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The State Board for Higher Education has pfepared this  report on

comparisons of the University of Maryland with(its péer institutions to provide
- ' ) : ; . RS !

. @ . £
a benchmark against which the University's progre?s toward the goal of being

. . i
. among the top public universities in the country can be measured. he report

pro?ides_information on comparisons made in three ajeas: characteristics of the
*“ student pppulation. institutional resources, énd financial resources and

expenditure patterns. ‘ , E?
. .k ; .
We are grateful for the cooperation and assistance provided by the

University of Maryland and by staff at the peer institutions and at the

governing and coordinating boards in the states where the peer institutions are

'1ocated. These persons are listed in.the acknowledgements.
« . )
" Ms. Sandra -Allard, Dr. \ﬁLdbie Lapovsky, and Dr. Mary McKeown of the

\ ' - ’ . . !
Divisionuof Finance and Fa%ilities had responsibility for this report.
. s
-

e Sheldon H. Knorr
Commissioner




. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ~ ° | | |
\‘-)q . g ‘

Recognition is due to Johm Wittstruck of the SHEEO-NCES network which
provided funding for this project. Special thanks are given to Norman Brandt of
NCES for providing us with mych of th- dat» Mhish ve needed. We wish tofexpress'
our appreciation to all the people . thd p~ ., institutions and SHEEO, agencies
who provided data and assistance fci© this report. These individudls.are listed
aiphabetically by state. In addition .to these individuals listed beld#, other

-

-~ individuals in these states whose names we never learned also provided
/" assistance to us in this project. Lo '
. / ’
California: George Anderson North Carolina: Gary Barnes ¢
. Ronalgd. Brady " , Ken Grogan .
. Loris Davanzo L. Felix Joyner
Robert Glock - '
Marit Marino Texas: James Bedrich
. William Pickens Eddie Davis / ) i .
Jesse Shaw , MarshaDIvé}y .
Barbara Stratton, P Willianm Lasher
N ) John Porrettb .
Illinois:  Peter Cziakowski Robert Smitg . M\R
Jackie Finch . William Web .
Marcia Langsjoen
Paul Lingenfelter Virginia: Stephen Campbell
) Steven Rugg . Dan Hicks | 3
Dave  Stewart . Michael Mullen
Maryland: ‘Mérilyn Brown. 2 (T Wisconsin: . Elwin Cammack "% & .
_Mary Leach ’ \ Martha Casery ‘
“Dbnald Myers AR x Richard Norris
Linda Vukovich ‘ © . Norma Rees - -
Michigan: Bob Endriss e
Gary Hawkes Y
Ronald Jursa
“R. Sue Mimms A8
.. Ralph Nichols X
, Mary Ries.
xﬁ?. v N

Sheldon H. Knorr *
Commissioner




N v,
A Comparison of the 'University of Marylan ,
with its Pger Institutions B -
. 9 . . . ) R ) ‘ . 2 P
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY . o -

/ Co ’ : A . gt
v The 1982 Report of the. Joint Chairmen of the Senate Budget and Taxation
’ Committee and the House Approprlatrons Commlttee réquested that the leyel,of
. comfparability between,the Un1ver31ty of Maryland and its peers ‘be ev§luéted~by‘_
‘.the gtaff of the Stat@&Board fof® Higher Educatlon - This reportg, undertaken by
thecSBHE in cooperation with the Unlyersity of Maryland, prov1des comprek lensive,
comparrscns of the University. of Maryland w1th Lts peer 1nst1tut10ns C wdata
. reported here’ w will provide the benchmarkaagalnst which the University's rogress'
toward the goal ‘of being améng the top ‘public un1versnt1es in the couptry.can be

¢

measured Data were gathered by visiting the peer 1nst1tut;ons. To facjlitate

oomparlsons, data were organlzed ipto three ara#a chara terlstlcs of the

student populations 1nst1tu§10nal 'résources, d flnaﬁblal reéburces and

eypenditure patterns. : » : R
h .g;'f" ta N wl e e s ‘ ) . ) .a' v,’ \3,‘1-. . '

« W s 1
CHARACTERISTICS OF THE,STUDEH% POPULATION

. * J . ’ - i . ‘.‘.'." ' (

. oa o ~.,’" . s , o
.\EnrOllment and Degrees | e , R R i

'

Part-time enrollment at the. University of ;Maryland accounts. for “a

significantly hlgher proportioﬁ (37.8. percent) of total enqpllment than is the

. case for the peer group as-a-whole (17 0, percent). The University of Maryland

-. enrolds -a- greater proportion of its sbudents as undergraduates. (80.4 percent)

~ than do }ts peers (74 9 perd%nt), and’ consequently, ‘enrolls fewer graduate and

professional students (19.6 percent’) ‘than do the peers:(25.1 percent). As would

be-expected from enrollment patterns, the University of Maryland awards a higher

proportion of bachelor's degrees (76 6 percent) than do 1its peers (66.6
percent). :

‘Nations1 Merit Scholarc SAT Scores

.7 In thé Fall -of 1982, the University of Maryland ilaryland ..at ‘Ccllege Park
enrolled 28 Merit Scholars. Among the peers, the number of Merit Scholars
enrolled varied from 15 at North Carolina State University to 190 at Texas A &
M. In the Fall of 1%82 SAT scores for entering freshmen at the University of
Maryland-College Park averaged 982, almost 100 points above the national aveFage
of 893. Among the peer institutions, SAT scores varied from a low of 965 at the
University of Michigan Flint to a high of 1,200 at the University of Virginia.
All of these scores are significantly abové the national average and indicate
that these schools atitract a high calibre of stude

4 . INSTITUTIONAL RESOURCES -
“Faculty » ! . _ N
The most recent data (FY 1983) indicate that average facult: ies L
the University of Maryland for the ranks -~ nrnfessor.'ﬂassociate professor, and
assistant professor ~ic comparable to those of peersf,; The all ranks average
fact salary at the University of Maryland was $29,257 compared with $32,515

. among the peers. A comparison of the distribution of faculty by rank shows that
the Un1vers1ty of Maryland had a smaller percentage (25. 9 percent) -of faculty at

» -

ra
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' the rank of professof than did the peers (4“7 percent), and that 68 percent of

. the facul%y‘abfpeer institutions have bee awarded tenure compaged to 59.1

N
o

percent at ‘thé Univérsity of Maryland. Differences in distributidn of faculty,
by rank _and"tenuge - do' not imply differences 1in quality; rather, these
distributions, are 1largely the result of individual’ institutional policy
decisions. At this point, the ®University - of Maryland shohild have greater

. fléxibility than its peer institutions to respond to shifts in demand for
iacademic programs and to develop’ new areas. o

‘Academic Programs

(“'v-i—/
*Administrators

¢

RO "_: R
The administrhtive structure of universities varies. considerably from

institution to institution, ~making comparisons somewhat.difficult. However, in
the area’of administrative salaries, for twenpymthfee administrative positions
for which data were available, salaries at the University of Maryland are
consistently and substantially below medians for the peer group. *

-

R

N
. At the Jbachelor's “degree level, the distribution of degrees awarded by
program area at the University of Maryland is similar to that of the peer group
as a whole. The University of Maryland awards a smaller proportion of its

‘degrees in Engineering, and a higher proportion of 1its degrees 1in Health

Professions than do its peers. ~ Greater variation exists at the graduate level;

‘whiere the University of Maryland awards a much higher proportion of its doctoral

degrees in Education than .do the peer inStitutions.‘ Among rankings of the
quality of research—rotorate programs, the Un1ver31ty\of Maryland at College
Park faculty rankeds hlg ~1n Economics, Electrical Englneenkng, Mathematics, and
Phy'sics, and compared vorably Q&th rated peers in most disciplines. '

»

Libraries and bopputers

The Uni'versit Len , vdu epeaued olgnificoaui, less per student  ($217)
for libraries than ¢ . its-peer institutions - ($361) during FY 1982. The peer
institutions, on the average, were able .to add four volumes per student while
the”University of Mapryland added one. Among the peer institutions for whom data
were availFble, expenditures and resources for aeaGemlc computing exceeded
resources available for the University of Maryland. :

n

FINANCIAL RESOURCES AND EXPENDITURE PATTERNS

[y

Revenues and Expenditures

8

Wide variations existed during FY 1982 in total revenues and expenditures,
in expenditures by program, and revenues by source amopng institutions. These

_differences are attributable in Dart/to differences in size among institutions,

as well a@ﬁdlfferences in prograuw. nd levels of support from various sources.
Consequer™' omp: .sons were ma.: on the basis of expenditures and revenues
iull-. .2 equivalent student (FTES). Revenues per FTES at the University of

uaryland ($8,416) were 216 percent less than revenue per FTES at the peer

institutions ($10,6%3). Slmilarly, expenditures per FTES at the University of
Maryland ($8,219) lagged behind expenditures per ?TES at the peer institutions

~



($11,245). There were differences in the patterns of expenditure and’r venues;
for example,’ the“University of Maryland received 20.1 percent of itg/revenues
from tuition and fees while the peer institutions, on the average, regeived 13.9
percent of. revenues from'tuition and fees. State Funds _per FTES t .the peer
institutions ($5,762) exceeded those at the University of Maryland ($4,528) by
more than $1,000 per FTES. . A ! .

