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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 the performance of each Maryland institution to that of its 
performance peers.  There are fifteen core performance measures for USM institutions and 
Morgan.  These indicators are consistent with the State’s Managing for Results (MFR) and 
include indicators for which data are currently available.  In addition, USM institutions use 
institution-specific indicators more reflective of each institution’s role and mission.   
 
Maryland institutions are expected to perform at or above their performance peers on most 
indicators.  Commission staff examine 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.   
 
While St. Mary’s College of Maryland does not participate on the funding side of the funding 
guidelines, the College does provide data for the State in the annual performance assessment 
process.  St. Mary’s has selected twelve current peers and six aspirant peers on which to base 
performance.   The thirty performance measures used in their assessment are similar to those 
chosen for the other four-year public institutions but also reflect St. Mary’s role as the State’s 
only public liberal arts college. 
 
This report includes a comprehensive assessment of the performance of each University System 
of Maryland institution, Morgan State University and St. Mary’s College of Maryland in 
comparison to their performance peers.  Performance measures, criteria used to assess 
institutional performance, and issues related to data availability are also discussed.  Each 
institution was given an opportunity to respond to the Commission’s assessment of its 
performance in comparison to its peers; these institutional responses are also included in the 
analysis section. 
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Background 
 
In September 1999, the Maryland Higher Education Commission adopted funding guidelines; a 
peer-based model designed to inform the budget process by providing both a funding standard 
and a basis for comparison between institutions.  The basic concept of the funding guidelines is 
to identify peer institutions (i.e. funding peers) that are similar to the Maryland institution (i.e. 
home institution) in mission, size, program mix, enrollment composition, and other defining 
characteristics.  These funding peers are then compared and contrasted with the Maryland 
institution. 
 
To select funding peers, public four-year colleges and universities within the same Carnegie 
Classification as the Maryland institution were run through the variations used in the peer 
selection model.  The peer selection process entails running statistical “clusters” of peer 
institutions for each Maryland college or university.  Peers are selected using a least-squares 
selection process. A number of variables are used to select candidates for the funding peer 
groups.  Five variations are used for most institutions and consist of variables including 
enrollment; composition of the student population by race, full-or part-time status and level in 
which enrolled; funding per FTE; degrees awarded by discipline; and institutional distances from 
an urban center.  An additional variation (Variation IVA) is used for each Historically Black 
Institution (HBI) to provide a list that is not too heavily populated with other HBIs. This 
variation consists of total headcount, part-time students as a percent of total and baccalaureate 
degrees as a percent of total degrees. The 20 institutions closest to the Maryland institution in 
each variable are chosen as peers, for a total of 50 to 60 peer institutions. 
 
This performance accountability report summarizes the performance of Maryland public four-
year institutions in comparison with their performance peers. The presidents of each Maryland 
institution, except for the University of Maryland, College Park and the University of Maryland, 
Baltimore select ten performance peers from within their list of funding peers.  The presidents 
base this selection on criteria relevant to their specific institutional objectives.  The University of 
Maryland, College Park is measured against a small group of aspirational peers - institutions that 
College Park aspires to emulate in performance and reputation.  The University of Maryland, 
Baltimore (UMB), is measured against composite peers – a group of five institutions chosen by 
schools within UMB 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. 
 
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.     
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Fiscal year 2014 represents the fourteenth year the funding guidelines influenced the allocation 
of State resources.  As funding guidelines continue to evolve, so too does the assessment of 
institutional performance. 
 
Data Availability 
To the extent possible, the measures identified for peer comparisons use data that are verifiable 
and currently available from national data systems such as the National Center for Education 
Statistics’ Integrated Postsecondary Education Database Systems (IPEDS), the National Science 
Foundation, and U.S. News and World Report.  Some outcomes data are not readily available.  
For example, peer data are not always available for alumni giving and passing rates on several 
professional licensure examinations.  In cases where data are not available through national data 
systems, Maryland institutions obtained data either directly from their peer institutions or 
compared their performance to Maryland institutions that are in the same Carnegie classification.   
 
It should be noted that for measures related to licensure exam performance, such as 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.  In these cases, a comparison of institutional performance among Maryland institutions 
is provided as an additional performance comparison.   
 
Assessing Institution Performance 
Maryland institutions are expected to perform at or above their performance peers on most 
indicators.  In instances where an institution’s performance was materially below the 
performance of its peers, the institution was required to identify actions that it will be taking to 
improve performance. 
 
Each institution was given an opportunity to respond to the Commission’s assessment of its 
performance in comparison to its peers.  Institutional responses and comments are summarized in 
the analysis section of this report. 
  

3



 1 

Performance Measures for the University System of Maryland 
and Morgan State University 

 
There are fifteen core performance measures for the USM institutions (see Table 1).  Not all 
institutions are required to provide data on all of the measures.  There are separate sets of 
indicators for Maryland’s comprehensive institutions and for the research universities.  
Furthermore, institutions have the flexibility to add specific indicators that are reflective of their 
role and mission.  The indicators include retention and graduation rates, and outcome measures 
such as licensure examination passing rates, the number of faculty awards, and degree awards in 
disciplinary fields of State workforce interest. All indicators are consistent with the State’s 
Managing for Results (MFR) initiative and reflect statewide policy goals.  Appendix B lists the 
operational definitions for each core performance indicator. 
 
There are fourteen performance measures for Morgan State University (see Table 2).  These 
indicators include level of students on federal grants, retention and graduation rates, doctoral 
degree awards to women and African-Americans, STEM bachelor degree awards to African-
Americans, percent of full-time faculty with terminal degrees, research expenditures, alumni 
giving and the passing rate on the Praxis or NES teacher licensure exams (an assessment that 
measures teacher candidates’ knowledge of the subjects that they will teach).  All indicators are 
consistent with the State’s Managing for Results (MFR) initiative and reflect statewide policy 
goals. Appendix D lists the operational definitions for Morgan’s indicators. 
 
 

St. Mary’s College of Maryland Quality Profile 
 
St. Mary’s College of Maryland’s general fund appropriation is determined by a statutory 
formula and not through the funding guideline process.  However, the college expressed interest 
in providing a set of institutions for the purpose of assessing its performance as the State’s only 
public liberal arts college.  Due to its unique character as a public, liberal arts college, St. Mary’s 
is categorized as a Baccalaureate Colleges – Arts & Sciences institution under the 2005 Carnegie 
Basic classification.  Of the institutions in this category, only a small number of institutions are 
public.  Therefore, along with a small group of public institutions with a liberal arts mission, the 
comparison group for St. Mary’s includes private institutions. 
 
St. Mary’s peer group includes twelve current peers and six aspirant peers.  The aspirant peers 
represent those institutions that St. Mary’s aspires to emulate in performance and reputation.   Of 
the twelve current peers, four are public.  All of the aspirant peers are private institutions.   
 
The college used the following attributes to identify similar institutions:  size, minority 
enrollment, distribution of bachelor’s and master’s degrees awarded, distribution of degrees 
awarded by broad discipline area, proportion of part-time students, location, tuition and fees, and 
revenue and expenditure data.  In addition, St. Mary’s examined additional factors to select its 
peers, including:  the academic attributes of new freshmen, the proportion of graduates pursuing 
graduate or professional education, the existence of a senior project requirement; and the value 
of the institution’s endowment.  St. Mary’s chose performance measures that mirrored those 
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chosen by the other State public institutions as well as measures that reflect the college’s 
particular role in the State’s system of higher education.   
 
There are twenty-five separate performance measures to assess quality, selectivity, retention, 
graduation, access, efficiency and resources for St. Mary’s College of Maryland (see Table 3).  
These indicators include retention and graduation rates, faculty salaries, student/faculty ratio, and 
library holdings.  Appendix E details St. Mary’s operational definitions. 
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Bowie State University 
 
Bowie State University meets or exceeds its peers’ performance on eight of nine performance 
measures. Bowie’s incoming freshmen SAT scores for the 25th – 75th percentiles are comparable 
to the peer average of 802-986. The percentages of all minority undergraduates and African 
American undergraduates surpass peer averages by large margins. Bowie’s second-year retention 
rate (70 percent), while slightly lower than the 2010 rate, is 5 percentage points higher than the 
peer average. The six-year graduation rate of 40.6 percent is 8.6 percentage points above the peer 
average. The six-year graduation rates for all minorities, as well as for African Americans, also 
continue to exceed peer averages by substantial margins. Bowie reports a 94 percent pass rate on 
teacher licensure exams, 3.0 points above the peer average. 
 
The university is slightly below peer performance on one core measure. At four percent, the 
university’s undergraduate alumni giving rate is slightly below (0.8 percentage points) the peer 
average. 
 
Bowie selected three institution-specific indicators: the percent of faculty with terminal degrees, 
acceptance rate and yield rate. The percent of full-time faculty holding terminal degrees of 79 
percent is higher than the average level of the institutions (only 6 of the 10 peers) that provided 
data.  Bowie’s average acceptance rate has risen to 50 percent from 49 percent in 2010, making it 
more selective than its peers, which have a 59 percent average acceptance rate. The yield rate 
(percent of students who accept enrollment offers) is 36 percent, or 4.0 points lower than the peer 
average. 
 
Commission staff recognizes Bowie’s progress on the metrics. Bowie is asked to comment on 
how it will improve upon graduation and retention rates within the completion agenda, why the 
average undergraduate alumni giving rate continues to remain below the peer average, why the 
institutional acceptance rate is lower than the average rate of its peer institutions. 
 
Institution’s Response 
 
Improving Retention and Graduation Rates within Maryland’s Completion Agenda 
 
Bowie State University has implemented a number of strategies designed to improve retention, 
progression and graduation rates.  These strategies, all of which complement and help to advance 
achievement under the state’s 55% degree completion goal, include: restructuring the Academic 
Advisement Center by focusing and expanding services to first and second year students and to 
select sub-groups, piloting an early academic alert system; placing retention coordinators in each 
of the Colleges, enhancing supplemental instruction and tutoring, and faculty development. 
 
The University is now in the process of engaging the entire campus community to move these 
rates to the next level, which will further contribute to overall degree attainment within 
Maryland.  A number of initiatives are being planned including:  reengineering administrative 
processes, improving academic advisement, continuing academic transformation, and developing 
effective classrooms.  A summary of these initiatives is provided below. 
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Results from multiple student surveys indicate unacceptable levels of student dissatisfaction with 
administrative offices.  Processing timeliness, communication, and information availability are 
recurring themes.  The University is addressing information availability by examining its website 
for usability and language usage and to post more appropriate information in areas frequented by 
students through the web.  Communication plans are being developed in Admissions, Financial 
Aid and in Student Accounts, while Blackboard Connect is being used to send phone and text 
messages to students about important enrollment deadlines.  The Admissions Office is also 
examining its document flow, transfer student evaluations, and technological strategies to speed 
up admissions decisions.   
 
Significant improvements in student advising have happened in Bowie’s Academic Advisement 
Center (AAC) as outlined in the University’s Access and Success reporting.  The University is 
now expanding its focus to examine print and electronic materials and training to bring 
consistency to the advising process.  Academic Departments, the AAC, and the Registrar’s office 
are collaborating to ensure that academic program requirements are consistent across 
staff/faculty one-on-one advising, the catalog, and on the web.  An evaluation of the early alert 
pilot, including an analysis of the impact of new components in our learning management 
system, will be completed this spring with an anticipated full implementation approach for the 
fall 2013 semester.  The University received an MHEC One Step Away grant which includes 
funding for improvements in the academic advising information in our student information 
system and a training program for faculty and staff.   
 
Bowie State University has been engaged in curricular transformation and innovation activities 
for the past three years. Three of our faculty either have previously or currently are participating 
in USM Course Redesign Initiative: General Psychology (PSYC101); introductory chemistry 
course, General Chemistry I (CHEM107), is currently being redesigned following the principals 
and guidelines of the National Center for Academic Transformation; and our Principles of 
Economics (ECON 211/212) courses have recently received acceptance into the 3rd USM 
redesign cohort.  
 
BSU also leveraged other grant funds to expand course redesign and academic transformation.  
Computer Principles & Technology (COSC111) has been redesigned under this activity; four 
additional computer science and 12 computer technology courses are in the initial stages of the 
planning process. Both the Departments of Business (BUIS260 – Computer Applications in 
Business) and Nursing (NURS302 – Health Assessment) have also transformed courses under 
this activity. And most recently, the Departments of Communications and Fine & Performing 
Arts have identified courses for academic transformation (COMM101 – Oral Communications, 
COMM103 – Public Speaking; ART320 – Introduction to Painting, ART404 – History of 
Modern Art) and engaged in the kick-off activities to begin their redesigns. 
 
Looking ahead, the University has expressed interest in  the USM and Ithaka S+R Gates 
Foundation Initiative to explore the feasibility of integrating content from massive online open 
courses (MOOCs) into academic courses.  The University will also be requesting approval for a 
fully online program in AY 2013-2014.  The addition of an interdisciplinary degree is also being 
explored. 
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According to Vincent Tinto, there are four attributes of effective classrooms:  establishing clear 
and consistent expectations, providing academic support, utilizing frequent assessment and 
feedback, and involvement/engagement.  Faculty expectations are already set in course syllabi.  
The University is considering embedding academic support into the entry level credit English 
course with the goal of eventually discontinuing developmental English.  A special Faculty 
Senate committee is exploring automating classroom assessment, feedback and early warning 
through new components anticipated this spring in our learning management system, Blackboard 
Learn.  Expanding faculty development to focus on techniques in pedagogy, curriculum, and 
assessment that are more effective with academically under-prepared students is the focus for 
enhancing student classroom involvement, another strategy BSU is undertaking.   
 
Finally, the University will be undertaking a strategic planning process in 2013.  It anticipates 
that a number of objectives developed as part of that process will be directly related to increasing 
degree completion.  The initiatives described above demonstrate the multi-faceted approach 
Bowie State has planned to support its students to completion, and aid the state in achieving its 
55% goal.  
 
Increasing the average alumni giving rate 
 
Between the 2010 and 2012 peer performance report time periods, Bowie State’s alumni giving 
rate increased from 3 percent to 4 percent.  FY 2012 saw a large increase in the number of 
alumni donors and in dollars received over FY 2011.  In FY 2012, 1,072 alumni gave $120,175 
to the University.  The FY 2012 increase was a result of an improving economy and sustained 
strategic efforts to increase alumni awareness. Bowie has undertaken a number of approaches 
over the past three years to increase alumni giving. For example, a comprehensive multi-year 
communication/ solicitation plan was put in place. Additionally, a professional firm was 
contracted to facilitate our phone campaign. Finally, relations were strengthened with the Bowie 
State University National Alumni Association.  These sustained efforts are anticipated to 
enhance alumni giving over time. 
 
