assessment and strategic planning will help ensure the progress of the College toward its goal of 
providing a high-quality liberal arts education to the residents of Maryland. 

The College is proud to have two years of successive increases in its six-year graduation rate, 
surpassing its current peers by eight percentage points.  Improvements in student advising and a 
greater emphasis on assessment have helped strengthen student retention through graduation.  A 
greatly expanded athletics and recreation center, additional student housing, and a greater 
emphasis on extra-curricular activities have helped St. Mary’s better accommodate the needs of 
its students, thereby contributing to student retention.  In addition, recent increases in the number 
of full-time faculty have produced a more favorable student/faculty ratio, thereby enhancing the 
educational experience of our students. 

Unfortunately, the College’s library resources lag behind those of our current and aspirant peers.  
This problem is especially noteworthy given the College’s emphasis on independent research 
(e.g., many of our students are engaged in independent research, including the culminating St. 
Mary’s Project) and the remoteness of our campus from other academic and research libraries.  
However, our students and faculty have access to the University of Maryland library system
through interlibrary loan and a sharing of resources.  We recognize that this situation is not 
optimal and are always exploring ways to improve this important resource.  

Finally, we note that the College has been successful in its efforts to increase the number of its 
full-time faculty, with the number of full-time faculty lines increasing from 121 in FY03 to a 
projected 136 in FY09.  Such increases have a profoundly positive impact at the College, 
allowing greater student-faculty interaction, more opportunity for scholarly research, and driving 
down the Student/Faculty ratio to a level comparable to that of our peer institutions.  The recent
increases in the number of full-time faculty at St. Mary’s have helped fuel the progress that the 
College has experienced as it strives to achieve its mission-statement goals. 
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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 relevant to their specific institutional objectives.   

Below is a list of top criteria used by each institution to select their performance peers. 

Bowie 
• SATs and/or ACT profiles 
• Academic mission 
• Types of programs 
• General academic reputation 
• Comparable student communities served 

Coppin
• Program mix, especially teacher preparation 
• Size 
• Geographic location 

Frostburg 
• Similar unrestricted budgets 
• Size 
• Program mix 
• Geographic location
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Salisbury 
• Size 
• Program mix 
• Mission 

Towson 
• Size 
• Student mix 
• Geographic location 

University of Baltimore 
• Program mix 
• Size 
• Urban setting 

University of Maryland, Baltimore County 
• Size 
• Mission, emphasis on science and technology 
• Minority mix 
• Exclusion of institutions with medical schools 

University of Maryland Eastern Shore 
• Similar unrestricted budgets 
• Program mix 
• Minority mix 

University of Maryland University College 
• Percentage of students over the age of 25 
• Institution ranking 
• Type of delivery formats used – especially on-line distance education programs
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