\
i
\

Budget Guidelines .

The budget guidelines used in the\aQalysis of budget requests by he.State'

Board for Higher Education were.calculated for the University of California
Berkeley, the University of 1Illinois at UrbanaChampaign, the Univensity of
Michigan - Ann Arbor, &nd the University of Texas at Austin. Analysis\of the

data ‘'used in -the guideline calculations indizated -that the peer campuqis had
djd the

different distributions of -credit hours by 1level and cpst than
Universi®y of Maryland at College Park. College Park had distribution of
credit hours tHat was more lower division and 1less graduate and grzkuate

research than the. distribution of credit hours at the peer campuses. The

~guideline amounts calculated per student were $6,350 for'Berkeley, $5,350 \ for-

Urbana-Champaign, $7,000 for Ann« Arbor, $4,750 for Austin, and $4,000\for
College Park. The differences in calculated guideline estimates are primarily
attributable to differences in enrollment patterns by level and type of progr&m,
and tqo differences in the total size of facilities at the campuses.

Conclusiof™~* ‘ . o r
b ,
.eport to provides information on a wide variety of areas for .which
. «sons amon’ institutions/systems ‘can be made. The University of Maryland
i -ives less ir 3tate support per FTES and in Total support per FTES than any
of the peer sy. ems, It is clear that in certain areas major deficiengies
exist. The peei' systems enroll more high ability undergraduate students and
provide more graduate education than the University  of Maryland. The peer

systems receive more funding for research than the University of Maryland;

'however, the University of Maryland compares favorably withkits peers in terms

of the -~uality of its graduate programs. These data provide a benchmark from
which the University's progress in becoming one of the best public universitles
in the country can be measured. ‘

-

-
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A Comparison of the University-of Maryland ’
" with its Peer Instltutlons . .

)

-
. o .
\ -

» ' ]
" During the past sSeveral years a number of reports have been prepared by

: e } ) .
" SBHE comparing the University of Maryland to a group of institutions designated

C L’ . A
by the University as peers. - In 1982 tgk report of the chairmen of the Senate

» Budget ' and Taxation Committee and the House- Approprlatlons Committee requested
L]

)

that the level of comﬁarabLlity of the’ Univer31ty ‘of Maryland to its peers be
. ) v .
evaluated, by SBHE. The University of Maryland had used the following criteria
° ﬁ‘ ) ! » 6
to select the peer group: 3 . -
1. The institutions must be bart of a puﬁlic system, combined. intd a
system or parp of a system.

.

2. ‘The Land Grant institution of the state should be included.

3. The system should include a medical school and other professional
schools. . , Y , c

r

y, The, principal campus should be a member of the Association of

Anerican Universities. - A
b The institutions should combine teaching, research, and service in /
their role and scope. Ta
, ) .
Y/‘ 6. The institutions should represent-guality systems. i GD
» e .
7. e systems should include at least two doctoral granting
ampuses. - . -

8. The systems should grcut at least as many doctoral degrees as the
University of Maryland and receive at least as many federal research -
- funds per year. - S
/ .

The ‘'intent of the criteria was not to identify institutions that/ are
identical to the University of Maryland if fndeed\xhere;were any. The effort

was to develop a set of sigilar institutigns,as a basis for data collectioh and
presentation of comparable data.
. i . o

Using these criteria, the University of Maryland had selected the following

set of peers: .
University of California System (10 campuses}
University of Illinois System (3 dampuses).
‘University of Michigan System (3 campubeg) and Michigan State University *@E&
Universrég/bf Texas System (11 campuses) -
Univeriity of Wisconsin/System (Madison agd Milwaukee campuses only)

[
»

A




N . ! . -

The SBHE staff accumulatéd and analyzed data about faculty, student enrollments,

-~

academic programs, and research for all of these 1nstitutions. After careful

review and consultation,with “the University f Maryland? the Legislature, " and

>

Eiecutive, the SBHE recommended that several modifications to the peer group be
¢

made to strengthen its utility as a comparative tool. The SﬂHE generally agreed
w1th the 'criteria peing used by the U}iversity. However, the number of campuses

v

included from the California an?,Igias " systems was q%%ﬁ%sive ‘and tended to

diqtort the peer averages. Therefore, the number of campuses from these systems

~ t

w-was reduced. A&so, the land grant institution in Te{\é had not been 1ncluded@so

N
Texas A&M University was added Finally, " in onder to prov1de a more balanced

' N -

regional representation the peer 'group was expanded to 1ncluded the University

of North Carolina ‘at Chapel Hill, North Carolina State Univédrsity, the
. . NN . . L
{ Universify of Virginia, and Virginia Polytechnic Institute. The University and

ther SBHE agreed upon 1Ehe_ﬁollowing list as the peer institutions .for the

University of Maryland' . \ N . %

University of @alifornla—Berkeley, Davis, ahd San Diego '

University of Illinpis Systém . .

| University of Michigan' System
Michigan State Univer ty
University,of North Carolina-Chapel Hi
North Carolina State Upiversity

. University of Texas-Austin, and Healj
. Texas A&M University ! " i&\ & ‘

>

University of Virginia -
Virginia Polytechnic Institute
University of Wisconsin-Madison and Milwaukee
\ { ﬂ
This/ligt was formally adopted by SBHE in March, 1983,

' \ The studyg presented in this paper has been undertaken by SBHE in

. cooperation with the University ofhﬁéryland to provide ‘compréhensive comparisons

. N . .
of the University of MarylanJ‘ with 1its. new peer fin%titutions.~ The data

collected . for this study willl provide the benchmarki against whidh -progress

qsvloward the goal of being among the %op public universities in the country can be

: - /

v
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 measured. ~ To complete the comparisons,'5staff'of the Maryland State Board for

2 4

. Higher Education traveled to California, Illinqis, Michigan North Carollna, an&‘

, Texas, many of the ‘states in which the peer institutaons were located. " Im these

states, meetings were held with the coordinating/governlng board (SHEE@% staff
. . - s

and key staff members of the universities in quEstion. g?e v1sits were' required

l \

'(1$l to collect and examine detailed ddta from tﬁé speclflc set of institutions’

(2) to assess the tcomparability of ‘the dat\ﬁgused, ‘an (3) np .gain an'
g o )

\understanding of the similarities and digggrences ‘among the 1nstitutions. -The
: ‘ . : @
travel for this study was made possible by a grant from the PerSonnel Exchange

. : ~ &
of the State%-ligher Education Executive -Of‘f‘icf\ers_ (SHEEO)}—_ National Center ?

IS
u - 1
t .

Education Statistics (NECS) network.

Ve »
@ " ' . ) -

Data gathered ipcluded HEGIS faculty salary, enrollment ' financial "and

degrees awarded reports and the College and University Personnel Associaxion
. & i
(CUPA) administrative salaryﬂinformation. ‘This data has been supplemented with

fnformation about students,, tuitiop and fee$, hblibraries, computers,"federal
“« " %
SR .
research funding, facilities, and program evaluatlon from other sources. o
» ‘.\ ~ " -)/
To facilitate comparisons of the University\og Maryland with its- peers, the
r . . ’

data collected has been organized in three areas.

.

o

v

1. Characteristlcs of "the Student Population C e,

. i . . b . ' ' hd - .'
2. Institutional Resoujbes ] ' o »i? R A e \X'

-

0y ’ ' N . R ) .
3. Financial Resources and ExpenditurevPagterns

A"
P
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1\ - CHARACTERISTICS OF THE STUDENT POPULATION  »

One important determinant of the similarity of institutions is the degree

of similarity in the populations they are‘ﬁerving. To compare the University of

Maryland and .its peers, the OSBHE examined enrollment patterns b level of

AL : .
instruction and by full-time/part-time status, degrees awarded by level, average

SAT scores of entering students, .and the numbers of National Merit ‘Scholars

enroll}ng as freshmenr The findings are outlined below.