Increasing new first-time student acceptance rate 
 
The University’s Enrollment Management Strategic Plan 2010-2015 guides the campus 
community in the various facets of enrollment management.  One specific strategy included in 
the plan is to develop an admissions recruitment plan that will yield annual increases in 
undergraduate new student enrollment.  Specific action steps include: increasing ethnic and  
geographic diversity of new students; expanding and strengthening partnerships with local, 
regional and national college-bound organizations; maintaining presence in primary markets and 
extending presence in secondary and other target markets for undergraduate students in 
Maryland; enhancing focus on recruitment of STEM majors; establishing a telecounseling 
schedule for prospects, applicants, and admitted students; developing an effective volunteer 
recruitment program that includes current BSU students, alumni, faculty, and parents; 
systematically qualifying  the inquiry and applicant pools in order to concentrate time and 
resources on those prospective students targeted by the university as most likely to enroll; and 
enhancing campus visitation programs for high school students.  Funding was reallocated in FY 
2012 and FY 2013 to support this effort.  While progress has been made on many of these action 

12



  

steps, it has not resulted in a significant increase in acceptance rates. However, the University 
rates have been steady even in the face of increasing competition for our students. 
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Coppin State University 
 
Coppin State University exceeds the performance of its peers on two of ten core performance 
measures. The percentages of all undergraduates that are minority, as well as the percentage 
African American, are well above peer averages. 
 
Coppin underperforms the peer average on seven core measures. Coppin’s 25th and 75th 

percentile SAT scores of 810-920 are below the peer average of 854-1019. The second-year 
retention rate has continued to slip to 61 percent compared to a peer average of 65 percent. The 
six-year graduation rate for all students is 14.7 percent, less than half the peer average of 30.3 
percent. In addition, minority student graduation rates are 14.6 percent, 12.6 points below the 
peer average. African American student graduation rates are 14.7 percent, compared to a peer 
average of 25.4 percent.  Coppin hasn’t provided any data on teacher licensure exam pass rates.  
Coppin’s nurse licensure exam pass rate of 87 percent is 4.0 points below the peer average.  
Coppin also did not provide data for undergraduate alumni giving rates. 
 
Coppin has five institution-specific indicators: percent of full-time faculty with terminal degrees, 
acceptance and yield rates, student to full-time faculty ratio and state appropriations per full-time 
equivalent student (FTE). Although these are primarily descriptive measures, they provide 
information that offer an institutional profile in comparison to selected peers. For example, 
approximately 54 percent of full-time faculty at Coppin hold the terminal degree, compared to a 
peer average of 60 percent. Coppin’s acceptance rate is lower than that of peers, which indicates 
that it is it more selective than its peer institutions. The university’s yield rate (or the level of 
students that are accepted actually enroll) of 27 percent is 22.5 points below the peer average of 
49.5 percent. Coppin’s student to faculty ratio has improved and is now 2 points lower than its 
peer average (16 compared to the peer average of 18). State appropriations per FTE for the 
institution are $12,150 or $5,731 higher per student than the peer average. 
 
The Commission staff asks Coppin to comment on the measures on which it underperforms its 
peers: SAT scores of its freshman class, and teacher licensure exam pass rates and, particularly 
retention and graduation rates.  Coppin is also asked what steps it will be taking to make 
improvements in all of these measures, given that its funding per student is significantly higher 
than its peer institutions.  Coppin is also asked to provide data for both the Pass Rate for Teacher 
Licensure Exams and on Undergraduate Alumni Giving Rate. 
 
Institution’s Response 
 
Praxis Scores:  
 
According to its most recent Title II report, which contains summary pass rates as well as single 
assessment pass rates, CSU had a 100% pass rate for Praxis between the period 2008-2011. The 
institution’s Title II report (Table 1) provides the summary data for that period. It is important to 
note that the university requires all completers to pass both Praxis I and Praxis II in order to 
receive a degree.    
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SAT scores of its freshman class: 
 
Presently, the university is revamping its admission requirements to address the need to bring in 
a more qualified student. Although, we value the SAT exam, we also look more broadly into 
other factors that can predict college success, such as the rigor of the high school one attended, 
type of courses taken, and the high school grade point average.  
 
Given that the university has an acceptance rate much lower than our peers, we believe that this 
indicates that our admission process is more rigorous. Based upon an examination of our mean 
score for the SAT, and those for our local, state, and national peer groups, we believe that we are 
aligned well with our peer institutions, if not higher than our peers (See Table 2). 
 
Graduation and Retention Rates:  
 
Major efforts are being made across the entire university to address Coppin’s graduation and 
retention rates. While the results of these efforts will take time to see in terms of improved 
graduation outcomes, we hope to immediately influence retention rates, which ultimately will 
lead to enhanced graduation rates.  In this way Coppin will contribute to the achievement of the 
state’s 55% degree completion goal. 
 
Recognizing the need to bring members of the university community together to tackle 
graduation and retention issues through a university-wide approach, Coppin has established a 
Taskforce on Enrollment and Student Success. This group is charged with examining retention 
issues across all schools and programs, and bringing back to the president recommended changes 
to policies, procedures and practices that will positively impact student success.  The ultimate 
goal of this initiative is to not only shape and align enrollment with the mission and vision of the 
university but to facilitate student success throughout all aspects of the university community.  
The taskforce has four subcommittees: cohort services, campus operations, research and 
assessment, and planning and evaluation, all of which are expected to broadly examine and 
report on issues associated with improved retention/graduation.   
 
At the same time, CSU will continue to invest in other initiatives that target a broad range of the 
university’s undergraduate population. These initiatives represent a key part of its efforts to 
increase retention and graduation rates for all CSU students. They include:  creation of the 
Freshman Year Experience (FYE)/University College, which provides a structured college 
experience for first year students on campus; the Freshman Male Initiative (FMI), which 
specifically targets support toward male students on campus. In this program first-time male 
students are paired with junior or senior male students who serve as mentors to the freshmen. 
The upperclassmen meet with their mentees 12 to 15 hours a week through study sessions and 
social networking to build relationships and participate in team- and community-building 
exercises. Finally, the Summer Academic Success Academy (SASA) is an ongoing, intensive 
summer bridge program that is entering its third year. All first-time, full-time freshman students 
are required to attend SASA.  SASA students complete college courses, attend college success 
workshops and tutoring sessions, and participate in social and leadership activities. The highly 
structured experience allows freshmen students coming to Coppin to connect with faculty, staff, 
and peer mentors who will guide them through their transition and it helps prepare the freshmen 
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for the rigors of fall term.  Finally, CSU has implemented an “intrusive advising” strategy, which 
has been demonstrated to be particularly effective with students from at risk populations.  
 
Undergraduate Alumni Giving Rate:  
 
Coppin’s average two year alumni giving rate is 9% based on the most recent data.  The 
university is in the process of starting a new marketing plan that should yield higher alumni 
giving rates. Additionally, it is starting a strategic plan that will provide new direction for the 
university as well as revisiting CSU branding and tag lines, all of which, should give alumni and 
other constituents more insight into the university’s vitality.  Additionally, Institutional 
Advancement will also implement the following strategies: 
 

• Enhance the institution’s ability to access and use alumni data 
 
• Provide advancement staff with clear roles and expectations 

o Develop and implement a call report process and prospect portfolios 
 
• Focus institutional resources and activity on alumni and individual giving, planned 

giving, foundation and corporate support 
o Improve the institution’s relationship with the Coppin Foundation Board 
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Frostburg State University 
 
Frostburg State University meets or exceeds average peer performance on five of ten core 
performance measures. Freshman SAT scores in the 25th to 75th percentile of 890-1090 are 
comparable to a peer average of 896-1089. Minority undergraduate enrollment as a proportion of 
total undergraduate enrollment (29.4 percent) is 12.9 percentage points above the peer average 
and African Americans as a percent of total undergraduates (24.4 percent) is 18.1 percentage 
points above the peer average. The university’s six-year graduation rates of minorities (40.3 
percent) and African Americans (43.0 percent) are both above their respective peer averages, but 
are lower than those reported in prior years. 
  
The university performs below the average of its peers on four core measures and has not 
provided data for one core measure, the Social Work licensure exam pass rate. The second-year 
retention rate is 73 percent, 2.0 percentage points below the peer average. The university’s six-
year graduation rate of only 45.5 percent is 2.6 points below the peer average. Frostburg’s 
teacher licensure exam pass rate of 96 percent is 2.0 points lower than the peer average. The 
alumni giving rate of 6 percent is also 2.0 points lower than the peer average.  
  
Frostburg includes two institution-specific indicators. The student to full-time faculty ratio at 
Frostburg of 16 to 1 is 2.1 points better than the peer average of 18.1 to1. Seventy-nine percent 
of Frostburg’s faculty hold the terminal degree compared to an average of 83 percent for the 
peers. 
 
Commission staff recommends that Frostburg comment on the retention and graduation rates and 
what policies it is implementing to improve upon them, particularly under the Completion 
Agenda. The university should also comment on the teacher licensure exam pass rate, the 
average undergraduate alumni giving rate and the percent of faculty with terminal degrees. The 
university should also comment on whether it will be able to report Social Work licensure exam 
pass rates for itself and comparable data for its peers or whether this measure should be replaced 
with a new metric. 
 
Institution’s Response 
 
Second-Year Retention Rate 
 
Frostburg State University is committed to improving student retention rates. While the four-year 
average of the second-year retention rate for all first-time, full-time undergraduates has remained 
below that of funding peers, Frostburg’s rate has increased from 72% in FY 2008 to 73% for FY 
2012.  
 
The unevenness in the second-year retention rate of all first-time, full-time students at FSU over 
the last five fiscal years (see Figure 1) can be partly attributed to voluntary withdrawals, lack of 
male persistence, and the attrition rate among undeclared students. The University acknowledges 
that further improvements to student persistence efforts are required. In its strategic plan, 
Frostburg State University cites the need to “increase student quality and improve student 
persistence to graduation” as an institutional priority. The University continues to develop and 
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expand upon strategies and resources that help to attract quality students to its campus and 
enhance retention and graduation rates. Current programs to improve student persistence are 
described below. 
 

 
Data Source: Maryland Higher Education Commission; P409 Student Population Research File 

 
• The Presidential Merit Scholarships program, which specifically focuses on recruiting 

students who have demonstrated academic excellence. Twenty-six scholarships have 
been created since July 2010. The program’s goal is to secure $2.5 million in merit-based 
scholarships for high-academic achievers by July 2015. Other initiatives that focus on 
student quality and persistence include: 
 

• The expansion and strengthening of first-year programs designed to improve student 
academic performance and second-year retention. New initiatives in this area include:   

 
o Student workshops scheduled throughout the semester that provide direct 

instruction to improve academic performance and success. 
 
o Academic probation workshops that help students develop a recovery plan and 

limit activities that interfere with their academic success. Students are introduced 
to faculty and administrators to expand and strengthen their support system. 
 

• The enhancement of Introduction to Higher Education (ORIE 101), a required course for 
all incoming students. These enhancements include linking ORIE classes directly with 
academic courses in a learning community setting. This pairing allows students to 
immediately apply the study skills they acquire in their ORIE class. The University has 
also assigned peer mentors to ORIE classes. These mentors model exemplary classroom 
behavior, communicate with ORIE students outside of the classroom, and hold extra 
study sessions. 
 

50%

55%

60%

65%

70%

75%

80%
Rate 

Cohort 

Figure 1  
Undergraduate  
Retention Rates 
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• The adoption of a student early warning software program that can help the University 
identify students who are facing academic and individual issues preventing them from 
reaching their full academic potential. This web-based solution focuses on a variety of 
factors that are the strongest predictors of student success and can be used to create 
timely reports about students who are facing difficulties or challenges. These reports can 
then be acted on by faculty advisors and staff.  
 

Six Year Graduation Rate  
 
The University recognizes that further improvements to its student persistence efforts to 
graduation are required. Frostburg anticipates new initiatives and a continued emphasis on 
current strategies as described below will result in the enhancement of the graduation rate of 
all its undergraduate students. 
 
• During the fall 2012 semester, the University strengthened its academic advising 

programs by providing more professional development opportunities for academic 
advisors. These opportunities promote better continuity and effectiveness in student 
advising. 

 
• As part of its Closing the Achievement Gap Initiative, the University has successfully 

implemented course redesign across many curricular areas, including General 
Psychology, Developmental Mathematics and Intermediate Algebra, Communication 
Studies, and English Composition. Frostburg is now in the process of redesigning 
Introductory Biology and Chemistry. Data from the Psychology and Developmental Math 
programs, both in place long enough to allow evaluation, show Frostburg students 
enrolled in redesigned courses performed better than those in traditionally taught courses. 

 
• The University continues to provide extensive support services to students, including the 

Center for Advising and Career Services, which combines services that together provide 
essential support for undecided students, the University’s academic support services 
offered through PASS (Programs Advancing Student Success), and the TRIO Student 
Support Services office. Those services include tutoring, math support, study groups, 
academic advising, career development, and assistance with the financial aid process. 

 
• The Programs Advancing Student Success (PASS) office developed a persistence 

program to help students improve their grades, study effectively, and attain a Bachelor’s 
degree. Students who earned below 2.3 GPA their first semester are offered a course their 
second semester that teaches them strategies to help them succeed in spite of the 
academic and personal obstacles that impeded their progression in the past. 

 
Completion Agenda 
 
In October 2011, the University finalized its Strategic Plan, which focuses the University’s 
efforts toward improving persistence and completion; developing experiential learning as an 
integral part of its students’ experiences; and improving academic and residential facilities 
for faculty, staff, and students. Actions supporting the completion agenda include:  
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• In 2012, the University hired an Assistant Provost for Student Success and Retention 

whose primary responsibility is to provide leadership and coordinate institutional 
retention efforts. This newly created position demonstrates the value the University 
places on student quality and persistence through completion. 

  
• Frostburg has focused on access by continuing the allocation of need-based student 

financial aid to make education more affordable. More than 70% of FSU students receive 
some form of financial aid. Since 2007, FSU has allocated additional funds toward need-
based awards. Spending on institutional aid has increased by 55% between 2007 and 
2012. Among those need-based awards are at least $100,000 each year to first-generation, 
low-income college students who participate in our Student Support Services Program. 
The University intends to continue this trend over the next five years.  

 
• The University recently received the Maryland Higher Education Commission’s One 

Step Away Grant. The overarching goal of this effort is to create a sustainable 
intervention program that increases bachelor’s degree attainment rates by re-enrolling and 
graduating near-completer students. Near-completers are those students who have earned 
a significant number of credits toward a bachelor’s degree, or may have enough credits 
for a bachelor’s degree but have stopped-out or dropped-out for twelve months or longer 
without obtaining an undergraduate degree.   