2
i

Enrollment ,\h

x

Table 1 displays total ‘headcount enrollment by institution and the
percents full-tlme and part-time. Part. time enrollment at the University of

Maryland accountsa [or a slgnlficantly hlghe: proportion M37.8 percent) of total

’

S~

. ’ . / ’
cm«ullméfnt than 13 the case for the peer group as a whole (17.0 percent). At
/the Ynlverslty of Maryland, part-%ime enrollment ranges from 19.6  percent of

total enrollment at UMAE  to 26.8 percent at UMCE to 93.2 poercent  at UMUC,

&

University College accounts tor almost 45 percent of thé'pnrt—time enrollment at
¥
the University of Maryland. None of the peer lnstitutions/systems hags a campus

similar to University College; it is unique to the University of Maryland. At
v \
peer Institutions extenslon eredit students comparable to the students served by
) .
Unlversity College are usually reported at ecach of the gpecitic campuses of the

unlverally  ayopem and  lherefore,  arc included  in tht enrollments of the

Lampuden rven [ Jiiveroalty Gollex.. cmollments were excluded, part tlme
~tirollmeny Lor vie Yalverally of Marylaona Wouwld  he acoul 09509 pereoat . oLl
well above wost peer o, i \
Toal e 0 shown the distrtamtion of ‘n‘,u!{-‘mml enrol laent by level of
testraction, o ., et e Plest Tprcfesstonat ond pradnate, The
Untverstty o Mapy o ?1:.% e tber propertton of o rtn stadent s enrolted s
AN
e lerpradtn ter RO norcent)  coapared  wtth the peer dostitations (789
prereent ) Graduaste o peePesatonal ot bment o e scewhat o Tower at o the

Untver -ty o Mo TR A YR porccnat )t these at The peer IastHiat bop o)
Y

prereent ),



BN

University of Californda
jBerkecley ,
Davis
San Diego

Total California

University of Illinois
Urbana-Champaign
University Center
Health Science

Total Illinols

>

University of Michlgaun
Ann Arbor
Dearborn -

Flint

Michigan State

Total Michigan

U. of Horth Caco.s
- Chapel Hill
North Carolina Stac .
Total North Carolina

Unjversity of Texas
Austin
Hlealth Science-Hououtoun
Texas A&M
Total Texas

Unlveraity of Vivpdoda
VPI
Total Virginl.

Unlvaoally ol w,
Madiaen
‘Milwnukcu

latal Wiscons. o

Total Peora

Univeraity of Haryland
College Park
Baltimore City
Fastern
Balt impre County
Hntverasity College

Total Maryland

Shore
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Foorol bment

) Table 1
Headdecount Enrollment
Full-time and Part-Time

Fall, 1982
. ) Pefceqﬁ . Percent
Total Full-Time Full-Time Part-Time Part-Time
29,296 26,900 91.89 (0,396 8.2%
19,321 17,822 §2.2 1,499 7.8
13,102 12,4106 9h.7 692 5.3
61,719 57,132 92.6 4,587 7.4
34,91y 31,419 90.0% 3,499 10.0%
21,003 15,247 72.6 5,756 27 .4
4,259 3,574 83.9 685 16,1
60,176 50,236 83.5 . 9,940 16.5
IR 50 B30 Bl y% 4 230 12 1%
6,390 3,451 54,0 2,939 46 .0
5 02 3592 516 2,133 48 .4
42,730 sU 178 80.0 8,555 20.0
89,217 71,054 776 8,163 20.4
ce ol 16,599 U 3 3,812 .5
22,660 15,779 69.6 6,890 30.4
WH TR0 3,378 76.8 10,362 23.2 0~
4
48,039 2 181 87.82 5,858 12.2%
2,676 2,196 g2.1 7 180 17.9
36,127 31,670 87.7 Y 12.3
86,842 76,009 87.6 10,793 2.0
17,8 14 499 Y0 . 9B 1,619 9.9%
22,921 20,2047 88.3 2,674 1.7
40,039 35,716 89 .3 h,293 10.7
;“’A‘
WL yu 3. . Sl Oy a G0 h l().‘)’
26,119 1,695 56.3 1,420 N3.7
68,349 49,911 731 18,108 26.9
A51,082 3T 530 83.0% 16, 506 17.09
OO0 o7 0 T304 O, 905 RINIT
800 §,459 804 949 19.6
1,000 97h 8o, 210 19.8
7,0 G036 Th .3 1,748 23T
11,00 ‘Thu t M 10,506 93,0
IRIVAR M, 350 HoL2 \;';,Hu) 37.8

and Complianee Heport of

ot at tonse ot Higher



- Table 2

\ . Headcount Enrollment Percent by Level .
) University of Maryland and Designated Peers .
Fall 1982 ‘
“ ) .
- ] Under- First )
Total graduate Professional Graduate

University of California

Berkeley , 29,296 66.5% © 3.9% 26.6%

Davis - 19, 321 72.8 7.2 20.0

San Diego . 13,102 80.7 3.9 15.4
Total California 61,719 72.9 b9 22.2
University of Illlinols

Urbana-Champa ign 34,914 . 4% 2. 8% ‘ 21.8%

University Center 21,003 82.4 - 17.6

Health Science 4 259" 32.7 46 .9 204
lutal Illinois 00,176 T4 .8 4.9 20.6
Unlverslity of Mlutidga.. N

Ann Arbo. 30 wild oy 0 ) o S60

Dearborn 6,390 91.1 : 8.9

Flint 5,025 84 .4 5.6
tiichigan St . u2,730 77.6 - 19.5
Total Michigan 89,217 73.5 5.2 21.3
U. of North Ca: ... ..

Chapel Hill 22,071 67.5% K 7T.7% 2h.8%

North Carolina Stats 22,669 83.2 ’ A 164
Total North Carolina hy 740 754 .0 20.6
University of Texas

Austin 48,039 18.0% 3.09 18.6%

Health Science-Houston 2,676 18.6 8.3 33.1
Texas A&M 36,127 2.5 1.8 15.7
Total Texas 86 ,8h2 78 .1 iy 1 17.8
Universlty of viipiaia 1f, 118 07.61 g 8% 22.3%
VPl 22,921 79 .3 .9 \ 19.8
Total Vieginta o 039 U .7 20.9
Unlve, alty of W, L

Madison Y. 23U ‘ 6y .n 3 (A Y

Milwaukee 26,119 83.4 . 16.6
Total Wiasconsin 68,349 Th.6 2.3 R
Total Peorn ah1, 080 ThL0 W3 P0UA

2 &

University of Maryland .

College Park ‘ 3,000 T79.8% -1 20.2%

Baltimore Clty Iy, 800 Chh A 29,5

Eastern Shore 1,010 94 .7 - H.3

Baltimore County 7, 384 SU - @ 5.9

Univeraity College 1,0 ali Ll - Lo
Total H.lr"yl;m«l b1, 719 Ho ol i 1,
Sonrec:  HEGES Fall FEneollment and Compl iancee Heport of Inatftutionn of ilgher

‘ Fducat ron, 194,

El{j}:‘ N | . I
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Degrees ﬂwardeq by Level

. A ) @
Table 3 shows the distribution of degrees awarded by level, i.e.,
k4 . “' )
bachelors, ,masters, doctorate .,and firsgﬁ groféssional. The .University .of

»

Marylsnd d;arﬁs a higher>proportion of bachelors degrees (76.6 percent) than do
beéfs (66.6 percent) and a lower proportion of mastersilegrees (14.Y4 percqpt) as

compared with the péer institutions (22.1 percent) and doctorate degrees (3.8
av

percent versus 6.0 percent). Both the University of Maryland and its peers
D <o

award about five percent of their degrees at the first professional level. This

13 consistent with the enr¢llment patlerns described above.

D

Nallonal Mer il Schoelaie and OAL Oou:eo ¢

One ol the tradltlonal 1adlcators [ i v ioa ciad b il, hao been otuadent

. .dy calibte andg the repulatlon of an 1o tltullon lo ULased, 1 part, on the
. .

cudlgge's atllilty L. attracl uide. grasuales with oliu, decholastic Sredentials.

1

Two measui cs of M8troug schulastic credentlala™ a,e¢ SAT scores and the presence
of National Merit Scholars,

Table U displays the firat year cnrollment of Merit Scholars at the

Uni‘zcrsity of Maryland and {tas deslgnated peers. The University of Maryland at
College VPark curolled ¢8 Mcrl% SchNOlara 1n Fall_ 1982 . Uther campuses of the
Unlveraily of Marytand  aid not enroll any Merlt dcholars. Among those peer ’
tnotllutlons  du whlcl, Jdala wele avallatle, the numbe: of Merit cholura

et wllod vara.ad [ wm (1l enu at Nort, varvllona slal. Unlveraity Lo 190 enrouvlled

atl  lexas A & M Large nuwbers .1 oachola. s ente 1led at Texas A 4 M,  the

Untversit oI lexas at  padstin and Miehigan State University are due to

Yy ’ y

particul.m Yarogram:s at Lhone dnastitutions for "lnatitutional Merit Scholara,”

Table 6 displays  the average math, verbal, and total SAT  scores for
‘- . } .
entering  treshmen for the Univerasity of Maryland and  ita designated peers.

Among the peer inatitutions the Univeraity of 111inots does  not use SAT,  but

rather requires Lhe ACT for entering studenta. AL the Unitversity of Maryland at

)
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. \Degrees Awarded Including First Professional
{ - University of Maryland and Designated Peers

: University of California
. Berkelwy
Davis
San Diego
Total California
p
University of Illinols
Urbana-Champaign
University Center
Health Science
Total Illinois

Unlverslity of Miochilgas.
Ann Arbo.
Deai-born
Flint

Michigan Stau.

Total Michigan

U. of North Car.iis.a
Chapel Hill
North Carolina Stato
Total North Carolina

University of Texas
Austin
Health Science-Houston
Texas A&M
Total Texas
University orf Vi1
VP1
Total Vllglnl_,

Unilve, olly oI S
Mad1son
Milwaukece

total Wisconsia

Total Peers

Univerasity of Maryland
College Park
Baltimore City
Fastern Shoro
Baltimore County
University College

Total Marylang

sSource:

and June 30,

1981-82- : ' .

{
y

-

First

Bachelors Masters 'Doctorate Professional Total

62.2%  25.2%.
68.8 15.9
(7508 10.4
65.8 20.6
66. 3% 24 3%
T1.7 26.2
45 .6 15.2
65.3 23.8
by B IR )
94 .0 6.0
100.0 -
71.0 R
62.6 25.1
6c . Jg,u»
76.8 17.3
68.3 20.7
T4 .8% 15.6%
28.3 26.8
79 .1 4.5
Th.5 5.7
S8 ua 25 ”f)
75 .4 .9
67.0 22.8
oo - A
V.02 27.7
63.9 26.2
66 .6% DY
79.3% 1549
39.6 3.8
96 .0 N0
g0 T
98 .0 2.0
16 .6 Th.h
Avnrdn

HisGLS Degrees and Other Formal
198>

I/

-~ = U >
=0 &=

M=o 3n
—_ O =N

AT
-3 0

E;.—w«l
oo ow

ﬁ" b Hp
1;4’(
4.6

— C

>
e -

6H.0%

Conterred between July

L 4

7
.

1

®

1

I
.5
9
2

O O &=

3.2%

8,699
3,782
2,020
14,501

9,110
2,935
1,392
13,437

10, 207
900
497

10, 430

22,094

5,033
3,13131
8,474

9,360
699
6,555
16,614

4 sy
4 829
9,283

U Lu0
3,107
1,663

96,066

6,810
1,547
126
708
1,177
10, 312

1, 196



- Table 4

{ g
& 'Unf;drsity of‘MaLyland and Desiggated Peers
. . Number of Merit Sgholgrs * /
~ ¢ ﬁ&fst Year Enrollmeht
Fall, 1982 .- ¢

University of California

Berkeley « 42
Davis R NR
San Diego ' NR

Unlverslly of Llllaovls
Urbana-Champaign 91
University Cente. NR

Veadves od Uy o0 o

Ann Arbo. “

Dea:born NR

Flint ’ NR
michigan Stat 98
U. df North Car . ia..a

Chapel Hill 21

North Carolina Stat. 15
University of Texas . /

Austin 130
Texas A & M 190
Unlversltly of Viiglola 3
VPI 28

Uil vt olly ol MlLool. '

Madlison 30

Milwauke. NR
volverslbly oo, 0 oo

College Par. B

Baltimore=County NR

Bastern Shore NR

)

NGIE. The number of merit scholars attending an institution is determiged
in part by the institution's policy regarding the allocation of funds
for National Merit Scholarships.

Source:  Chronlele of Higher Kducation, p. 12, February 10, 1983, Top 105
campuses In tirst-year enrollment ot National Merit Scholars.

O
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Table 5

: - ¢
N Average SAT Scores of Entering Freshmen
- University of Maryland and Designated Peagiﬁ
- Fall 1982 ' =7
4 - [ . {
- L * " Verbal Math = " Total
i ‘ / L]

University of California a : L%
Berkeley - : 553 585 ),138
Davis . 49U 555 | %, 09
San Diego ; « 510 580 < 1,096

University of Illinouls ©
Urbana—Chamgaign 2 ® 64/
Medical Center N/A \ N/A /A,

) Chicago Circle 2 2 0/
L 4 ~-

University Ur‘q‘%l\,l.léuu
Ann Arbor L4 VIV TV
Dea: born 460 540 1,000
Flint 451 514 965

.uchiga.. Olat . U53 515 968

.\

Uanlveroslly ol & i La
Chapel Hill PRRY e CUGL
North Carolina Statc 476 548 1,024

University of Texas
Austin - SleL] Sh7 1,031
Houston N/7A N/A N/A
KM 486 517 1,003

Universlty of Vicrglula 570 630 1,200

vpp e 500 570 1,070

Univoraity of Wlooowoin
Madison RN Loo 1 Uy
Milwaukec - h53 523 976

valveroltly 4o L Af
College rar. Gy Ly 404
Eastern Shore 338 369 T07
Baltimo:e Cou., Ly 490 931
Baltimore City N/A N/A N/A
University Colleqo N/A N/A N/A

11 1inois uses ACT, not SAT, J. @ vHAMPAL AL 5 average 1982 score was 24.5.

Source: Barron's Profiles, Lovejoy's College Guide, and inatitutional personnel
\

Q 15
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-

- College Park SAT scores f%g Fall, 1982 averaged 982, ualmost 10U points above the

nat{fnal average of 893, Sgores at Baltimore County also exceeded the national

N\
average., B
> \ - .

Among the geer<in3titutions, the University of 'Michigan at Flint, Michigar \
= State University, . and the Univers!ty"bf Wisconsin at Milwaukee were the only

universitie8 with average SAT scores below 1,000. The UniJersity‘ of ¥irginia

had the highest average scére, 1,200, followed by the Universiiy of Michigan at

Ann  Arbor, 1,140 and the University of California at Berkeley, 1,138. All

scures - arc olgnlflcantly above th“patiohal average, and lndlcate that these

luslltutlons atlract a high callibie of student.

ERIC
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r . F
IgSTITU!gQNAL RESOURCES

A second area for c%mparative analysisﬁis the array of resources an
) ot .
1nstgﬁution has assembled to support its primary goals and activities. For this

study, the SBHE staff was ablg\to accumulate data. about faculty, academic

L3 -~

programs, administrative salaries, facilities, libraries, academic computing,
and federal research funding, Taken' together this information provides g

a ' - . ) [~} -
p{ofile of peer institutions against which the Unlversity of Maryland can be

& | )

s

compared.

Facully
A

The slugle most dapouitant  1couvllive of u\z..ulvcrolty 13 1ts facully. la

ides Lo wtliacl nd rcelaln Lthe Leol qualificd ludlviduals the lnstlitution wuot

-

offecr  wompetltlie oalarles and i vwovnable wpportunities for promotion and
4 i) .‘
tenur. . . \'

The wusl rouent Jata (Fy 19Y83) indlcate that average faculty salaries at
4 I .
the University of Maryland -for the ranks of professor, associate professor, and

assistant professor are comparable to those of peers. (See Table ‘6) Fac&lty

salaries at the rank of lecturer/instructor at the peer 1“3t1tUt1°“s\Q£E_i9éUt
' ' »

8.5 percent greater than at the Unlversity of Maryland. The all ranks average

N

faculty salary at the Universit, of Maryland 1s $29,257 ngpared with $32,515

12
among the pooro The total salary dollacrs expended at the University Of(
Mai yland w. .ld have to Lo lucioeadsed aboutl 11,0 percentl Lo recach peer averages on
all rams basls. Muat of thls discrepancy 1s the rosult of dirferences 1in

~

distribution of faculty by rank.

The Unlversity's relatively good standing compared to peer averages is the
result of a 14 peéceﬁt increase in salaries in FY 1983. For the University to
maintain or 1mpr§ve its ‘standing with respect to its peers in the area of

« faculty salartes, a sustained effort ia required.\ In years in which no cost-of-
living increaSCS are awarded, the University loses ground rapidly in the

competition to atyract and retain the beat faculty avallable.

\



Table 6 hd

Average Faculty Salary by Rank

- 3
University of California
Berkel
Davis ey
San Diego

Total California

University of Illinois
Urbana-Champaign
University Center

\ Health Science

Total Illinois

Unlverolty of MIuNL4...
Ann Arbo.
Deat born
Flint

tnchigan Sta

Total Mi_higan

U. of North Ca..ii.. .
Chapel Hill
North Carolina Stai.
Total ltorth Carolina
-}
University of Texas
Austin
Health Science-Houston
Texas A&M

Total Texas

Unlversity ol Vvi.gaala
VPI ‘
Total Viiginl. \
Unlve:alty of widaeooo,
dison
Milwaukee
Total Wisconsin

Total Peers

University of Maryland
College Park
Baltimore City
Eastern Shore
Baltimore County