 
Teacher Licensure Exam Pass Rate 

 
The decline in the PRAXIS II pass rates of Frostburg’s undergraduate education and Master 
of Arts in Teaching (MAT) students (from 97% in 2011 to 96% in 2012) is the result of the 
College of Education adopting alternative program entrance criteria and accepting students 
who were marginally prepared for pursuing a teacher education degree. The College of 
Education has since eliminated the alternative program entrance criteria and incorporated 
Praxis II content into its current curriculum.  
 
The University is aware of performing below its performance peers in the passing rate on 
teacher licensure exams and seeks not only to understanding the issue, but to correct this 
disparity. Two specific factors appear to have influenced this performance: (1) recent 
changes in several PRAXIS tests required by the Maryland State Department of Education 
(MSDE), and, (2) the admission of two cohorts during 2007 and 2008 that were less prepared 
than prior students are seen in the pass rate data. 
 
The College of Education has responded in several specific ways. During the academic year 
2010, program faculty identified a decline in performance on the PRAXIS, and remediation 
with practice sessions was implemented during the latter part of Phase II and Phase III of the 
three-phase degree program. These were discontinued in December of 2011 as a revised 
PRAXIS was introduced. Initial results appeared to be promising. However, with the change 
to a new pedagogy test in the summer of 2012, Education faculty once again begun to offer 
practice sessions. Another challenge for the College of Education was adapting to the 
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nineteen PRAXIS II texts revisions that were implemented by the MSDE during the past 
three years. 

 
Along with these changes, the College of Education’s teacher preparation programs are 
responding to the concurrent implementation of the Common Core, STEM initiative, and 
Race to the Top educator evaluation requirements (with student learning objectives). Faculty 
members from the College of Education are in the process of curricular changes to align 
course content to the new knowledge base. Typically such a revision and subsequent impact 
occurs over a multi-year period, but Frostburg’s faculty members are embedding these 
changes as they occur.  
 
Undergraduate Alumni Giving Rate 
 
Frostburg State University recently completed a public campaign in which increasing alumni 
participation was not a high priority, but rather emphasis was placed on major gifts and 
giving from alumni and non-alumni alike. 
 
Most recently, the University has placed a renewed focus on increasing its alumni giving rate 
by targeting additional resources in this direction. It is reviewing past approaches and 
developing new strategies to maximize the participation potential of alumni. 
 
Percent of Faculty with Terminal Degrees 
 
The percentage of faculty members with terminal degrees at Frostburg is four percent below 
that of its peers. Given that the number of full-time faculty funded in any given year is 
fundamentally connected to the USM budget, the University attributes this difference to the 
balancing of its faculty compliment with meeting student needs through available funding. 
 
Social Work Licensure Exam Pass Rate 

 
Frostburg State University continues to collect social work examination pass rate data from 
the Association of Social Work Boards’ School Pass/Fail Summary. When comparing FSU’s 
five-year average pass rate to the five-year average national pass rate for first-time examinees 
(see Figure 2), the data demonstrate the continuing quality of the University’s Social Work 
program graduates and show that they are successfully prepared for the professional licensure 
examination. 
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Table 1 
Frostburg State University Bachelor of Social Work Examination Pass Rate 

 
Test Result 2007 

Testing 
Year 

2008 
Testing 

Year 

2009 
Testing 

Year 

2010 
Testing 

Year 

2011 
Testing 

Year 

Five-Year 
Average 

Pass 9 5 2 5 4 5 
Fail 3 0 1 2 1 1.4 
Total 12 5 3 7 5 6.4 
Pass Rate 75% 100% 67% 71% 80% 79% 
National Pass 
Rate 

78% 77% 79% 78% 78% 78% 

Source: Association of Social Work Boards, ‘Association of Social Work Boards School Pass/Fail Summary’,  
Examination: Bachelors 2007-2011. 
 

As noted in previous analyses, Frostburg makes every effort to collect comparable Bachelor 
of Social Work (BSW) program examination pass rate data from its current performance 
peers.  In reviewing peers with a Bachelors of Social Work (BSW) program, it should be 
noted that they do not require the completion of licensure examinations. As a result, these 
programs do not have pass rate data. 
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Salisbury University 
 
Salisbury University exceeds its peers on all ten core performance indicators. Entering freshmen 
SAT scores in the 25th-75th percentile range are among the highest in the peer group (1070-1220 
compared to peer group average of 972-1159).  Salisbury’s percentages of minority and African 
American undergraduate students are 17.7 percent and 10.7 percent respectively and both exceed 
the peer averages. The second-year retention rate of 81 percent is 1.0 percentage point higher 
than the peer average. Salisbury’s overall six-year graduation rate of 66.8 percent is 7.8 
percentage points above the peer average. Minority and African American graduation rates are 
61.1 percent and 59.6 percent, respectively. Both rates remain above peer averages: 15.0 points 
higher for all minority students and 14.7 points for African American students. Salisbury’s pass 
rate on teacher licensure exams of 98 percent is 1 percent above the peer average and the nursing 
licensing exam rate of 95.5 percent is 3.9 points higher than the peer average. Salisbury’s 
undergraduate alumni giving rate (17 percent) is 9.4 points above peers on this measure. 
 
Salisbury selected five institution-specific indicators and outperforms the peers on three of them. 
Salisbury is more selective than its peers with an acceptance rate of 53 percent compared to a 
peer average of 66 percent. The student-faculty ratio is 17 to 1, better than the 19 to 1 peer 
average. The average high school GPA for entering freshmen of 3.7 is three points higher than 
the average. Salisbury lags the peers in two metrics. Eighty-four percent of Salisbury faculty 
hold the terminal degree, 2.0 points below than the peer average and the state appropriation per 
FTE level of $5,001, which is $1,521 below the peer average. 
 
Commission staff commends Salisbury on maintaining diversity and its performance on its 
retention and graduation rate metrics. The Commission would request that Salisbury share what 
policies the university is using to perform so highly, especially in the retention and graduation of 
its students. 
 
Institution’s Response 

 
SU attributes its success in retaining and graduating students to the continued expansion of 
retention initiatives and encouraging strong student, faculty and staff interactions in a supportive 
and academically challenging environment. Our success in these areas was recently 
demonstrated on the National Survey of Student Engagement (NSSE). In 2012, SU used the 
NSSE to collect valuable information on students’ lives and the quality of their college 
experience. The results show that first-year and senior students at SU report significantly higher 
levels of academic challenge, greater opportunities for enriching educational experiences, and a 
more supportive campus environment as compared to our peer institutions. Additionally, seniors 
reported significantly greater participation in active and collaborative learning opportunities and 
a high level of interaction between students and faculty. 
 
The development of a student culture that places the highest priority on academic engagement 
and personal growth is at the core of SU’s mission and strategic plan. We feel that the NSSE 
results are just one example of the positive impact that our outstanding faculty and staff have on 
the success of our students. 
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SU also attributes its success in retaining and graduating students to the continued expansion of 
several retention initiatives. Since the 2009 implementation of supplemental instruction (SI) and 
mid-semester reports, and the expansion of living-learning communities (LLCs) and the 
Powerful Connections program, retention rates have increased four percentage points. 
Additionally, African-American and minority retention increases have been notable: three and 
six percentage points, respectively between the 2008 and the 2011 cohorts. To ensure that limited 
resources are allocated appropriately, the University annually evaluates the achievement (e.g., 
grades and retention) of students participating in initiatives aimed at improving success.  
 
The following initiatives are underway to increase retention and close the achievement gap: 
 
1. Supplemental instruction (SI) is an initiative targeted toward freshman courses with high 

D, F, and W rates. Based on positive results for the previous three academic years, SI was 
expanded from 16 to more than 60 SI sections during 2012-13. Since its implementation in 
2009, the program has grown to include more than three times the original number of SI 
sections and to include courses across each of the four endowed schools. Students who 
attended five or more SI sessions had higher first-year grades than students who attended 
fewer than five SI sessions. Additionally, SI students who attended five or more sessions had 
higher second-year retention rates than the overall first-time student cohort.  
 

2. Based on positive data from the previous three academic years, the living-learning 
community (LLC) program has also been expanded. Students enrolled in LLCs earned 
higher first-year grades and were retained at a greater rate than those that were not in an LLC 
during their first year at SU. These positive results led the University to expand from nine 
LLCs in 2009 to 15 LLCs in 2012.  
 
With two additional residence hall renovations completed for fall 2011, SU created the 
physical infrastructure for additional LLCs. Two years of increased retention rates and 
academic performance for students engaged in LLCs led SU to establish three additional 
LLCs for academic year 2012. In fall 2011, there were 12 LLCs, three per building, including 
three STEM-related LLCs. In fact, the growing interest in STEM disciplines has resulted in a 
dedicated residence hall just for STEM majors. 
 
For fall 2012, three new LLCs were offered. A new community known as Achieve includes 
first generation students. Due to the increased interest, the Education LLC was divided into 
two communities: one for Elementary Education and one for Secondary Education majors. 
The addition of a performing arts LLC targeted toward students majoring in various liberal 
arts disciplines expanded on existing LLCs. 
 
For fall 2013, the final renovations of SU’s residence halls will be completed. With this 
completion, at least one more LLC will be added and housed in one of our two high-rise 
facilities. At least 16 LLCs will be available to students for the 2013-14 academic year. 
 

3. As another remediation effort, all first-time, first-year students with a D or F at mid-semester 
are contacted by the Center for Student Achievement (CSA) to offer academic support, 
advising and/or tutorial assistance. Students that sought assistance from the CSA following 

27



  

their poor mid-semester performance were tracked to determine if their semester 
performance (i.e., grades) and retention were similar to those with failing mid-semester 
grades that did not seek remediation from the CSA. For the past three years, students that 
attended the CSA for academic support had higher grades at the end of their first year than 
those that had a “D” or “F” at mid-semester but did not attend the CSA. Additionally, 
students that attended the CSA following poor mid-semester performance were retained into 
their second year at higher rates than students that did not seek out assistance at the CSA. 
Based on these positive results, the CSA expanded the number of tutors and opened remote 
sites in two campus buildings in fall 2011.  

 
4. The Powerful Connections mentor program, offered through Multicultural Student Services 

also has been expanded. A program that matches upper class students with first-time 
freshmen from underrepresented groups, Powerful Connections is designed to assist in the 
college transition. During the past year, the program has achieved significant growth and 
success growing from 47 first-year students to 66. The 2010 cohort of 47 first-year students 
had a 91% retention rate into their sophomore year compared to an average retention rate of 
83% for all first-time students. 

 
Additionally, SU has implemented other methods to understand why students may leave the 
University. SU completes exit interviews with students who withdraw during an academic 
semester. Over the coming months, an analysis will be conducted to identify those factors that 
play a role in students’ decisions to leave, with the goal of addressing those that can be changed 
and, thereby, improve retention and graduation. 
 
Special efforts are also underway to engage undecided students in campus life. Data revealed 
that students that have not selected a major are less likely to return for their sophomore year at 
SU than students that have selected a major during their first year. Each fall, a major/minor fair 
is held to promote various majors and encourage students to select an area of study. An Assistant 
Director for the CSA serves as an advisor for many undecided students and provides assistance 
in selecting a major. In spring 2013, the University launched a pilot program which involves 
academic coaching for undecided freshman on academic probation. Students in the program 
must complete an academic plan with the CSA prior to being able to register for classes in fall 
2013. A hold is placed on their account until they meet with a coach, complete the Learning and 
Study Skills Inventory (LASSI) and develop their academic plan.   
 
Beginning with the incoming fall 2013 class, a new sophomore housing residency requirement 
will be implemented. Two years of data showed that students that lived on campus during their 
sophomore year were retained at higher rates, earned more credit hours, and achieved higher 
grades than students that lived off-campus. Therefore, it is believed that the new housing 
requirement will further support student retention and advancement toward degree completion. 
 
Efforts to increase graduation and retention rates are integral to assisting the state in meeting its 
55 percent degree attainment goal. In addition to the strategies already identified, SU tracks 
progress on several other institutional initiatives that can positively impact completion rates. 
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Strategies continue for closing the achievement gap including recruitment of students into the 
federal TRiO program. The award of SU’s first federal TRiO student support services grant in 
2010 provides an additional $1.2 million in support to help low-income and first-generation 
college students, and individuals with disabilities. The achievement of this inaugural award 
positions SU to receive future TRiO grant awards. This award will assist SU in attracting, 
retaining and graduating low-income and first-generation college students, and individuals with 
disabilities.   
 
In the two years since its implementation, the TRiO program has served nearly 140 students each 
year. The program offers participants peer and professional mentoring, academic audits to keep 
students on track for graduation, reading /writing workshops, and financial literacy training. The 
results show that students that participate in the program have high persistence rates, above 90%.  
 
In 2011, the USM Board of Regents approved SU’s continuation of its test-optional policy for 
high-achieving students. The decision follows a five-year pilot study completed by the campus. 
Prospective students with grade point averages of 3.5 or higher will continue to have the choice 
of submitting SAT/ACT scores when applying to SU. The program also has contributed to 
greater economic diversity among incoming students. The pilot study showed that test-optional 
students outperform those who submitted test scores in such areas as course completion. Based 
on the 2007 and 2008 classes, the test-optional students also graduate at a higher rate than the 
others. Retention rates and grade point averages for test-optional students and their classmates 
are similar. 
 
To provide opportunities for transfer students to earn credits that will simultaneously apply 
towards a baccalaureate degree and completion of an associate’s degree, SU has developed 
Reverse Transfer agreements with Wor-Wic Community College, Chesapeake College, and the 
College of Southern Maryland. Following the completion of the summer II session, SU 
forwarded its first set of transcripts to Wor-Wic Community College. We were able to assist 
Wor-Wic with the awarding of 63 additional degrees. The first set of transcripts were sent from 
SU to the Chesapeake College and the College of Southern Maryland at the end of the fall 2012 
term. We are awaiting a final count of degrees awarded. SU will be working on collaborations 
with Montgomery and Prince George’s Community Colleges next. 
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Towson University 
 
Towson University meets or exceeds average peer performance on seven out of ten core 
performance measures. Towson’s SAT 25th - 75th percentiles scores of 1010-1160 compare 
favorably with the peer average of 935-1145. The percent minority of all undergraduates of 22.8 
percent is at the peer average. The percentage of African American undergraduate students 
attending the institution is 13.4 percent, 3.3 percentage points above the peer average.  Towson’s 
second-year retention rate of 84 percent exceeds the peer average by 6.0 points. The overall six-
year graduation rates for all students, for minorities and for African-American students each 
exceed the peer averages. 
 