Total Maryland

University of Maryland and Designated Peers

: FY 1983,
Associate Assistant Lecturers/" All
Professor Professor Professor Instructor Rg?(s
, , .
$uu 107 +$29,456  $24,336  $23,941  $37,452
47,671 * 26,856 22,075 23,926 34,486
40,718 27,780 23,010 22,994 ¢ 33,940
4y 270 28,172 23,361 23,824 -35,985
o TR .
$40,274 $28,228 $24,921 $22,169 $33,377 .
38, 152 28,271 22,565 18,132 29,493
38,575 28,337 23,114 17,319 27,042
' 39,779 28,252 23,955 18,539 31,733
Thhl oo $3u 01 L VSN Y, $1Y,¢0c bk, (14
31,929 24,822 20,751 16,933 24,772
33,609 26,841 22,055 17,047 25,948
37,103 27,862 23,638 19,820 31,513
39,248 28,757 2 174 18,942 32,425
$40,501 $29- 339 $23,092 $22,075 $32,338
37,835 28,163 23,672 18,331 28,935
39,513 28,769 23,386 20,067 30,785
, .
$u2, 139 $29,196 $2l 569 $21,422  $32,670
& 4y 635 32,917 26,096 20,240 33, 104
42,672 33,819 27,139 19,104 33,362
42 497 31,738 25,804 20,209 32,905
puy Bey $30, 742 $22,621 $20,299 $32,970
40,757 30,399 24, 2u9 18,485 30,160
42,655 30,534 23,637 18,991 31,287
430,404 +2(, 301 b2 3,05 21,220 $33,039
38,317 27,993 23,272 20,168 29,606
38,056 27,689 23,487 20,793 31,845
$40,834 $29,317 $24,201 $20,339 $32,515
$40,526 $29,332 $23,602 $18,653 $29,895
42,613 32,631 25,963 18,553 29,330
29,111 27,745 24 813 21,285 24 223
39,010 28,642 27,659 17,652 27,620
40,510 29,651 24,214 18,752 29,257

NOTE: University College excluded bec&use only 11 full-time faculty were
reported and at only one rank wéere more that 2 individuals reported.
Source: HEGIS - Salaries, Tenure, and fringe Benefits of Full-Time Instructional

Faculty, 1982-83

A
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A comparison of the distribution'of faculty by rank at txe University of
. ' S
Maryland and the peers is provided in Table 7. The rank distribution at the

<_University of Maryland 1is signiﬂ}cantly different than that at peer_

. 2 -
institution?. The greatest difference is at the rank df professor. - Tﬁ@t\

o . .
proportion” of faculty members holding the rank of professor at all peer

iqstitutions is 43.7 fercent and at several individual campuses, the proportion

exceeds 50 percent. At, the University of Maryland, only 25.9 percent of the
. - . P
faculty hold the rank of 'ﬁrdfeasor, with College Park having 30.6 percent..
\

]
Maryland aloo has a wmuch greatc: percentage of 1ts facultly at the

instructor lectidlrerr rank (19.9 percent) than do peer institutions (6.9 percent),

Irh‘c Ulliv@xoll_yr of Mar y land lo alow Mlflercenl frow 1L pe€er luolllullons
> o
.

v
i

Ll 1 egwetd Lo Lhie  piOpurllon of Lh. fac.ily holdlng tcaure. More thaun 08
"

‘percentl of Lhe tacultly al pect dunsvilullivus have beon avwarded tenur'e compared Lo
hY

59 .1 pcru¢utgﬁﬁt the Unlversity of Marylamd. Because tenure ™ 27/ closely
correlated with rank, 1t is to be expected that institutions wit a higher

: &
proportion of their faculties at the rank of professor and associate professor
would have higher tenure rates.

~ Differences 1n distribution of faculty by rank and tenure rates do not
ncuessarily translate to differences 1n quallty, These distributions are
V' A ' :
largely the (esult of 1ndividual lastitutllicaal pollcy declslous. At this point
the Unlverally ot tlaryland should have sumewhal gicaler [lexibility than 1t
pee. luatitutlonl U reapond o Shifis 1 demand ios acadéewlc prograws and Lu

deveiop nNew aréas be.ause 1t, facultyis loss "locked 1u."

Faculty salaries are an important component of an institution's ability to

5 TN
1

3 o H : .
attract and retain hfé% quality faculty, but salaries are not a measure of
faculty quality. Faculty reputation is gn important indicator of institutional

quality, but there is not a set of comparable data available for evaluating

l
faculty across institutions. However, there are several reports currently

available which provide rough indicators of faculty quality and performance in

limited arcas of the total responsibility of faculty members.

24 ‘
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Table 7 \55/

Distﬂ@buﬁion of Faculty Salary by Rank and Percent Tenured R
Unjversity of Maryland and Designated Petts
<~ FY 1983 \
i Assp. Asgsis. Insgnuctér/
. ~ Faculty - Prof, Prof. Prmof. Lecturers Tenured
. - i * b ) . " ]
University of California oo
Berkeley ’ ) 1,428 -62.1% 16.8% 14.7% THHE ©77.9%
Davis . £ 776 42.7  25.9x 7.7 - 13.8 . 69.1
San Diego - 496 55.6 - ,22.6 - 16.5 9.2 - 76.8
Total California 2,700 55.3  20.5  15.9 8.3 75.2
N ' ‘ a v ‘ . . DT A8
University of Illinois o
Urbana-Champaign 2,008 U49.3% 27.%% 22.0% 6% 78.3%
University Center 837 32.6 35.0 28.9 3.5 TH.2
Healtﬂ‘Sqience 325 18.5 30.5 421 s 8.9 52.3
Total Illinois 5,230 42 29.9 26.4 1.6 75.1
\"\ @
UnlVerolly ol Miouiga..
Ann Arbo. ~ USSR B} SV D VIS | [ op oy OB
Dearborn 180 28.3 35.0 20.6 15.5 61.7
Flint ' 130 25.4 36 .2 2320 15.4 56.2
rmmchigan Soa y 818 521 23.3 21.3 3.3 77.0
Tatal Michigan 3,821 Ug.9 22.9 20.9 6.3 72.4

U. of North Ca. .... . ’
Chapel Hill 1,089 44 4% 25.3% 20.9% g.ug 66.9%

) North Carolina State 914 33.1  28.3 25.7.  12.9 59.4
. Total NortH Carolina 2,003 39.2 ‘26.1 23.1 11.0 63.5
. . R . ‘
University of Texas '
Austin 1,888 39.8% 25.6% 27.3% 7.3% 66.0%
Health Science-Houston 286 30.1 29.7 30.1 10.1 50.3
Texas A&M 1,506 32.1 27.4 30.5 10.0 53.3
Total Texas 3,680 35.9 26.7 28.8 8.6 59.6
UntvePSity o viigiaa 94y 36 5% 2y Uk 2838 o.8% 59.5%
VPI # W17 27,9  30.5  31.5 10.1 58.0
Total Vitginl 2,366 314 30.0 30.3 8.3 58.6
Unlve.sity of wi . .0 . . ,
Madison b oe dp 15 1k 18 2% 4, 5% (8.c»
Milwaukec 768 31.9 36.2 26.3 5.6~ 69.8
Total Wisconsin 2,209 51.8 22.4 21.0 4.8 . 15.3
Total Peers 20,009 U43.7% .25.5% 23.9% 6.9& 68.6%
University of Maryland ‘ ) _
College Park 1,308 30.6% 30.7% 25.8% 12.9% 63.29%
Baltimore City . 350 18.6 25.9 36.3 19.4 us5.1
Eastern Shore 82 7.3 1.6 h0.3 37.8 39.0»-
Baltimore County 273 18.3  42.5  23.1 16.1 sy 5941
Total Maryland 2,013 25.9 30.8 27.9 15.5 v 59.1

’ : '
NOTE: University College excluded because only 11 full-time faculty were
reported and at only one rank were more that 2 Individuals reported.
Source: HEGIS - Salarles, Tenure, and fringe Benefity of Full-Time Instructional
Faculty, 1982-83 , ‘ »
1 .
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In fﬁhe area of research, the Na;donal "Science Foundation compiles an

annual report on federai support to hniveréities,/ colleges, and selécted non-

I'd

profit iﬁstitutionsn While the ' federal government %F no the only sourge of
’ -, N g}r

»

research sdgbort, it is by far the, largest provider. "Both .the University of
Maryland Collggﬁa Park and*Baltimore City dgg\\émong the &pp 100 universities

- , . : R
receivihg federal résearch and development fupds nationally in Federal FY 1981.

.

N

(See Table 8) Collége Park ranked 50th and Baltimore City raﬁked\ﬁogh among the
* ’ ' AN .

top 100. Among public institutions in the top -100, College Park ran&éd 29th“and

‘Baltimore City ranked 36th of 67 institutions. Among the 17 peer campuses in

the top 100, College Park manked 11th and Baltimore Clty ranked 13th.  These

v
yanhlogo ludlcate a high level of success va Lthe parl ol Unlversity of Maryland

{ \ &
faculty ia competing for federal tesearch doilais
lhe Natlonal lnastitutes of tiealth hias pbbllbhéd a rfanklug of 1ts gAduUa tyu
public medical schools for Federal FY 198¢. The University of Maryland ranked

’

12th among 72 public mediecal schools receiving NIH extramural awards ana 5th

among 11 medical schools at peég institutions. (Sed>Table 9) Again, this ra king
IJ ~
indicates a high level of success among faculty competing for graﬁts. '

A second area 1in which comparative data are available is a recently

&

completed study of the quality of research-doctorate programs sponsored by ghg
@ .

Conference Board of Associated Research Councils and published By the National

Academy ol Soclehives 1ﬁe board Includes tepreoosentatives ol the Amerlican Councll

of lLeaified Soclell.s, the Amerlcan Councll pn bducation, the Soclal Sclence
Rescarch Council, and the National Research Council.