Towson performs below the average of its peers on three core measures. The pass rate on teacher 
licensure exams of 98 percent is 1.0 point below the peer average. The pass rate on nursing 
licensure exams of 79 percent is 15.0 percentage points below the average. The undergraduate 
alumni giving rate of 5 percent is 1.7 points lower than the peer average.  
 
Towson reports three institution-specific indicators. Twenty-five percent of Towson’s students 
live on campus and equals the peer average. The student/faculty ratio of 17 to 1 is 1.9 points 
better than the peer average. Towson is more selective than its peers, with an acceptance rate of 
54 percent compared to a peer average of 71 percent.   
 
Commission staff commends Towson on its graduation rates, especially of minority and African 
American students. Towson should comment on its below-average exam pass rates for teachers 
and nurses and what efforts it is making to improve upon alumni giving rates. 
 
Institution’s Response 

 
Towson University appreciates the Commission's recognition of its high level of performance in 
the area of student retention and graduation, particularly among its minority and African 
American student populations, groups that are key to achieving the college completion goals of 
the state, and the University System. The university pledges to continue doing its part to ensure 
that by 2025, 55% of all Marylanders will have attained a college degree. 
 
Teacher Licensure Exam Pass Rate  
 
With respect to the issue of its teacher licensure exam pass rates raised by the Commission staff, 
Towson notes that differing characteristics and requirements make the chosen peer institutions 
distinct from the University with respect to teacher licensure exam pass rates, and therefore make 
comparison of pass rates to these schools to Towson University imprudent.  For example, 
Portland State University and California State University, Sacramento offer initial teacher 
education certification only at the graduate level.  This population of students is different from 
that of Towson’s in that PSU’s and CSU’s students have already earned bachelor’s degrees.   
 
Similarly, unlike Towson University, Ball State University, Western Kentucky, East Carolina, 
Eastern Michigan, James Madison, and UNC Charlotte all require passing Praxis II either as a 
graduation requirement or before the institutions recommend a candidate for licensure, thereby 
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ensuring higher pass rates. The current policy of the Towson University Teacher Education 
Executive Board does not require successful completion of the respective certification-specific 
Praxis II exams as a graduation requirement, nor as a prerequisite before Towson submits 
completers of a Maryland Approved Program to the Maryland State Department of Education 
(MSDE).  (However, MSDE requires that applicants for state teacher certification must pass 
certification-specific Praxis II exams before granting a certificate). University of Northern Iowa 
does not report teacher licensure exam pass rates because the State of Iowa Board of Education 
does not presently require teacher licensure candidates to pass a licensure test. 
 
Given all of these differences, Towson University’s pass rate on teaching licensure examinations 
lags these schools by only 1.0 percentage point, which is rather impressive. 
 
Nursing Licensure Exam Pass Rate  
 
With respect to the issue of a below average nursing licensure exam pass rate, Towson 
University’s Department of Nursing has recognized the low pass rates of its students and has 
initiated several actions to improve future nursing licensure exam pass rates.  These initiatives 
included:  
 

1) The Towson Nursing Department has moved into a newly renovated building resulting in 
an improved educational environment for students, faculty and staff including the 
Simulation Learning Laboratory.  

2) Two retention success specialists were hired in 2010 to assist students with development 
of test taking/study skills, time management, and NCLEX-RN© examination preparation. 
The success specialists initiated the Supplement Instruction Program (SI) as a resource 
for students to provide “student peers” with training in the area of instructional support. 
During 2011, SI sessions were scheduled for about 50% of clinical courses. This effort 
coincides with the implementation of a new testing series (EVOLVE/HESI) that is 
designed to assist students with test taking skills and NCLEX-RN© preparation. 
Implementation of that system was begun in 2009. 

3) A full review of the nursing curriculum was completed during academic year 2010. A 
phased in implementation of the new curriculum began in fall of 2011. As of spring of 
2013, we are now in the 4th and final semester of the curriculum roll-out.  

4) And in addition, a new continuous quality improvement (CQI) plan has been 
implemented that ensures course content is based in professional source documents, 
including: the Essentials of Baccalaureate Nursing Education (2008), approved by the 
American Association of Colleges of Nursing, the current National Council of State 
Boards’ (NCSBN) “Test Plan,” which form the basis for the NCLEX-RN© examination; 
the National QSEN clinical care safety guidelines; and appropriate clinical sub-specialty 
competency recommendations provided by national organizations. Integration of the CQI 
processes ensures that faculty systematically reflect on learning outcomes, thoughtfully 
consider course content and clinical learning experiences, and institute course based 
changes using the best available data.  

 
Towson University’s Nursing Department is happy to report that in the latest reporting period for 
pass rates (of August, 2011 through June, 2012), TU’s students demonstrated a 91% pass rate.   
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Undergraduate Alumni Giving Rate  
 
Finally, with respect to the issue of undergraduate alumni giving rates, Towson University’s 
undergraduate alumni participation rates first began to drop below the benchmark of 7% when 
the sizes of its undergraduate classes began to grow (beginning in 2004) resulting in the 
awarding of more than 3,000 bachelor’s degrees per year.  As these large numbers of recent 
alumni “age” and become more established in their careers, Towson expects that they will have 
greater resources to contribute to the University and the alumni giving rate will return to its 
historic level. 
 
In the meantime, to help mitigate this situation, Towson University’s Division of Advancement 
has initiated several actions including: 
 

1) Creating a recent alumni giving club called GOLD (Graduates of the Last Decade) that 
helps to “brand” the giving opportunity for recent graduates and provide them with 
opportunities to engage with the University and network with peers 
(www.towson.edu/development/founderssociety/fsgold.asp ). 
 

2) Embarking on a constituent engagement effort called “What’s Your TU Number?” to 
encourage young alumni, in particular, to think about their time at Towson.  Engagement 
leads to giving (whatsyourtunumber.com/ ). 
 

3) And finally, by creating a student philanthropy program to begin educating our students 
on the importance of supporting Towson as soon as they step foot on campus. 

 
Towson is confident that these actions, in combination with the “aging” of the larger classes of 
alumni discussed earlier, will help improve its undergraduate alumni giving rate, relative to its 
peers, in the future. 
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University of Baltimore 
 
The University of Baltimore’s (UB) historical mission had been to provide upper division 
bachelors, masters, and professional degrees. As such, it has used a different set of performance 
measures compared to other University System of Maryland institutions. Over the past five 
years, UB has been admitting freshmen and sophomore students in the undergraduate programs.  
When data for the first cohort students is available, performance measures on second-year 
retention and six-year graduation rates will be added. 
 
UB outperforms the peer average on three of five core performance measures. Minority 
undergraduate students comprise 51.7 percent of enrollments which is 17.9 percentage points 
above the peer average. The university has the highest level of African American undergraduate 
enrollments (44.5 percent) and is 30.1 percentage points above the peer average. In addition, UB 
reports 2.4 awards per 100 full-time faculty members, comparing favorably to a peer average of 
1.0. 
 
The average alumni giving rate at UB is not reported and cannot be compared to the peer average 
of 9.3 percent. 
 
None of the selected performance peer institutions has a law school, thus, there is no 
comparative peer data for one core measure: pass rate for first-time test takers of the law 
licensing exam.  For several years MHEC has requested that UB report data for the peer 
institutions that have law schools; Northern Kentucky University and the University of Southern 
Maine.  MHEC once again asks that UB report the data for these institutions as a supplement to 
the performance data and continue this as an ongoing practice for future years. UB had an 80 
percent pass rate for the reporting period. Given that the university has not provided the scores 
for the institutions within its peer group, it is helpful to compare UB’s pass rate to Maryland’s 
other public law school at the University of Maryland, Baltimore (UMB). UMB’s pass rate for 
the bar exam is 86 percent, 6.0 points higher for the same reporting period. In addition, the 
average pass rate of UMB’s peers that have law schools is 93 percent, or 13 points higher than 
that of the UB School of Law. 
 
UB selected two institution-specific indicators: expenditures for research and the proportion of 
part-time faculty.  It exceeds the peer average for research expenditures by $4.5 million, and 
ranks second among peers in this category. Over half, or 55 percent, of UB’s faculty are part-
time, 11.2 points higher than the peer average. 
 
Commission staff asks UB to report its undergraduate alumni giving rate, its below-average 
proportion of full-time faculty and to comparative law school bar exam passage rate data from 
the institutions within its funding peer group that have law schools. 
 
Institution’s Response 
 
1) The University of Baltimore’s two year average for undergraduate giving was 7.4% for FY 

2012. The University of Baltimore currently employs a comprehensive approach to increase 
charitable giving by all alumni to the University. This approach includes improving strategies 
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for targeted personal, phone, direct mail and electronic solicitations; increasing the number of 
overall communications to alumni; improved data research and cleanliness; providing more 
opportunities for alumni to remain connected to UB through volunteer, social and learning 
opportunities; utilizing social media; and engaging students before they graduate.  
 

2) The size of UB’s part-time faculty headcount is a consequence of two factors. The 
professional schools use a large number of senior/experienced professionals as      adjuncts, 
such as judges, corporate executives and public mangers. In addition, UB’s enrollment 
growth has significantly out stripped its state funding, leaving us at 45% of formula for 
enrollment-based funding. We are working to catch up with full-time faculty appointments 
through allocation of tuition revenue. 
 

3) The first-time bar passage rates (from 2013 ABA/LSAC Official Guide) are as follows: 
• University of Baltimore - 80.2% 
• North Carolina Central - 72.9% 
• Northern Kentucky - 77.3% 
• University of Southern Maine - 85% 
 

4) Finally, while the University was not asked by Commission staff to comment on any issues 
that directly affect UB’s ability to contribute to the state’s completion agenda, the following 
information on UB’s program recruitment, retention, and completion strategies is offered as 
evidence of the University’s support for and contribution to Maryland’s 55% degree 
completion goal. 
• Recruitment:  UB is active in dual admission programs through our Summer Bridge and 

College Readiness programs, a new dual admission program with area community 
colleges to bring students into our programs at the Universities of Shady Grove as well as 
the home campus, and in the efforts of admissions counselors to recruit a diverse student 
body to UB. 

• Retention activities: As demonstrated in our Closing the Achievement Gap reporting, UB 
has met its retention target. UB’s advising staff actively uses the Early Alert system for 
outreach to undergraduate students, and the colleges within UB have their own 
recruitment and retention plans that are coordinated with the Enrollment Management 
and Student Affairs division. 

 
Completion: UB faculty members have redesigned the General Education program to focus on 
competencies that align with UB Learning Goals and to improve students’ abilities to meet 
General Education requirements in flexible ways.  UB faculty members are actively engaged in a 
variety of system-sponsored course design and redesign efforts and are developing ways to 
enhance flexibility in curriculum delivery.  Developmental studies in math and writing have been 
moved from their own division into the Yale Gordon College of Arts and Sciences to enhance 
alignment between development course completion expectations and non-developmental 
learning needs. The first-year experience and learning communities have been similarly 
redesigned to improve alignment between lower-division pre-major undergraduate learning and 
upper-division student learning outcomes.  The Yale Gordon College of Arts and Sciences has 
undertaken a study of transfer students’ learning needs and attitudes towards college-level 
learning in an effort to assess the relationship of retention efforts to completion rates. 
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University of Maryland, Baltimore 
 
 
The University of Maryland, Baltimore’s (UMB) peer institutions reflect the university’s status 
as the State’s public academic health and law university with six professional schools.  UMB’s 
peers include institutions classified in the 2005 Carnegie Basic classifications as Research- very 
high activity and Specialized – medical schools and medical centers.  The university’s unique 
mission and educational structure must be taken into account when reviewing peer comparisons.  
 
UMB matches or out- performs peers on two core performance measures. UMB enrolls a higher 
percentage of minority undergraduates and African American undergraduates than peer average 
by 2.3 and 4.8 percentage points, respectively.   
 
The university underperforms the peer average on the pass rate for nursing with a rate of 88 
percent compared to a 91 percent peer average. It also underperforms on the Law pass rate at 86 
percent compared to the peer average of 93 percent. Unfortunately, the university has reported no 
peer data for passage rates on the medical, dental and social work exams, but the university is 2.0 
points above the national average on the medical exam pass rate and 3.0 points above the 
national average on the social work exam pass rate.  Total R&D expenditures in Medicine of 
$243.9 million are $181.2 million below the peer average. Total R&D expenditures in medicine 
per full-time medical faculty of $243,028 are $181,177 below the peer average. The average 
annual percent growth rate in federal R&D expenditures in medicine of 6.5 percent is 1.7 points 
lower than the peer average. 
 
The university selected three institution-specific indicators for which data is available: percent 
minority students of total enrollment, total headcount enrollment, and percent graduate and first-
professional of total headcount enrollment. UMB total enrollment is 33.2 percent minority 
compared to a peer average of 31.9 percent. Its total headcount enrollment of 6,395 is 17,720 
lower than the peer average. Graduate and first- professional enrollments make up 89.4 percent 
of total headcount, almost twice the peer average. 
 
UMB did not provide any data for average undergraduate alumni giving rate for this year.  The 
university also reports that data for Medicine Research Grants for Basic Research and Clinical 
faculty is no longer reported by the American Association of Medical Colleges. 
 
UMB is asked to comment on all metrics where it under performs the peers, and those for which 
it has not provided peer data.  The university is also asked to explain why no data for the average 
undergraduate alumni giving rate was reported and why it continues to list medical research 
grant metrics in its institution-specific metrics when the data is no longer available.  MHEC 
recommends selection of two new institution specific metrics for which data is available to 
replace them. 
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Institution’s Response 
 
Although bar exam pass rates are available for peer institutions, the difficulty of the bar exam 
differs among states, and thus pass rates cannot be used to compare the performance of law 
students sitting for the bar in different states.  Compared to 2005, the pass rate for UMB students 
taking the Maryland bar exam has improved more than for graduates of any other peer institution 
taking the bar exam in their respective state, rising from 78% to 86%. 
 
Nursing exam pass rates have fluctuated somewhat over the last few years.  Recent initiatives to 
address an achievement gap in graduation rates by improving the academic preparation and 
success of students should have an overall positive effect on nursing exam pass rates.  Data on 
other peer licensure exam outcomes are often unavailable due to restrictions on sharing results 
enforced by the testing agencies or peer institutions.  In addition, some institutions are 
responsive, but do not provide data in a manner consistent with the Peer Performance Report 
format. 
 
UMB’s research and development expenditures in medicine have decreased, and are the second 
lowest reported, compared to 2010 when funding surpassed four of five peer institutions.  The 
recent downward trend in this statistic may be the result of the scheduled termination of major 
public health contracts relating to HIV/AIDS.  Notwithstanding this decline, the five-year growth 
trend for UMB still exceeds three other peer institutions. 
 