The spudy was qu;te complex and evaluated programs over a range of
measures. Amoﬁg the factors considered were the results of a regputational
survey conducted in,April, 1981.: Faculty memberg within each disgsgiine were
asked to rate programs in the areas of faculty competence and achievementg, the

4 %

effectiveness of the p%ogram in educating research scholars and scientists, and

" improvement in the program over the past five years. The }Landardized scores in
{ S

v

f,



QINSTITUTION [RANKED BY

AMOUNY RECEIVED

FLDERAL OBLIGATIONS 105

1974

RART. FOR FY 1981
TOTAL, ALL INSTIJUTIONS 2,085,204
) Jgrus HOPKINS UNIVERSITY. 39.5%%
2 MAXS INS1 DF TECHROLOGY 61,074
3 S1ANFORD UNIVERSITY 53,565
- - & UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON 5¢.909
& UNIY OF FAL LOS ANGELES 53,402
¢ UNIV OF CalL SAK DIEGD . 53,384
7 MARVARD UNKIVERSITY ,) 4B 48%
53 UNLY OF WIS-MADISON (61,095
9 COLNMBIA UNIV MAIN Div ~ 46,054
30 UNIV' OF PENNSYLYANIA 36,712
Jor1aL 151 10 INSTITUTIONS 500250
4411 UNIYERSITY OF MICHIGAN 39,931
12 YALE UNIVERSITY 37,671
© 33 CORNELL UNIVERSITY 33,810
\\§ 14 UNIVERSITY Of MINNESOL. 36,471
15 UNIV OF CAL SaN FRaNMTIS.o 2¢.329
4g#1¢ UNIV Of CAL BERKELEY 4s Q90
17 WLSHINGT DM UNIVERSITr 26.753
18 UNIVERSITY OF CHICAGO 33,217
419 UNIV OF JL1 URBANA 32.700
20 UNIV OF SOUTHERN CaL 23.493
YOTAL 381 20 INSTITUTIow: 63,715
21 PENNSYLVANIZ STATE UNIV 17.754
22 UNIVERSITY Di COLORADD 22.628
23 DUKE UNIVERSITY ) 22,974
24 UKV OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN 21,169
25 UNIVERSITY OF ROCHLSTER 21,250
26 OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY 19,642
27 YESHIVA UNIVERSITY 21.03¢
2E NER YORK UNIVERSITY 27,719
29 UNIVERSITY Of PI1TTSBURGCM 1L, 17
. 2 30 UNIV OF NC A1 CHAPEL HILL 20.78)
JOTAL 18T 30 INSTITUTIONS 1,05: 442
31 UNIVERSITY OF UTak 20.33¢
32 PURDU{ UNIVERSITY 17.953
33 UNIVERS]ITY OF ARIZ0wa 12.424
34 UKIVERSITY O JOm VE.549
35 BAYLOR COL OF MEDICINE 19,161
26 VEXAS A & ® UNIVERSITY 12.067
37 MICHIGAN STalt UNTVERSitY 34,371
38 CASE WESTERK RESERVE UNIV 17,774
39 GEORGI2 INSTITUTE OF VECH 6. 747
M0 CALIFORNIA INST OF TECH 19,807
TOJAL 1T 40 INSTIIUTIONS 211,831
4) MORTHAESTERN UKIVERSITY 16,548
42 UNIY OF CalL Davls 16,837
43 UNIVERSITY Of FLORIDA 13.026
44 UKV ALABAML BIRMINGHAM 15,854
45 INDIANA UNIVERSITY 14,232
46 UNIVERSITY OF MIAM] 12, 668
47 OREGON STATE UNIVERSITY 12,297
42 WOODS MOLE OCNGRPHIC 1NST 15.070
49 VANDERBILI URIVERSITY 12.746
P 50 UNIV OF 'BD COLLEGE PARK 11,746
YOTAL 1ST S0 INSTITUTIONS' 1,360.659
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RECLIVING THQ

1975
2,2&5@4&0

A1.2§1
2,715
58,665
60,235
54,203

43,550
48,836
49,358
4B 565
43,538

521,926

35 40
36,672

16,586
19,187

1,109,954

19,73
21,460
16,136
36,645
18,615

12,363

s 482,351

18,721
19,8237
16,257
15,507
13,132

¢

13,770

13,772
1,444,401

»

RESEARZH AN
LARGESY AMOUNTL:
\ -

197¢ |

2,430,979
¥ 45,03}
66,14t
62.824
€2,296
£8,724

63,267

82,473

£3,351]
50,889
41,335

558,316

4z 302
40,759
41,675
46 ,3¢3
32,137

45_139
31,363
42,343
34,088
35.717

954,402

21,953
26,084
27,220
21,553
23,574

21.875
23,840
4337104
19,484
23,514

1.196.603

22,449
24,342
37,779
17,640
16,120

14 554
17.997
12 .84}
12.621
22,221

A 282.967

20.082
19.460
15,617
19,864
15,621

20,765
¥»,761
15,222
14,156
16,034

1,555,549

Table 8
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DEVELOPE MY
Ty

(DOLLARS 1IN THOUSANDS)

1977
2,803,030

T gT.IOO

91,953
73,685
69,882
£3,573

70,897
 8E,25)
%5639
60,518
4t , 378

tAb B7¢6

52 895
47,485
50,320
50,160
36,103
a5 094
37,861

\ At D&t
. &, 825

’§g7,739
1,091,404

23,019
30,059
30,054
29,142
2¢,49]

25,304
2¢, 244
35, 72¢
21,577
21,348

1,360,373

24 99¢
23,945
25.29¢
21,53
20,338

14,9594
20,179
20,175
19,243
25,085

i 075,762

23,468
22,413
12.67)
18.862
16,77

74,123
19,221
15,986
16,876
18,535

1,772,691

LI - -

10 STH 300 UnIvERSTIIES AN TOUAOLS 1 .
197e-8] 2 . .
- - N " N N [

[ . - :
1978 ‘19807 1981

1979

3.3t 273 'q:,av:,eoii' 4,157,718 4,409,343

BTIN I
114,705
80, RO5

K;z,5oo
9 878
77,249

,089%
5,530
6. 264

§7,047

B72 948

58 739
54,033
58,729
59,935
46,528

5C a7
42,260
49,239
43,495
42,908

1 379,291

42,106
32,198
34,790
317,352
-33,813

3N
26.71)0
38,283,
2¢ . 0Bb
2¢ 714

1.713,580,

29,567
29 .RE3
2¢.550
24.55)
26,47¢

20,263
21,921

2 v63 112

26 .958
27,827
21,690
21,511
19,158

25.761
1B, 646
19,625
20,151
19,401

2,188,840

/

24, 463 240.C7%  ¥363,429
110,681 142,094 346,035
94,030 104,610 10¢,073
BE.332 . 100517 TR TS
g7 e l7.23p‘% . 95,210
7 v N
I 85,987 7. 427 91,403
M43 84,554 87,830
535,982 80,830 86,918
FYSNTE) 81,511 83659
66122 71,085 . 76,136
1,032,890 1,084,080 1,236,656
& oo 71,935 & 73,99
63,217 68,938 73,528, .
69,257 75 .t - :
64.792 76. 068 72.001
59,475 62,171 64,814
54,800 50,427 . 64,065
AL 364 52.529 54,170
50,924 50.592 53.992
45, J€5 50,797 53,580
50.179 alp, 343 49,221
1.602.270 1,€9), 648 1,868,697 N
44,257 AL . 463 47,099
3¢,049 44,823 At , 146
41.873 42.6EB5 44,287
37,913 A0, 434 ©43.15¢
30,427 41,324 42,983
33,673 37,312 42,899
35,401 40,275 42.590
35987 39,494 40, 63¢ «
31.522 33,246 3,512
40,433 35,795 35,447
1,977,805 2,095,457 2,296,052
v
25,524 31.966 3,163
3117 3 .853 3,549
30,375 33,887 35,308
33,284 3% .4677 35300
29,80¢ 31,784 35,062
26 426 26,979 34,398
21,394 2t B3¢ 34,000
29,606 3).420 33,744
24,146 27,868 33.136
31,680 35,552 32,959
« 177,165}5 2,415,319 Z.645,65)
31,520 31,983 32, 4hb
33,616 42,245 31,7157
22,129 25,467 30,845
26,847 26,995 29,970
20,730 26,7170 29,276
27,360 27.9%¢ 28,956
23,158 29,690 27,669
19,13} 230427 27,633
21,747 25,978 27,42¢
21,049 26 462 27,313
2,524,450 2,702,323 2,938,942
¥
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Table 8 -