The University of Maryland, Baltimore has a small number of undergraduate students, and all 
undergraduate programs are upper division only, meaning that UMB is not the only higher 
education institution that graduates may have relationships with as alumni.  For several years 
now the average undergraduate alumni giving rate statistic has not been reported for UMB, 
possibly because the institution does not enroll first-time freshman undergraduate students. 
As of Fiscal Year 2006 the Association of American Medical Colleges no longer collects and 
reports research grants per basic research faculty or clinical faculty, and has no plans to resume 
this reporting.  For this reason UMB has advocated discontinuing the two institution-specific 
indicators that utilized this data, and as suggested by MHEC, will pursue the selection of 
appropriate institution-specific indicators to replace them. 
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University of Maryland, Baltimore County 
 
The University of Maryland, Baltimore County (UMBC) meets or exceeds the average of its 
peers on seven of thirteen core performance measures.  It compares favorably on SAT 25th and 
75th percentiles scores of 1120-1280 compared to the peer average of 1017-1236.  UMBC’s 
percentage of minority undergraduate students (42.4 percent) exceeds the peer average by 16.8 
percentage points.  African American students comprise 16.1 percent of undergraduate 
enrollment, more than double the peer average. UMBC’s average second- year retention rate of 
85 percent exceeds the peer average by 2.0 points. The university’s six-year graduation rate for 
African American students exceeds the peer average by 13.7 points. The university’s total R&D 
expenditures per full-time faculty exceed the peer average by $17,274. UMBC ranks fourth in 
average annual percent growth in federal R&D expenditures and is 1.1 percentage points higher 
than the average peer growth rate. 
 
UMBC underperforms peers on six core measures. The overall six-year graduation rate of 57.4 is 
6.5 points below the peer average and the rate for all minorities of 55.6 percent is 1.3 points 
below the peer average. The university reports the lowest percentage of undergraduate alumni 
giving among its peers, whose average rate is 10.3 points higher. Total R&D expenditures of 
$81.9 million are $41.8 million below the peer average. UMBC’s awards per full-time faculty 
are 1.4 points below the peer average. UMBC has not provided data for their pass rate on teacher 
licensure exams, so their rate cannot be compared to the peer average of 97 percent. 
 
UMBC chose six institution-specific indicators and meets or exceeds the peer averages in three. 
The university ranks second among its peers in STEM and IT bachelor’s degrees. It is ranked 
third in federal R&D expenditures per full-time faculty, over $49,000 per full-time faculty above 
the peer average. UMB C is below the peers in three indicators. The university is ranked sixth 
out of seven institutions reporting the ratio of invention disclosures to million R&D 
expenditures. It has a higher than average ratio of FTE students to full-time faculty (23.2:1 
compared to 21.2:1) and UMBC ranks seventh out of seven institutions reporting ratio of license 
agreements per million in R&D expenditures.  
 
Commission staff commends UMBC on its level of student diversity, second-year retention rates, 
graduation rates for African-Americans, level of R&D per full-time faculty, and growth in 
federal R&D expenditures. UMBC should comment on the following measures for which its 
performance is below that of peers: overall six-year graduation rate, six-year graduation rate for 
all minorities, average undergraduate alumni giving rate, total R&D expenditures, awards per 
100 FT faculty, ratio of FTE students to FT instructional faculty and student-faculty ratio.  The 
university should report its pass rate on teacher licensure exam and, if it is below the peer 
average, comment on why and what steps will be made to improve the rate. 
 
Institution’s Response 
 
Overall Six-Year Graduation Rate & Six-Year Graduation Rate for All Minorities 
 
Compared to our peers, UMBC continues to have lower six-year graduation rates overall and for 
all minorities.  However, it is important to note that both of these rates are higher for UMBC 
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compared to our previous rate in 2011, and that, on average, the rate for all minorities went down 
for our peers, while increasing to 55.6% from 52.8% for UMBC.  So, while our performance on 
these measures continues to be lower compared to our peers, we are showing improvement over 
time. 
 
The success of our students is a primary goal of UMBC, and one that is key to UMBC's plans to 
contribute to the state's 55% degree completion goal.  As such, student retention and graduation 
rates are critical measures that we continue to take very seriously and continuously work to 
improve.  Several initiatives designed to increase student engagement and positively affect 
retention and graduation rates have been implemented.  First Year Seminars (FYS), which are 
small classes capped at 20 students and taught by full-time faculty, are designed to create an 
active-learning environment along with the traditional reading, writing and lecture formats.  In 
2011-12, 15 sessions taught by faculty from 13 different departments were offered on a wide 
variety of topics.  Our Introduction to an Honors University (IHU) courses, one-credit additions 
to freshman courses across multiple disciplines, offer tips and tools to help students more 
successfully navigate college and the real world.   In summer 2012, UMBC offered for the third 
year a summer bridge program, CSI: Collegiate Summer Institute.  Here, new freshmen were 
able to enroll in a freshman seminar in English, Algebra or Philosophy, which incorporated a 
student success seminar and co-curricular activities to help build a sense of community.  The 
university also offers several Living Learning Communities focused on students’ common 
intellectual interests or majors.  The community for “Exploratory Learners” is especially 
designed for students who have not decided on an academic program of study - a group that is 
known to have higher risk for attrition. 
 
As mentioned in our 2012 Performance Accountability Report, UMBC also has initiated a series 
of efforts to redesign courses with an emphasis on increasing student success, retention rates, and 
graduation rates. Examples include the active-learning Chemistry Discovery Center (CDC) 
which has increased the average pass rate for CHEM 101 by 17.6% and reduced student attrition 
from the course by 7%.  Based on the success of the CDC, the new CNMS (College of Natural 
and Mathematical Sciences) Active Science Teaching and Learning Environment (CASTLE) has 
been launched to enhance innovative, inquiry-based instruction for foundational mathematics 
courses which are essential for student success in STEM.  UMBC also has made significant 
progress on several new research studies to test intervention models designed to support student 
retention and success.  These include the NSF-funded “Evaluation, Integration and 
Institutionalization of Initiatives to Enhance Student Success” (known as UMBC iCubed) which 
supports freshmen retention in STEM, and the newly awarded UMBC Gates Implementation 
Grant which builds on the success of last year’s Gates Planning Grant for STEM Transfer 
Success. In addition, UMBC received an NSF research award, Transforming the Freshman 
Experience of Computing Majors, to develop and evaluate an innovative first-year seminar for 
computing majors aimed at increasing retention, completion, and success among students, 
especially women and those from underrepresented groups.   
 
Hampering our retention and graduation rate efforts, UMBC has a relatively low number of 
programs granting bachelor’s degrees compared to our peers. In FY 2011, our peers granted, on 
average, bachelor’s degrees in 67 programs, compared to 43 for UMBC.  Two of our peers, 
Oklahoma State University and the University of Wyoming, had almost twice the number of 
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programs.  Further evidence of our comparatively narrow program base is demonstrated by the 
fact that among USM institutions, UMBC has the highest proportion of full-time degree-seeking 
new freshmen transferring and graduating from other Maryland public four year institutions 
(11.2% for the fall 2005 cohort vs. 4.8% on average for other USM schools).  In an effort to 
boost retention and subsequent graduation, the university has concentrated efforts on broadening 
its academic program base for the past several years.  In 2007, we added a baccalaureate program 
in Media & Communications studies, which has grown from an initial enrollment of 47 students 
to 266 majors in fall 2012.  Our Asian Studies undergraduate major had 34 majors in fall 2012 
after starting with 22 in fall 2011.  Additional tracks and minors within existing programs have 
also been generated to help broaden our academic offerings.  For example, the Minor in 
Entrepreneurship and Innovation, which includes 74 entrepreneurship infused courses offered by 
24 departments representing all three colleges, was launched in fall 2011. 
 
Finally, given our internal six-year graduation rate for the 2006 cohort and five-year graduation 
rate for the fall 2007 cohort, we anticipate improvements in overall and minority graduation rates 
that will put us more in line with our peer institutions in the next few years.  We see the same 
trends for our Asian and African-American students, our two largest minority groups, which 
leads us to anticipate improvements in our minority rates as well. 
 
Average Undergraduate Alumni Giving Rate 

UMBC’s fundraising program continues to be extremely successful.  In fact, through the first six 
months of the current fiscal year, UMBC has secured $15.3 million in gifts and pledges, 
surpassing its total FY '13 target. Since officially completing the Exceptional by Example 
Campaign in 2011, which exceeded its $100 million goal by more than $15 million, UMBC has 
strategically invested in alumni communications and fundraising initiatives in an effort to build a 
solid core of alumni donors for the future.  For example, the UMBC Magazine, which was 
launched in 2009 now mails to almost 60,000 graduates, and updates them on university events, 
priorities, and people.  Similarly the UMBC Alumni Blog and the Giving Blog provide online 
tools to help build alumni pride and celebrate and acknowledge alumni donors.  

In FY 12 UMBC reallocated annual fund resources, and built a state-of-the-art phonathon calling 
center. This accomplished a series of goals including the following: It gave UMBC's annual 
giving staff greater day-to-day control over calling activities and enabled us to reach nearly all of 
our solicitable alumni; 2) provided on-campus employment opportunities for UMBC students; 3) 
allowed for a redistribution of resources from outside contractors to more strategic staffing, 
direct mail initiatives, and giving programs; 4) engaged UMBC students in calling to help inform 
them of the need to give while leveraging their own experiences in direct alumni solicitations; 5) 
improved dramatically the quality of biographical data collected from graduates.  The impact of 
this call center has been significant.  In its first year, it saw an 8% year-over-year increase in 
alumni participation, and we are projecting a 12% year-over-year increase this current fiscal 
year, as well as an increase in alumni dollars.  We have also experienced increases in alumni 
donor retention (currently at almost 60% in FY 13), alumni donor fulfillment (at 76% in FY 12, 
which is above industry average), as well as new alumni donor acquisition (first-time donors 
accounted for almost 20% of our FY 12 alumni donors).   
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It is significant that we have begun to experience these successes, despite multi-year national 
trends which have seen alumni participation to public research universities decrease 
dramatically. The progress we have made through strategic investments in alumni engagement, 
communication, and phonathon infrastructure point to the potential of new investment in 
additional support.  

Total R&D Expenditures 
 
UMBC’s total R&D expenditures in Science and Engineering (S&E) increased 8% between the 
2011 and 2012 report, during an extremely competitive period, where the peer average actually 
decreased by 3%.  UMBC was also one of five peer institutions to report growth in R&D 
expenditures as compared to the previous year.  In addition, UMBC has seen a steady increase 
(going from 11th to 8th) in its peer rankings of total R&D expenditures over the last three 
reporting periods.  During this same period UMBC has moved from below average, to above 
average and a rank of 4th in total R&D expenditures per FT faculty.  UMBC performs even 
better when considering only federal R&D expenditures in S&E, where we exceed 6 of our 10 
peers, and we are 3rd in Federal R&D expenditures per FT faculty.   
 
Not all research areas have equal potential for commercialization, so it is important to take note 
of the fields in which UMBC does well relative to its peers. UMBC has higher research 
expenditures than most of its ten designated peers in several of the research areas defined by 
NSF. In environmental science research expenditures, UMBC is second only to the University of 
Rhode Island, and in social science research expenditures, UMBC is second only to Mississippi 
State University. We are fourth amongst our peers in Math and Computer Science and in 
Psychology. 
 
Awards per 100 FT Faculty 
 
Although, as in 2011, UMBC continues to meet or exceed the average of only 4 out of our 10 
peer institutions, we note that UMBC has increased its awards per 100 FT faculty from 2.0 in 
2011 to 2.1 in 2012.  Our newly decentralized process for identifying faculty who are 
prospective candidates for awards has resulted in two prestigious Guggenheims and a newly 
awarded Fulbright.  We note, however, that our ability to pursue NSF CAREER awards, which 
are only available to assistant professors in science and engineering, has been limited in part by 
our inability to increase the number of assistant professors in STEM during two of the five years 
included in this reporting period. Due to easing economic pressures, we experienced a modest 
increase in FY12.   We will continue to monitor this area and identify faculty who are 
prospective candidates for awards.         

Student Faculty Ratio 

On average, UMBC’s ratio of FTE students per full-time instructional faculty is 2.0 FTES higher 
than that of our peers, exceeded only by the two institutions in the University of California 
system. In the face of a changing economy and fluctuating State support for higher education, 
UMBC continues to be challenged to keep faculty hiring commensurate with enrollment growth. 
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While FTES increased by 2.3% (+248) between fall 2010 and fall 2011, the number of full-time 
instructional faculty increased by just one (0.2%). 

With plans for continued enrollment growth, it is critical that we continue to attract excellent 
faculty, both to meet the increased demand of students, and to replace retiring faculty and faculty 
we may lose to competing interests. Having a robust full-time faculty is critical to the success of 
our retention initiatives on campus, as we look to this group to lead efforts such as advising, 
teaching First Year Seminars (FYS) or sections of our Introduction to an Honor’s University 
(IHU) courses, mentoring our Living Learning Communities (LLC), or teaching in a Collegiate 
Summer Institute (CSI). Faculty members are also critical for engaging students in Applied 
Learning Experiences and creating research opportunities for undergraduate students. As our 
institution heads into the next phase of strategic planning, the role of our faculty in student 
success, and the need to build and maintain a strong faculty base will continue to be amongst our 
highest priorities. 

Pass Rate on Teacher Licensure Exams  
 
UMBC’s summary pass rate on the Title II teacher licensure exams was 100% for the 2009-2010 
program completers per the report in Attachment A.  Although UMBC’s rates did appear in 
Section V Traditional Assessment Pass Rates on the Title II web report  
(https://title2.ed.gov/Title2STRC/Pages/StateHome.aspx), our data did not appear in the Section 
V Traditional Summary Pass Rates, the table used to garner the peer comparison figures.  We are 
working with MSDE and Westat, the group responsible for generating the Title II reports, to 
determine why UMBC’s summary pass rates were not included in the online report. Our 
summary pass rate of 100% is above the 97% average reported for our peers. 
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Attachment A: Title II Summary Pass Rates – Teach Licensure Exams 

 

 

 

  

 

HEOA - Title II 
2009 - 2010 Academic Year 

 

Institution Name  UNIV MARYLAND BALTIMORE COUNTY 
Institution Code 5835 
State Maryland 
    March 25, 2011

        Statewide 

Group 

Number  
Taking  

Assessment1 

Number 
Passing 

Assessment2 
Institutional
Pass Rate 

Number  
Taking  

Assessment1 

Number 
Passing 

Assessment2 
Statewide  
Pass Rate 

All program completers, 
2009-10    88    88 100%  2182  2137 98%

All program completers, 
2008-09    90    88 98%  2206  2164 98%

All program completers, 
2007-08   109   104 95%  2114  2066 98%

  

1 Number of completers taking one or more assessments within their 
area of specialization. 
2 Number who passed all assessments taken within their area of 
specialization.                                    
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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 meets or exceeds the peer average on five out of thirteen core performance measures. 
The university’s student SAT 25th - 75th percentile score range of 1220 - 1380 is comparable to 
the group average of 1220 - 1432. UMCP enrolls the highest percentage of African American 
undergraduates (12.1 percent), exceeding the peer average by 7.1 percentage points. Pass rates 
on teacher licensure exams continue to reach 100 percent, matching peers’ rates. Total R&D 
expenditures per full-time faculty are $319,012, about $15.6 thousand above the peer average. 
UMCP’s percent average annual percent growth in federal R&D expenditures of 10.0 percent is 
significantly higher than the peer average of 3.9 percent. 
   