2

L S

FEDERAL OBLIGAYTIONG FOF RISEARCH £N[ DEVELOPMINI 1C TH! TOC UNIVERSTVIES AND COLLEGES )/

. RECEIVING THE LARGESY AMOUNTS: FY 1974-B) ¢
CONTINLEO N
(DOLLARS IN THOUSANDS |

INSTIYUTION (RANKED BY
AHOUNT RECELIVED

1979

20,925
22,686
20,270
19,410
19,011

16,562
21,429
23,943
13,847
18,374

2,720,907

17,163
16,729
21,13
14,817
14,729

20,140
16.635
14,638
17,467
14,304

2,890,650

¢ 14,57¢
13,58
9.799
10,985
12,268

3,031,364

14,795
12.851
15,314
1¢ 508
9.586

3,153,887

8.764
12,199
11.8¢9
11.272
11,907

9.081

3,265,421

2,917,516

19,68¢
20,710
21,799
18,449
19,234

17,952
lzane
16,336
20,345
16,028

3,107,504

21,803
17,05¢
22,318
15,605
1€.82)

12,478
15,681

3,269,400

15,314
15,36¢
13,60¢
16,467
11,153

11,282

7,250
12,017
13,162
13,982

3,399,003

10, 94¢
11,92¢
12,035
10.4B¢
12,970

8.970
8,655
10,287
17.9%0¢
9.94)

3,513,125

RANK FOR FY 19B1), 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978
8] BDSION UNIVERSITY 12,422 13,325 15,53 17,212 19.763
B2 UNTVERSITY OF VIRGINIA 11,325 12,089 - 14,319 17.43¢ 19,151
EY U TEX HLIN SC] CIR DALLAS 10,290 10,662 . 11,474 15,688 1¢,084
&4 PRINCETON UNIVERSITY 13,537 16,038 15,185 16,685 17,410
&5 UNIVERS1TY OF CONNECTICUT 8,495 9,488 10,547 12,922 15,072
86 CARNEGIE-MELLON UNIV 7,097 10,P14 ° 10,761 13,449 13,973
&) COLORADD STATE UNIVERSITY 13,588 16,110 17.003 18,990 21,019
‘88 UNIV OF MAWALI-HANOA 15,668 15,029 16,512 19,200 17,4
89 UYN1V OF CAL JRVINE 8.409 8,920 9,574 10,33p 11,9
JE-60 UN1V OF MD BALT PROF SCH 10,143 11,925 13,121 15,312 16,592
164AL 18T 60 INSTITUTIONS 1,471,633 1,567,981 1,689,581 1,929,915 2.357,232
61 ROCKEFELLER UNIVIRSITY 1C,916 12,045 12,894 25,371 17.473
62 U TENNESSEE KNOXVILLE 8,093 8,674 11.636 13,375 18,545
63 CUNY M1 SINAI "SCH OF RED 13,627 15,507 15,613 16,707 18,868
: &4 SUNY A1 STONY BROOX 6,894 1.671 9,749 11,445 12,651
65 LOUISTANR STATE UKIV 7,960 71,980 8.565 10,085 13,888
66 UNIVERSITY OF NENW MEXICO 8.492 9,330 . 11,265 14,196 18, 440
67 UNKIVERSITY OF CINCINNAT] 9,317 8.718 11,629 9.657 13,430
6% RUIGERS THE ST UNIV OF NJ 9.415 9,999 9,082 10,272 13.69%>
69 UNIY OF YEX CANCER CENTER 10,033 14,82) 15,622 17.060 21,213
70 EMORY UNIVERSITY S 9,724 - 12,087 13,750 12,257 12,921
TOTAL 15T .70 INSYIIU110N$ 1,566,304 1,674,873 1,809,386 2,060,542 2,51¢8,3%5¢
71 UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS 10,234 10,743 12,3465 14,473 16,227
72 UNIVERSITY OF GEORG1A 1,327 9,527 9,328 10,762 14.258
PE75 N C STATE UNTV AT RALEIGH 7,725 8.363 8,50] 11,48E 11,606
74 VIRGINIA COHMONN.TH UNIV 8§26 5.720 7.296 ©9,415 11,368
T5 VA POLYIECH 1NS1 & ST U 6,59] 7,836 8.349 9,966 14,507
7¢ SUNY AT- BUFFALO , 9.348 11,346 12,432 12,488 13,208
‘77 BROAN UNIVERSITY ] 7,527 2,086 9,764 9,988 11,789
& 78 TUFIS UNJVERSITY . 6,097 6,524 5.7197 6,749 7.742
79 UTAH STLTE UNIVERSIT B, 464 7.83 - 8,135 7.187 8,015
80 UNJ\ OF MASS AT AMALRST 7.53% 8,190 8.202 10,018 10,975
TOTAL-IST 80 INSTITUTIONS 1,642,423  1.754,844 1,899,557 2,163,077 2,635,051
{ 8) UNJVERSITY OF DAYTON 5,697 6,306 6,643 10,690 12,222
82 TEHPLE UNIVERSITY 10,314 10,285 12,090 12.43¢ 12,559
83 GLORGI WASMINGIOM UKIV 9.532 10,531 9,439 13.512 13,028
84 UNJV OF M]SSOUR] COLUHBIA 8,959 9.42¢ 9.784 12,519 13,676
85 U TEX MLTH SCI CTR 5 aNlDy 2,720 3.012 4,292 5,781 1.38
8¢ U TEX HLTH SCI CTR HOUSTH 1.267 2,182 8.711 5,584 8.748
87 UNIVERSITY OF NOTR[ DAME 4,152 3,628 4,585 £,390 5,534
*I UKJV OF TLL MED CI1P CHGO 4,664 4,750 5.613 7,634 7.924
89 WHASHINGIOM STATE UNIV 4,783 6,049 6,436 7,870 8,959
- 90 UNIVERSITY OF KENIUCKY 7.585 7,977 B.757 10.210 12,087
T0TAL 1ST 90 INSTITUTIONS 1,708,09¢ 1,823,567 1,974,507 2,254,701 2,740,172
91 UNIV OF CAL SANIA BARBARA 3,487 4,537 4,824 $.728 8,372
92 WLYNE STATE UNIVERSITY 5,465 .27 7.626 10,342 10.495
93 UNIV OF VT & ST, AGRIC COL 6147 9.32) 8.234 9.574 12,059
94 Niw MLXICO STATE UNIV 6,70 - 8.9% 10,43) 12,268 16,260
95 UNIV OF RHODE ISLAND 5,29; 4,855 6,156 9,415 8,445
94 COL OF MID & DINT OF W J 5.35* 4,830 5,744 6,7 7.658
97 UNJV OF WEBRASKA-L]NCOLN 5,583 5,051 5,505 6.379 6,288
98 SYRACUSE UNIVERSITY 4,643 5,845 5,211 6,33 6,476
99 UNIY OF ALASKA FAIRBANKS N/A N/a N/a H/A 20, 144
300 DARTMOUTH COLLEGE 5,210 4,908 5,725 4,563 7.225
TOTAL 1ST 100 INSTITUTIONS 1,755,564 1,878,185 2,035,965 2,328,655 2,843,594
1/ DOES MOT INCLUDE RLD OBLIGATIONS TO UNIVERSITY-ASSOCIATED
FEDIRALLY FUNDED RESEARCHM AND DEVELOPKENT“CENTERS (FFRDC'S).
SEE VABLES B-46 AND B-48. -
2/ SE[ FOOTNOTE REFEAENCE 1 AT END Of TABLE 8-1.
WOTE: DAYA FOR EACH YEAR REFLECT SUPPORT FROM THE AGENCIES INCLUDED IN THI SURVEY SYSTEM FOR THAT YEAR.
SOURCE: WATIOMAL SCIENCE FOURDATION
-
* 1 4
Pererr Inist ittt on
)
!
2/
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3,165,348

19.952
19,933
19,874
19,602
19,005

18.97¢
1E,766
18,011
17,789
17,374

3,354,630

115.13]
3,517,229

15,049
14,475
14,503
14,477
13,314

3,768,339



- . _ Table 9

, .
SUMMARY OF NIH EXTRAMURAL AWARDS TO PUBLIC MEDICAL SCHOOLS
BY RANK OF INSTITUTION AND ACTIVITY

V FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDED SEPTEMBER 30, 1982 h « _
: TOTAL AWARDS
RANK "INSTITUTION NUMBER. AMOUNT
1 . University of California, San Francisco 439 $55,746,756
2 University of Washington : 332 43,556,595
3 University of California, Los Angeles . 311 34,920,744
4 University of Minnesota, Minneapolis . 258 28,948,310
*5 University of Michigan g 232 28,948,310 .
¥ 6 University of California, San Diego ‘ 233 o 25,659,613
7 University of Texas, Southwestern . 218 25,015,325
¥» 8 ¢ University of North Carolina 227 24,723,614
9~ University of Iowa 208 24,?97,998
X*10 University of Wisconsin : 185 24,269,052
11 University of Alabama 166 - 23,997,717
12 UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND ~ : 116 18,996,932
13 University of Colorado - 185 17,835,925
14 University of Utah 122 16,338,283
*15 University of Virginia 168 14,383,620
16 University of Téxas, San Antofio ) 144 14,343,687
17 University'of Cincinnati | : 105 13,590,701
18 Medical College of Virginia of VCU F 139 13,375,263
19 University of Arizona > 92 ., 12,422,855
20 University of Illinc.s , . 120 11,259,675
¥ 21 University of jexas, Houston\\\ 124 9,888,867
S22 University of Connecticut : 111 9,815,213
23 Indiana University : 9 o4 9,528,922
24 Uhiversity of Texas, Galveston - 122 9,459,536
25 University of Florida - 116 o 9,425,063
26 University of Vermont . } 70 .-9,085,587
27 . Louisiana State University, New Orleans 70 9,085,776
28 University of Oregon o 76 8,405,910
29 SUNY Stony Brook Health Science Center 93 8,004,408
30 University of Tennessee B4 7,911,937
31 Pennsylvania State University ‘ o 85 7,821,256
32 Ohio State University 64 7,670,474
33 SUNY Buffalo . 76 7,630,110