UMCP falls below the peer average on nine core measures. While it enrolls the highest 
percentage of African American undergraduates, it is 1.0 percentage point below the peer 
average for all minorities as percent of undergraduate enrollment. The second-year retention rate 
is 2.0 percentage points below the peer average. While the six-year graduation rate for all 
undergraduates (81.8 percent), all minority undergraduates (77.4 percent) and for African-
Americans (73.2%) are at comparably high levels for Maryland institutions, they are below the 
peer averages of 88.3 percent, 85.4 percent, and 75.0 percent, respectively.  The university’s 10 
percent undergraduate alumni-giving rate is 5.0 percentage points below the peer average. Total 
R&D expenditures are $63.1 million below the peer average. UMCP reports 4.7 awards per 100 
full-time faculty members, compared to a peer average of 6.2. 
 
College Park has five institution-specific indicators and outperforms the peers on three of them. 
The university continues to outpace its peers in the percent change in faculty memberships in 
national academies with 17.2 percent growth compared to the peer average of 6.6 percent. The 
number of invention disclosures per $100 million in total R&D expenditures, 35, is 8 points 
higher than the peer average. UMCP ranks first in the number of degrees awarded to African 
American students (748), exceeding the peer average by 424 degrees.  The university has 63 
graduate-level programs ranked among the top 25 compared to a peer group average of 84 and its 
number of programs ranked in the top 15 (41) is below the peer average of 74. 
 
UMCP performs at high levels in student retention, graduation and the teacher licensure exam 
pass rates. The university is asked to comment on how it can continue to improve on its retention 
and graduation efforts to attain the level of its peers. It is also asked to comment on other areas 
that could be improved, including: undergraduate alumni giving rate; total R&D expenditures; 
awards per 100 FT faculty; number of graduate-level colleges; programs or specialty areas 
ranked among the top 25 in the nation; and the number of graduate-level colleges, programs or 
specialty areas ranked among the top 15. 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   
Institution’s Response 
 
The University of Maryland uses its peers to measure both its performance and its improvement 
goals. As discussed in different sections of the 2012 Managing for Results narrative, initiatives 
are in place to improve performance in the areas noted below: 
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Retention and Graduation 
 
The university sets high expectations for student success, employing practices to ensure that 
undergraduates achieve their educational goals in a timely fashion. There is a renewed focus on 
this issue from all levels of the university, a focus that highlights and supports the university’s 
commitment to helping the State achieve its 55% degree attainment goal. The Student Academic 
Success-Degree Completion Policy provides regular advising, development of four-year 
graduation plans, benchmarks for majors, and help for students who do not achieve these 
benchmarks.  
 
In spring 2010, the Task Force on Retention and Graduation Rates made a number of 
recommendations for improvement.  Among them were recommendations to develop a program 
for Transitional Advising in Letters and Sciences and to develop a Student Success Office.  After 
one year, both operations have proved to be central to improving the advising experiences for 
students, and university officials are certain that in a few years we will be able to measure this 
success with improved retention and graduation rates.  The Transitional Advising Program 
(TAP) provides comprehensive academic advising and academic support services to currently 
enrolled high-credit (60+) students moving between colleges due to change in interest, inability 
to meet benchmarks or lack of sufficient G.P.A.  The Student Success Office coordinates 
reenrollment, centralizes tutoring resources, coordinates data from exiting students, and leads 
other retention initiatives.  It also includes the pre-transfer advising services.  In FY11, the 
university implemented a process for identifying at-risk students during the semester (based on 
mid-term grades) and between semesters (based on cumulative GPA).   Deans are sent 
information on their students who meet at-risk criteria so that students can be contacted in time 
for interventions that may change this trajectory.  In addition, the university continues to focus 
on closing the achievement gap in retention and graduation rates between its African American 
and Hispanic students and all students.  In 2013, the campus renewed its retention and graduation 
efforts with a review of current activities and exploration of additional ones. 
 
The university is working effectively to keep its high-quality educational programs affordable for 
Maryland residents in an effort to ensure that students don’t leave prior to graduation because of 
financial hardship (another key strategy by which the university is helping to advance the State’s 
degree attainment goal). For example, the Maryland Incentive Awards program funds low-
income students from seventeen Baltimore City and Prince George’s County high schools.  
“Keep Me Maryland” was launched to address a significant increase in student appeals for 
emergency aid to remain in school, and has raised over $770K for the most needy students.  To 
reduce students’ debt burden, Maryland’s Pathways Program awarded $3.1 million in need-based 
aid to 578 students.  Pathways I provides a debt-free education for students from poverty-level 
circumstances.  Pathways II provides grant support to students who lose Pell Grant eligibility 
because of their earnings.  Pathways III caps the accumulated debt at graduation to the cost of 
one year for rising seniors who started as freshmen and are from moderate-income families.  In 
addition, due to the down-turn of the economy, many families experienced unexpected financial 
loss, such as changes in employment.  The Office of Student Financial Aid created a committee 
to review the special circumstances of those students who appealed for additional aid.  During 
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the 2011-2012 academic year, the committee reviewed over 2500 appeals and was able to 
provide some financial relief to over 75% of those students. 
 
Undergraduate Alumni Giving Rate 
 
The undergraduate alumni giving rate reflects national trends in philanthropy.  While the 
economic recession is technically over, consumer confidence remains low, unemployment high, 
and there is widespread anxiety over the volatility of the stock market.  These factors have 
suppressed philanthropic giving to higher education generally and at the University of Maryland 
specifically.  Despite the trends, university officials are determined to reverse the downward 
trend in alumni donors – a national phenomenon – in the number of alumni donors.  Budget 
resources have been reallocated in order to consolidate and integrate various efforts (Maryland 
Fund for Excellence, Colonnade Society, student and young alumni giving, alumni membership 
program) to promote donor participation, and the recruitment of a high-level staff person to 
ensure a level of experience and creativity that is essential for success. More broadly, it should 
be noted that the university’s Great Expectations campaign met its ambitious $1 billion goal in 
December 2012. 
  
Total R&D Expenditures 
 
While Maryland has not yet met the average of its peers in total research and development 
expenditures, growth is apparent, and in fact we are ahead of our peer average in total R&D per 
full-time-equivalent faculty.  Research awards increased 7% in FY12 ($447.5M) over FY11, 
which included doubling the amount of funding from the Department of Commerce ($25M to 
$50M).  Research expenditures have increased over 3% ($467.9M from $453.5M) which 
included a $13.3M increase in Department of Commerce expenditures.  Some of the most 
significant research awards in the past year include:  National Aeronautics Space Agency finalist 
award to develop a prototype for Comet Hopper for the MARS mission ($3M); Department of 
Defense MINERVA research initiative award to interview terrorists to understand young people 
embracing terror as a political tool ($4.5M); seven Defense University Research Instrumentation 
Program (DURIP) awards; first ever award by the Food and Drug Administration for a Center 
for Excellence in Regulatory Science and Innovation ($3M); a Department of Agriculture 
Specialty Crop Research Initiative to implement food safety metrics ($5.4M); and, a Northrop 
Grumman award to create a new honors college in cyber security ($1.1M).  We are very proud of 
this growth and plan to continue it. 
 
Awards per 100 FT Faculty 
 
Exceptional faculty are key to excellent academic programs and awards. The university 
continues to attract outstanding faculty members who make significant contributions to their 
fields as evidenced by the growth in prestigious awards.  For example, in FY12 Maryland faculty 
members received a Fulbright award, a Guggenheim Fellowship, a Sloan Foundation Fellowship, 
and a National Endowment for the Humanities Fellowship.  Eleven were elected fellows of the 
American Association for the Advancement of Science; and five won NSF CAREER awards. 
We are particularly proud that President Obama has named University of Maryland Professor of 
Physics Sylvester James (Jim) Gates as one of this year’s recipients of the National Medal of 
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Science. The National Medal of Science is the highest honor bestowed by the United States 
Government upon scientists and engineers. We continue to work to identify faculty eligible for 
prestigious awards; that effort is led by the Associate Provost for Faculty Affairs working with 
distinguished faculty.   
 
Graduate Program Rankings 
 
One major goal of the university’s Strategic Plan is to offer graduate and professional programs 
that are recognized nationally and internationally for their excellence in scholarship and research.  
U.S. News & World Report and other organizations rank graduate programs on a periodic basis, 
with varying numbers of disciplines rated in any given year.  In the 2012 rankings, 63 programs 
at the university ranked in the top 25 nationally, and 41 ranked in the top 15.  Many factors can 
contribute to programs rising in rankings, including reputation of its research programs and 
faculty (see above).   
 
Student achievement is also critical.  The Excellence in Graduate Education initiative, which 
established a “right size” for each doctoral program based on program quality and capacity, 
continues with the majority of programs in compliance. The campus 10-year doctoral degree 
completion rates and 10-year time to degree rates have improved from the 1998 entering cohort 
to the 2001 entering cohort, respectively, from 50.9% to 60.7% and from 5.92 to 5.76 years.  The 
Graduate School has established Flagship Fellowships which successfully recruit some of the 
most talented students in the world to the campus, as well as McNair Fellowships which attract 
under-represented minority students who are highly sought after by other major universities to 
Maryland.  With the Strategic Plan’s focus on improving and advancing graduate programs, the 
university expects to increase the number of programs ranked. 
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University of Maryland Eastern Shore 
 
The University of Maryland Eastern Shore meets or exceeds its peer group on six out of twelve 
core performance measures. UMES’ student SAT 25th - 75th percentile score range of 790 - 940 
is comparable to the group average of 784 - 943. The university’s percent of African American 
undergraduate enrollments of 76.6 percent is comparable to the peer average. The pass rate on 
teacher licensure exams of 100 percent is 6.0 points above the peer average.  UMES’ 
undergraduate alumni giving ate of 7.0 percent is comparable to the peer average. Total R&D 
expenditures per FT faculty of $74,931 are $34,375 higher than the peer average and the annual 
growth in federal R&D expenditures of 11.6 percent exceeds the peer average by 8.3 points. 
   
UMES falls below the peer averages on the other six core performance measures. Minority 
undergraduate enrollments (80.4 percent) are 4.8 points below the peer average. The average 
second-year retention rate of 67 percent is 4 points below the peer average. The six-year 
graduation rates of 31.2 percent for all students, 30.7 percent for all minorities and 31.0 percent 
for African-Americans are 5.0, 5.8, and 3.8 points below their respective peer averages. Total 
R&D expenditures of $8.7 million are almost $3.0 million below the peer average. 
 
UMES exceeds its peer average in one of its three institution-specific indicators. The university 
reports that 71 percent of full-time faculty members hold a terminal degree, 3.0 points higher 
than the peer average. The university’s 1.4 percent information technology degrees of all 
bachelor’s degrees awarded is 1.4 points lower than the peer average. The student loan default 
rate of 16 percent is 1.2 points above the peer average.  
 
The Commission staff recognizes UMES for achieving a 100 percent pass rate on teacher 
licensure exams and its progress on the R&D metrics. UMES should comment on the following 
measures for which its performance is below that of its peers: second-year retention rates, sis-
year graduation rates, total R&D expenditures, IT degrees as percent of all bachelor’s degrees, 
and loan default rate.   
 
Institution’s Response 
 
Second-year Retention Rate 
 
UMES’ second-year retention rate for FY 2012 increased to 69% from 68% during the previous 
year and we hope to continue with this upward trajectory.  In addition, during the spring of 2012 
academic semester, we extended our current efforts to better identify factors that impeded the 
academic success and retention of our students. An internal assessment followed by meetings 
with an external Noel Levitz consultant positioned us to design specific academic and retention 
strategies for our targeted populations. As a result of these meetings, the following new programs 
were developed in the fall of 2012 by the Division of Student Affairs and Enrollment 
Management, in collaboration with the Division of Academic Affairs:    

 
1. Early Alert Referral Program: Led by Academic Affairs, the program was developed to be 

“proactive” in nature and seeks to achieve three goals: First, provide faculty a mechanism to 
seek additional support when they identify  a student(s) who shows signs of academic 
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distress early in the semester (third to fourth  week of the semester); second, to develop a 
comprehensive coordinated approach to more effectively address students’ academic needs; 
and third to serve as a catalyst in cultivating a university environment that lends itself to 
increasing retention; decreasing the number of students placed on academic probation after 
their first semester; and increasing both course completion and graduation rates.  
 

2. Adopt-A-Residence Hall Program: The initiative engages freshmen students within the 
residential community in developmental academic activities such as: academic coaching, 
goal setting, adjusting to college, preventing high-risk drinking, career planning, time 
management and study skills, and advising assistance.  Sessions take place in the evenings 
and/or on the weekends. Sessions are mandatory. 
 

3. Supplemental Instruction: Student Affairs and the Math Department have partnered to 
develop a faculty supplemental instruction program. Under the direction of the Department 
Chair, the Mathematics Department has assigned math faculty, during their office hours to 
hold daily supplemental instruction sessions in the Center for Access and Academic Success 
(CAAS). The purpose of this retention effort is to enhance the academic support provided to 
students in developmental math. Supplemental instruction is a “best practice” in retention.  
 

4. Student Success Workshop Series: Student Affairs will continue to offer, in partnership 
with Academic Affairs, a series of workshops throughout fall and spring semesters designed 
to strengthen students’ academic foundation. In addition, the workshops take a “holistic” 
developmental approach and focus on both social and academic integration into higher 
education.  
 

5. Intrusive Academic Advising: Academic Affairs has implemented a more aggressive 
approach and mandate to advising. The initiative is designed to ensure students are staying 
on track with course selection and following their academic plan that will keep them 
matriculating and shorten their time-to-degree completion. Intrusive academic advising is a 
“best practice” with regards to increasing retention and graduation rates.   
 

6. Recruit Back Program: The program is a campus-wide collaborative designed to move 
students from one semester to the next, as well as to identify students who have “stopped” or 
“dropped” out of the university and create strategies for their immediate return.    
 

7. Male Summit and Pathways to Success Peer (pilot): The program is designed to foster a 
smoother transition into the university for male students. Moreover, the program connects 
incoming male students with upper-class male students to engage them in a year-long series 
of academic and social seminars, life skills events, etc.  
 

8. Recruiting the “Best and the Brightest”: Student Affairs is continuing its campaign to 
identify and recruit the students who are a “good fit” for UMES. Specific strategies and goals 
have been outlined to strengthen the academic profile of UMES’ incoming cohorts. Changes 
in policies, protocols, processes, and recruitment models, have yielded three straight years of 
higher mean SAT and GPA scores for incoming cohorts – currently 880 (two-part) and 3.02, 
respectively. 
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9. The Final Play Program: The Program consist of a series of town hall meetings with 
freshmen cohorts to address course selection, degree auditing, financial aid matters, and other 
pertinent topics. 
 

10. The 2011- 2016 Strategic Annual Operation Plans: Put together by UMES academic 
departments, these plans use specific, measurable, achievable, realistic and time-bound 
(SMART) objectives and appropriate steps to increase retention for every program.   

 
We expect the above strategies to continue positively impacting our retention efforts and 
increase them to at least the four-year average of our peers. We have begun to witness our 
second-year retention rate climb from 65% (2009), to 69% (2011). And while these gains fall 
short of our targeted goal, we believe they reflect positively that our efforts and strategies are 
addressing the correct issues and our trajectory is moving in the right direction. Moreover, we 
are of the opinion that ongoing assessment, monitoring and needed adjustments will foster 
continued improvement in this area; thus, allowing us to further close the second-year retention 
gap between us and our peer performance group. UMES remains committed to making a positive 
contribution to the State’s goal of increasing the percentage of Marylanders with college degrees 
to 55% by 2025, and increasing our retention rate and the number of degree awards significantly 
is an important strategy in that effort.  
  
Six-year Graduation Rates 
 
Like low retention rates, six-year graduation rates are matters of great concern to UMES. 
Consequently, UMES continues to reorganize its recruitment, retention, and graduation 
enhancement process to ensure that adequate support services are provided to student cohort 
members, particularly those at risk of dropping out.  The 2011-2016 Strategic Plan requires 
UMES academic programs, departments, and schools, in their annual operational strategic plans, 
to include specific percentage increases not only in retention rates, but also graduation rates 
throughout students’ careers. Cohorts are identified up front by name and program at initial 
enrollment and are closely monitored and provided the support they need throughout their stay at 
UMES. Under the new strategic plan initiative a matrix has been developed that has assigned 
specific responsibilities to divisions/units that interact with students.  These units are required to 
report progress to the Strategic Plan and Assessment Review Committee (SPARC) on a regular 
basis.  In addition, knowledge gained from focused studies, data collected on why students leave, 
and consultants’ expert advice will continue to be used to inform institutional practice. The 
following are among the practices UMES will continue to utilize for enhancing four-year and 
six-year graduation rates:  
 Retrieve lists of students who “stop out” from the HawkWeb system, which includes 

financial status (back bill) data.  
 Provide lists to academic departments for outreach (e-mail, phone calls). 
 Provide four- and six-year graduation rate reports and lists of full-time, first-time students by 

program to divisions that interact with students on a regular basis (e.g., Academic Affairs and 
Student Affairs). 

 Provide lists to supplemental advisors for outreach (e-mail, phone calls, and letters). 
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 Advisors ascertain reasons for non-return and provide assistance and/or referral as needed.  
Students might have financial assistance needs, housing, or academic concerns.  

 The Ninety Semester Credit Hour Audit Program: This initiative developed by Academic 
Affairs is a “proactive” program designed to keep students persisting as well as shorten their 
time-to-degree completion. The program requires advising all juniors to undergo a degree 
audit of their Candidate Plan of Study with their academic advisors the year prior to their 
anticipated graduation date; thus, allowing sufficient time to adapt to any needed changes. 

 Under special financial situations the Vice President for Administrative Affairs is brought in 
to help provide financial solutions. 

 
We believe that the above initiatives, especially the use of a proactive process for monitoring 
retention and providing appropriate academic, social and economic support to at-risk students, 
will raise not only retention rates, but also graduation rates.  UMES is encouraged that the four-
year graduation rate for the 2008 cohort of 19% represents a 6% increase on the 2007 cohort rate.  
 
 
Total R&D Expenditures 
 
UMES is encouraged by its growth in Total R&D Expenditures from $7.5 million in 2011 to 
$8.7 million in 2012, an increase of 16% in just one year.  In addition, the R&D expenditure 
amount per full-time faculty of $74,931 and the average annual percentage growth rate of 11.6% 
are well above the averages for our peers (i.e., $40,556, and 3.3%, respectively). However, 
UMES acknowledges that the total amount of R & D expenditures for 2012 is below the average 
for peers ($11.7m). Challenges faced by UMES in its attempt to enhance its capacity in 
grantsmanship include the high teaching load that faculty undertake and the large number of 
adjunct faculty UMES employs.  In academic year 2011-2012 there were 205 full-time 
instructional faculty and 149 adjunct faculty (i.e., approximately 3 full-time faculty to 2 adjunct 
faculty).  These challenges notwithstanding, UMES will continue to seek out and implement new 
strategies that provide support for 1) building research capability including the ability to pursue 
competitive research grants; 2) investing in research infrastructure; and 3) honoring release time 
commitments for faculty and other researchers. 
   
UMES continues to offer new faculty workshops on grantsmanship. For example, all new faculty 
members in science, technology, engineering, and mathematics disciplines (STEM) are required 
to identify, investigate, and make application for at least one potential grant opportunity each 
academic year.  Additionally, the University has implemented a policy that provides 
incentives/motivation to faculty, departments, and schools to engage in research and 
development activities.  Moreover, UMES needs more research and development funds to 
support student research at both undergraduate and graduate levels. An increase in full-time 
faculty lines is critical as it would strengthen UMES’ research infrastructure and enable it to 
garner more grant funds.  Meanwhile, UMES will continue to provide professional development 
activities and incentives to faculty and staff so that we may significantly increase the number of 
grant awards and consequently increase its total R&D expenditures to a level comparable to its 
peers. To this end, UMES established the Division of Research and Economic Development in 
January 2013 under the leadership of a new vice president.  The mission of the new division is to 
strategically position the university to build its research infrastructure and capacity.  We expect 
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that in the upcoming years, we will see the outcomes of this new initiative reflected in increased 
research and development productivity and expenditures. 
 
IT degrees as percentage of all Bachelor’s Degrees 
 
UMES remains committed to strengthening its computer science program and increasing its 
number of degrees awarded.  The low percentage of IT degrees as a percentage of bachelor’s 
degrees at UMES is a reflection of a steady state or low enrollment.  Undergraduate enrollment 
in computer science at UMES has declined from 197 in fall 2002 to 124 in 2012. We are aware 
that not only have computer science enrollments been on the rise for the past four years (i.e., 
10% in AY 2011-2012) nationally, but also that employment opportunities for computer 
scientists are expected to increase by 19% between 2010 and 2020 (Harsha, P., in Computing 
Education, April 9, 2012; and Doyle, A., in About.Com Guide January 28, 2013). Therefore it is 
critical for UMES to continue to provide a suite of programs that meets the needs of its current 
and potential students. 
 
Limiting factors for increasing enrollment and number of awards in computer science include, 
but are not limited to 1) the fact that we offer only one program, 2) we do not have sufficient lab 
capacity to offer programs that require more lab work; and 3) limited faculty lines.  To address 
these challenges, a) a new program in Computer Information Systems is going through the 
approval process; b) the new Engineering building has been planned that will include adequate 
labs for computer science; c) the UMES Math and Computer Science Department will strengthen 
its recruitment efforts by visiting at least two high schools each semester to promote its 
program(s);  d) the department will partner with the Division of Student Affairs and Enrollment 
Management, and counselors at feeder schools to identify and enroll potential computer science 
students; e) the department will continue to enrich the curriculum so that UMES can meet 
workforce needs in such high demand and high wage job opportunities as software engineer, 
systems engineer, and software developer, to name a few; and f) we will plan to increase faculty 
lines. 
 
Loan Default Rate  
 
Recent changes in legislation which resulted in a three-year, instead of the previous two-year, 
borrower cohort are of some concern to most colleges and universities as they have tended to 
increase the default rate.  It bears note that 50% of UMES’ peers in the 2012 report have higher 
cohort default rates and only two peers have rates that are significantly lower than UMES. These 
challenges notwithstanding, UMES is committed to addressing its cohort default rate by 
increasing its efforts to manage student loan borrowing, repayment, and default more effectively. 
UMES was awarded a $30,000 grant from USA Funds to install and implement Borrower 
Connect, a default management software program.  Borrower Connect has allowed UMES to 
significantly increase its contact with delinquent and near-default borrowers in an attempt to 
connect them with Borrower Services at the U.S. Department of Education to discuss options for 
keeping the student borrower out of default.  In its first weeks of implementation, UMES was 
able to assist at least 10 borrowers who were nearing default to obtain deferment, forbearance, 
and/or reduced payment options.  UMES is also taking advantage of all free default management 
services offered by USA Funds to assist HBCU’s with default prevention.   

57



  

 
UMES has also implemented a financial literacy initiative called FLIPS (Financial Literacy Is 
Paramount for Success).  This is a peer-led financial literacy program designed to educate 
students on issues such as student loan borrowing, repayment and the consequences of default.  
Peer educators conduct informational sessions and seminars in all freshmen orientation classes, 
residence halls, and other campus venues.   
 
UMES is utilizing all available services and strategies to assist its students in understanding the 
benefits of conservative borrowing and the consequences of default.  These efforts will continue 
to be enhanced by the dedication of one financial aid professional to be specifically responsible 
for default management and prevention.  While this places a strain on already limited resources, 
we believe that these efforts will prove to be effective in turning around the high default rate in 
the future.  
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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. Its core performance measures reflect this. 
 
UMUC outperforms its peers on one of three core measures.  African Americans make up 32.9 
percent of all undergraduates, 20.3 percentage points above the peer average. The university’s 
undergraduate population is 45.5 percent minority, which is 2.4 percentage points below the peer 
average. UMUC did not report its undergraduate alumni giving rate. 
 
The university exceeds peer performance on all five of its institution-specific indicators.  It 
awarded 168 information technology degrees to African Americans compared to a peer average 
of 3. UMUC level of undergraduates age 25 or older of 8.24 percent is 56.1 points above the peer 
average. The university awarded 2,816 post- baccalaureate degrees in technology and 
management while the peer average was 36.  It offers 941 stateside online courses compared to 
an average of 300 for its peers. The university’s worldwide online enrollments are 262,708, 
greatly exceeding the peer average of 9,459. 
 
UMUC is asked to comment on the level of minorities of all undergraduates. The university is 
also asked to report the undergraduate alumni giving rate.            
 
Institution’s Response 
 
UMUC’s Fall 2012 minority population is 45.5%, which is up from 44.1% in Fall 2011. The peer 
average also has grown from 46.9% to 47.9%, which, we believe, reflects an increase in the 
number of minorities in the national student population.  The percentage of minorities UMUC 
serves mirrors the minority population of the state.  UMUC serves a large proportion of African 
American students (approximately 33% in 2012), which also reflects the proportion of African 
American students among the state’s student population.  
 
UMUC’s alumni giving rate for 2012 remains steady at 2% according to the Council for Aid to 
Education (CAE).  UMUC has a strong connection to a loyal alumni base. Through that alumni 
base, UMUC has been able to build support for both need-based and merit-based scholarships, 
grants, and aid for veterans and military personnel through philanthropically funded scholarships 
worth $3.3 million. 
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Morgan State University 
 
Morgan State University’s performance meets or exceeds the peer average on seven of fifteen 
performance measures. Morgan’s level of students receiving federal grants of 53.0 percent is 8.6 
points above the peer average. The university’s second year retention rate for minorities and 
African Americans of 72.7 and 73.0 percent are 3.4 and 4.7 points above their respective peer 
averages. The university’s pass rate on teacher licensure exams of 97.5 percent is comparable to 
the peer average. The alumni giving rate of 7 percent is even with the peer average. Morgan 
State awards almost three times as many doctorates to African Americans (20) than the peer 
average of 7.0. The university awarded 175 bachelor’s degrees in science, technology, 
engineering and math (STEM) areas to African Americans, substantially more than the peer 
average of 54. 
 
Morgan State underperforms the peer averages in the remainder of the measures. The university 
has a slightly lower second year retention rate (72.45 percent) than its peer average of 73.2 
percent. The university’s six year graduation rates for all students (31.5 percent), African 
Americans (31.6 percent) and minority students (31.6 percent) are below the peer averages by 
9.6, 0.5, and 1.7 points respectively.  The university awarded 19 doctorates to women, compared 
to the peer average of 24.  Sixty-eight percent of faculty hold terminal degrees compared to a 
peer average of 77.2 percent. Research expenditures at Morgan of $31.5 million are $3.3 million 
lower than the peer average. Morgan’s 7.1 percent change in research expenditures lagged the 
peer average by 5.0 percentage points. 
 
Morgan is asked to comment on what steps it is taking to improve upon its graduation rates, 
number of doctorates awarded to women, level of faculty with terminal de3grees and levels of 
research expenditures. 
  
Institution’s Response 

Graduation  Rate 

Areas for improvement that are likely to help close Morgan's gap in graduation rates include: 
increasing sources of financial and institutional aid (students’ failure to meet financial 
obligations for payment of tuition, fees, room, and board is the #1 cause of student attrition at 
Morgan); completing a comparative analysis of credits-to-degree at Maryland’s public four-year 
institutions to provide a current context for Morgan’s degree requirements and general education 
core; providing training for department chairs, faculty, and staff who advise students informing 
them of students’ rights and binding catalog requirements and holding advisors responsible for 
misinformation and incorrect advisement of students while at the same time recognizing and 
rewarding faculty and staff who provide excellent academic advisement to students; conducting a 
comprehensive assessment of Morgan’s developmental courses to ensure that developmental 
requirements provide the appropriate remediation for students and promote student success in the 
long-term; awarding students the maximum number of transfer credits possible under the policies 
of the Maryland Higher Education Commission (awarding transfer credits that are comparable 
with our peer institutions); continuing plans that have already begun to streamline the freshman 
orientation course curriculum resulting in universal and consistent course syllabi; fully 
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implementing the First Year Experience Program, based on the Foundations of Excellence (FOE) 
First-Year Experience Self-Study; providing smaller classes and more course sections, especially 
for freshmen; offering supplemental instruction and/or the use of teaching assistants (TAs) as 
well as peer tutors for difficult courses; securing additional funding for six-week summer bridge 
programs such as Pre-College, PACE, and ACCESS-SUCCESS; purchasing software, 
equipment, and technology to support students with disabilities; promoting participation in and 
funding for student learning outcomes assessment using standardized tests such as the MAPP, 
ISkills, and CLA; and, continuing and expanding successful programs like the ACCESS 
Orientation Program, the Financial Literacy Program, the Alumni Mentors Program, and the 
Reclamation Initiative.  

Doctorates awarded to women 

Morgan State University awarded 31 doctorates in 2010, 19 of these doctoral awardees were 
women, representing fully 60 percent of the total doctoral awards (PhD, DrPH, EdD, and 
DEng).  As our number of doctorates rises (and continues to rise), the percent of doctoral awards 
to women should remain constant—reflecting a reasonably constant female/male ratio in 
graduate studies at Morgan.  Thus, we should meet or exceed the mean of 24 awards to women 
when our number of total awards reaches 40. 

Level of faculty with terminal degrees 

The correct percentage of full-time faculty with terminal degrees is 83%.  The 68% originally 
included in the table did not include full-time faculty with terminal master’s degrees. With the 
correct data, we are above the peer average.  

Levels of research expenditures 

Prior to 2012, Morgan State University’s research expenditures were around $28 million and 
increased to $31.5 million in 2012.  While this amount is somewhat lower than the peer average, 
this is partly attributable to a decrease in research support from major federal funding agencies in 
light of current national economic challenges. However, the institution has taken strong steps to 
reverse this trend.  In particular, it has appointed a Vice President for Research and Economic 
Development to create effective new structures and policies, as well as to explore new 
opportunities for large multidisciplinary research funding.  We strongly believe that these actions 
will enable Morgan State University to attain parity, or significantly exceed its peer institution in 
future research expenditures. 
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St. Mary’s College of Maryland 
 
As previously described, St. Mary’s College of Maryland (St. Mary’s), Maryland’s public four-
year liberal arts college, is not required to participate in the Peer Performance Accountability 
report and does so voluntarily.  The institution has two sets of peers:  twelve peers that reflect the 
college’s current mission and six peers that reflect the aspirations of the college.  Of the twelve 
current peers, four are public institutions and the remainder are private.  All six aspirant peers are 
private institutions.   
 
Current Peers 
 
The college exceeds or matches its current peers on11 of 24 performance measures.  The 
colleges 25th/75th SAT scores for Verbal and Math of 568-680 and 550-650 are higher than the 
peer averages or 244-660 and 540-641.  The college’s Yield rate of 31 percent is two percentage 
points higher than the peer average. Ninety-nine percent of St. Mary’s faculty holds terminal 
degrees, 6.0 percentage points higher than the peer average. The average salary for all faculty of 
$70,521 is comparable to the peer average of $70,557 and the college exceeds the peer average 
salary for full-time professors by almost $7,000. The second-year retention rate (87.0 percent) is 
above the peer average of 86.0 percent. St. Mary’s six-year graduation rate of 77.0 percent is 
above the peer average of 74.0 percent.  St. Mary’s enrollment, like that of its peers, is made up 
of 98 percent undergraduates and 97 percent of St. Mary’s undergraduates are full-time students 
while the peer average is 94 percent. Tuition and Fees at St. Mary’s ($14,445 in-state and 
$26,522 out-of state) are significantly below the peer averages of $29,012 and 32,662 
respectively. Likewise, tuition and fee revenues as a percent of E&G expenditures were 12.0 
points below the peer average.  The student-faculty ratio of 10:1 is also better than the current 
peer average of 11.9:1. 
 
St. Mary’s performance is lower than the peer group average on 14 measures. The college’s 
acceptance rate is 65 percent compared to the peer average of 55 percent. Ten percent of St. 
Mary’s undergraduates are minority, compared to a peer average of 14 percent. Total headcount 
enrollment of 2,017 is 402 students lower than the peer average. The average annual salaries of 
associate and assistant professor are $4,058 and $371 below the respective peer averages. St. 
Mary’s six year graduation rate for minorities of 65 percent is 1 point below the peer average. 
The college’s Education and General Fund (E&G) expenditures are slightly over $10 million 
below the peer average and tuition and fee revenue is more than $11 below the peers. The alumni 
giving rate of 13 percent is 11 percentage points below the average for the peers. St. Mary’s has 
fewer resources in its library by over 338 thousand books, serial back files, and other paper 
materials. It also fewer librarians, fewer library staff and expends $168 per FTE less than its 
peers on library expenses.   
 
Aspirant Peers 
 
St. Mary’s has set high standards as demonstrated by institutions such as Bates and Davidson in 
its aspirant peer group.  St. Mary’s meets or exceeds the aspirant peer average on three measures. 
The college enrolls 131 more students than the aspirant peer average. It has more faculty with 
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terminal degrees (99 percent vs. 95 percent). St. Marys’ student faculty ratio of 10:1 is 
comparable to the aspirant peer average of 9.7:1. 
 
The college underperforms the aspirant peers on all other measures.  However, because the 
aspirant peers are private liberal arts institutions and St. Mary’s College is public, a one-to-one 
comparison of each metric is not necessarily as informative as the comparison to the public 
peers.  Nevertheless, the data has been provided in the college’s profile on the following pages. 
  
The Commission staff commends St. Mary’s College of Maryland for continued excellence in 
providing an affordable liberal arts education to Maryland students that compares favorably with 
its chosen peers. St. Mary’s should comment on those areas where its metrics are below the peer 
averages, including acceptance rate, percent minority of all undergraduates, salaries for associate 
and assistant professors, minority six year graduation rates, E&G expenditures and tuition and 
fee revenue and library resources. The college is also asked to comment on the alumni giving 
rate, which is well below the peer average. 
 
Institution’s Response 
 
St. Mary’s College is pleased that the Maryland Higher Education Commission recognizes the 
College for its focus on excellence and affordability in comparison to its peers.  The College also 
appreciates the Maryland Higher Education Commission’s recognition that St. Mary’s has set 
high standards by selecting such a challenging set of peers.  Much of the explanation for 
underperformance is in the context of comparing ourselves to mostly private and relatively 
highly selective liberal arts institutions. In our response we will address the acceptance rate, 
percent minority of all undergraduates, salaries for associate and assistant professors, minority 
six year graduation rates, E&G expenditures, tuition and fee revenue, library resources, and 
alumni giving rate. 
 
Acceptance Rate 
 
The College’s acceptance rate is cause for concern and has been the focus of attention with a 
new dean of admissions, a strategic approach to allocating financial aid, and an energized review 
of the marketing approach.  Applications have been declining due to the College’s cost to attend, 
as compared to other Maryland public institutions, and St. Mary’s inability to offer financial aid 
packages which are competitive with its private out-of-state peers.  The new dean of admissions 
has taken a more strategic approach to financial aid.  However, the economic climate plays a 
considerable role in a lower applicant pool and the number of students willing to commit through 
acceptance. The positive side to this is that the College has been able to sustain its new student 
enrollment with strong, academically prepared students. The yield rate has been holding firm in 
the low- to mid-30% range for the last few peer performance submissions. 
 
Percent Minority of all Undergraduates 
 
The College’s underperformance in minority recruitment has been similarly affected by tough 
admission competition for a very competitive minority student base. The College has struggled 
with the challenge of creating affordable financial options at the level that makes a real 
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difference in the acceptance decision.  President Urgo, the office of advancement, and the dean 
of admissions have taken steps to address this underperformance with a financial aid program 
geared toward Baltimore City residents.  Along with this scholarship program, the College has 
expended more recruitment effort in reaching out to high schools with well prepared minority 
populations. 
 
Minority Six-Year Graduation Rates  
 
This is a new peer performance indicator the College initiated this year in an effort to monitor its 
progress toward closing the graduation gap for minorities amongst our peers. While St. Mary’s is 
1% below the current peer average, the College aspires to be closer to the graduation rate for all 
students.  St. Mary’s has been expanding its efforts to support the minority students who bring 
with them different sets of stressors that challenge completion.  On February 26, 2013, President 
Urgo provided the following testimony outlining the rationale for the creation of a scholarship 
program to address the needs of students.  This outlined concerted effort is intended to have an 
impact on the graduation gap between minorities and the general population. President Urgo 
said, “the College will continue to increase its share of internal funds dedicated to need-based 
financial aid in fiscal year 2014, providing more support to students with need, especially Pell-
eligible students. Indeed, the February 2013 Policy Briefing on Affordability identified practices 
at St. Mary’s College that had made substantial positive progress in the area of providing need-
based financial aid to students. Last year, 62% of the fall 2011 entering class received 
institutional financial aid. Of those who received institutional aid, 55% received need-based 
institutional grants. Of the fall 2011 entering freshmen class, 83% of the students were 
determined to have need and received some type of institutional aid. About 10% of St. Mary’s 
students receive a Pell Grant in their first year at the College. In response, the College is in the 
silent phase of a comprehensive campaign. Two goals of the campaign will be related to 
scholarship support. Endowed scholarship funds will provide investment returns to impact 
generations of future students. A working goal of $14 million has been established for increases 
to endowed scholarship funds. Current scholarship funds, provided through an annual 
commitment by a donor for a minimum of four years, will support need-based financial aid. A 
planned goal of $3.5 million has been set for current scholarship funds.” 
 
Salaries for Associate and Assistant Professors 
 
As noted in the Maryland Higher Education Commission’s analysis, the average annual salaries 
of associate and assistant professors are $4,058 and $371, respectively, below their respective 
peer averages.  This is so for two reasons. First, as a result of the fiscal crisis that began in 
2008, St. Mary’s salaries were fixed through the state salary freeze in recent years, with the 
exception of limited faculty promotional and retention changes.  This resulted in little growth as 
compared to our peers. Second, retirements, promotions, and recent hires have shifted the 
distribution of salaries to impact the averages. Looking back a few years, our gap for the 
assistant professor level is decreasing as compared to current peers and the gap between 
associate professors is increasing.  This is the result of new assistant professors that were hired at 
a higher salary and associate professors who were promoted to professor. 
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E&G Expenditures and Tuition and Fee Revenue  
 
As a public liberal arts college with high standards, St. Mary’s will always be behind its private 
peers in revenue and expenditures because they are able to set tuition at a higher level and have 
access to deeper institutional resources.  A scan across our current and aspirant peers reveals this 
difference clearly.  The tuition rates for the public institutions are between 20% and 33% of the 
private current peers, and even less in comparison to the aspirant peers.  Therefore, the E&G 
expenditures will be less without an unsustainable increase in tuition, an expansion in state 
funding, and greater donor support.  As cited in the previous discussion on minority graduation 
rates, the College has embarked on a comprehensive fundraising campaign aimed at decreasing 
this difference with our private peers. 
 
Library Resources 
 
The St. Mary’s College Library is relatively young particularly in comparison to our private peer 
and aspirant peer libraries. Given budget and space constraints, it is unlikely that we will catch 
up to our peers through the “ownership” model.  We are focused on developing a sustainable 
core collection of print books supplemented through various modes of access, including eBooks 
and resource sharing. 
 
Book resources held locally at the St. Mary’s College Library are supplemented by robust 
resource sharing services through our academic consortium, The University System of Maryland 
and Affiliated Institutions (USMAI).  Students and faculty place requests directly through the 
shared online catalog and books are delivered within 3-5 business days.  This service provides 
access to 3.5 million circulating items in the 16 consortium libraries.  The St. Mary’s Library has 
also added to our online reference materials in the past two years including almost 600 digital 
reference books through Credo Reference and several online literature criticism series. 
  
The library currently licenses over 80 online databases which provide access to approximately 
200,000 full-text journals online including significant back files from JSTOR, the historical New 
York Times, American Periodicals Series (full-text of over 1000 early American publications), 
and others.  Our print subscriptions, online licenses and content purchases, and document 
delivery with no direct costs to faculty and students have largely met the research needs of our 
users.  The review team visiting campus during the library’s last external review in 2008 did list 
concerns and recommendations on resources. 
  
Library staffing remains a challenge.  The Library was awarded a new line for an emerging 
technology librarian in 2008.  The line was frozen before a search began due to budget 
constraints.  That line has since been eliminated.  Lack of staff growth presents challenges in 
providing instruction and public services and in our ability to apply new technologies for 
information discovery and access.  
 
Alumni Giving Rate 
 
St. Mary’s does not yet attain the giving levels of its private peers; however, our giving rates are 
consistent with those of our public peers. St. Mary’s College is relatively young as a four-year 
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institution and had small graduating classes until the 1990s. The engagement of alumni with the 
College is increasing as we have realized a tripling of the attendance at alumni weekend and 
other alumni gatherings.  Until recently, the College had a relatively modest alumni annual 
giving fundraising effort.  The fundraising program and donor base is maturing with the hope of 
increasing both the giving rate and the size of the average donation in future years.  
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Appendix A.  Methodology for Selecting Performance Peers 

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; and 
Location (urban vs. rural) 

 
The analysis provided a comparatively short list of institutions, which are most like each USM 
institution.  From the narrowed list, each USM institution then selected 10 performance peers 
based on criteria the institutions felt to be most relevant to their specific institutional objectives. 
 
Morgan State University 
 
In 2008, peers for Morgan State University were selected from within the 2005 Basic Carnegie 
Classifications of Doctoral Research and Research-High Activity Universities and to those 
institutions with FTE enrollments of less than 10,000 using the funding peer selection variations 
and an additional variation to reflect the university’s stated unique characteristics: Urban 
Mission; Doctoral Mission with emphasis on African-American attainment; Research 
Expenditures; Socio-Economic Status of students; HBI Mission and Degree Productivity; 
Academic Preparedness of students; and Affordability for Low Income Students. 
 
This selection was performed using public four-year colleges and universities. Because this peer 
group resulted in a total of 18 peer institutions for Morgan, all 18 are used in the peer 
performance comparison group. 
 
St. Mary’s College of Maryland 
 
Although St. Mary’s does not participate in funding guidelines, the college voluntarily provides 
annual peer performance comparisons. St. Mary’s peer group includes twelve current peers, of 
whom four are public, and six aspirant peers. The aspirant peers are private institutions.  The 
college used the following attributes to identify similar institutions:  size; minority enrollment; 
distribution of bachelor’s and master’s degrees awarded; distribution of degrees awarded by 
broad discipline area; proportion of part-time students; location; tuition and fees; and revenue 
and expenditure data as well as the additional factors of 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.
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