54 University of Maésachussetts 68 7,032,326




Table Y (continued)

35 - . Wayne State University

36 University of New Mexico
37  SUNY Downstate Medical Center
QKPB . Univers%zy of California, Davis
29 . Medical University of South Carolina
40  University of California, Irvine
| 41 University of Kansas _
42 Upniv. of Med. & Dent. of NJ, Newark
43 Medical College of Georgia ) ’
44 Univ. of Med. & Dent. of NJ, Rutgers
45 SUNY Upstate Medical Center
46 University of Mississippi
47 - University of Missouri, Columbia
a8 University of Kentucky
49 University of Nebraska
50 Michigan State University
51 Medical College of Ohio at Toledo
52 . University of South Alabama
.53 University of Oklahoma
54 University of Puerto Rico
55 University of Louisville
56 University of South Florida
57 West Virginia University
58 University of Arkansas .
"~ 59 University of HI John A. Burns School of Medicine
60 Texas Tech University
61 U. S. Uniformed Services University
.62 Wright State University
63 University of South Carolina
¥ 64 Texas A & M University
65 Louisiana.State University, Shreveport
66 East Carolina University
67 Marshall University
68 ,Southern Illinois University
69 University of Nevada
70 University of North Dakoia
71 University of South Dakota
72 East Tennessee State Unive@si{y o0
*peer Institution SOURCE : N;tional Institutes of Health

2y

76
50
72
75
78
73
75
55
49
44
60
40
58
54
37
45
36
43
40
17
33
34
30
33
15
25
31

14

19

15
11

11
10

6,875,779
6,710,024
6,654,879
6,477,804
6,425,480
5,796:805
5,244,827
5,154,160
5,045,360
4,868,377
4,679,014
4,503,3;6
4,401,964
4,384,449
3,756,829
3,628,715
3,181,699
3,070,697
2,642,219
2,327,428
2,225,269
1,938,749
1,912,375
1,895,716
1,783,796
1,304,140
1,288,514
990,521
1,957,360
916,290
666,993
568,584
519,276
512,348
479,886
477,158
249,512
183,887



the area of faculty quality and achievements have been used td rank programs by
many individuals reporting the findings of this study. While it is important to
acknowledge the limitations of reputational surveys, the results can be used as
an indicator of relative standing. Table 10 provides an overall ranking of
faculty quality for the Univesity of Maryland-College Park and peers with rated
progﬁams. In ihis analysis, College Park ranks 10th among 16 peers. Because
each campus 1is rated on a different number of graduate programs, it 1is also
useful to compare College Park to peer institutions for each program offered at

College Park. Tables 11-15 show the standardized scores and the rank order of

rated programs. As can be seen in these tables, College Park faculty ranked//

high in Mathematics, Physics, Electrical Engineering andeconomiés, and compared
favorably with rated peers in most disciplines. While these ratings are limited

to faculty invdived in research doctorate programs, it suggests that the quality

]

of Maryland faculti%is competitive with faculty at peer institutions.

Administrators

The administrative structure of universities varies considerably from
institution to institution, making comparisons somewhat difficult. However,
there is no question that highly competent administrators are an essential
component of‘a_high quality institution. AS is the case with faculty, the
institution must offer competitive lear;es in order Yo attract and retain the
best qualified individuals in administrative poéitioqs.

In the area of administrative salaries, the University of Maryland aépears
to lag somewhatn behind 1its peers. The SBHE staff was unable to obtain
administrative salaries for individual peer institutions because of concerns
about releasing the salaries of readily identifiable individuals. Consequently,
the staff requested that the College and University Personnel Association
prepare a speciai tabulation using information reported by peer institutions in

“
its annual survey. All but three campuses from the peer gH@ﬁp had participated

21

30



Table 10

National Research Council Study of Doctoral Granting Institutions

University of Maryland - College Park

Rank Ordering with Peer Institutions
(Average of All Ranked Disciplines)

/

Category: Faculty Quality 7
Number
of
Rank Institution Score Disciplines
1 Berkeley T 66.7 37
2 Ann Arbor 61.6 30
3 Madison 60.5 34
4 Urbana 60.5 30 .
5 Austin 58.3 30
6 San Diego 57.2 23
7 UNC Chapel Hill 56.1 29
8 Davis 53.5 26
9 U of Virginia 52.6 26
10 College Park - 51.4 25
11 U of I1l Chi Cir 50.6 9
12 Michigan State 50.5 28
13 VPI 49.3 16
14 NC State 47.7 18
15 Texas A&M 45.9 18
16 Milwaukee . 44.1 11
e

Note: The faculty quality rankings were obtained from
i~ National Academy of Sciences data by sorting the
somputer file into descending order on the faculty
ranking raw score within discipline and counting the
position from the first program listed.

;

g
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Table 11
Standardized Scores and Rank Order of 7
Evaluations of Faculty Scholarly Competence and Achievement
University of Maryland and Peers

PHYSICAL SCIENCES AND MATHEMATICS

-~

Computer
Chemistry Science Mathematics Physics Statistics
S R S R S R S R S R
&

University of California ‘

Berkeley T4 1 70 1 72 1 72 1 72 1
Davis 55 10 "~ ub 13 48 . 13
San Diego 62 .5 51 T 57 6 65 3

University of Illinois . :
Urbana-Champaign 69 2 63 2 63 b 67 2 57 il
University Center 47 14 54 . 8 W 15
Health Science . ‘

University of Michigan : . _
Ann Arbor 58 9 bU 3 60 7 53 5
Dearborn '

Flint

Michigan State 60 8 39 9 50 11 56 8 53 5

U. of North Carolina -

Chapel Hill 62 5 52 6 53 9 53 9 63 3
North Carolina State 45 15 by 14 45 14 53 / 5

University of Texas '

Austin - 63 4 57 3 56 7 62 4
. Health Science-Houston - ) 43 16 46 10
"iTexas A&M ‘ 61 7 3% 10 50 12 53 5

University of Virginia 52 12 4ho: 8 -53 gf 9 53 9

VPI u8 13 47 12 52 1 51 9

University of Wisconsin
Madison 69 2 57 3 . 65 2 B 5 66 2
Milwaukee 43 16 ) 15 W2 17

University of Maryland .

College Park 54 11 56 5 58 5 61 5 37 11

TOTAL PROGRAMS RANKED 16 - _ 10 15 17 1

‘ 4

S = Standarized Score

R = Rank

Source: Conference Board of Assodiated Research Councils Study of Research
Doctoral Programs

o 23 : o




Table 12

: Standardized Scores and Rank Order of
Evaluations of Faculty Scholarly Competence and Achievement
University of Maryland and Peers

ENGINEERING
. Chemical Civil Electrical Mechanical
Engineering Engineering Engineering Engineering
. S R S R S R S R -
' University of California '
Berkéley 71 2 75 1 75 1 73. -1
Davis : 55 T o 49 10 53 b
San Diego 58 5
University of Illinois . )
Urbana-Champaign ) 64 3 72 2= 73 2 ., 63 3
' University Center - h - 45 12 50 9
Health Science '
University of Michigan
Ann Arbor 57 % 61 4y 64 3 65 2
Dearborn '
Flint
Michigan State 42 10 47 10 50 8 Lg 10

U. of North Carolina
Chapel Hill-

North Carolina State 50 6 54 8 49 10 53 6
University of Texas .

Austin 61 L 67 3 60 i} 57 5

Health Science-Houston
Texas A&M. 48 7 56 6 45 12 46 13
University of Virginia 48 T u7 10 Is 12 49 10
WI , 52 9 50 8 53 6
University of Wisconsin *

Madison 72 1 59 5 56 7 60 ]

Milwaukee
University of Maryland

College Park 47 9 L6 12 58 5 49 10
TOTAL PROGRAMS RANKED 10 12 14 13

J

S = Standarized Score ,
R = Rank

Source: Conference Board of Associated Research Councils Study of Research
Doctoral Programs

34




’ ! Table 13 ’

Standardized Scores and Rank Order of
Evaluations of Faculty Scholarly Competence and Achlevement
University of Maryland and Peers

I

. SOCIAL SCIENCES 7 L
o " Political
/7 Economics- Geography History Science Psych Sociclogy
) ~ s R, S R S R S R S R_S R
University of California - - " .
Berkeley =~ . 65 1 66 1 71 1 77 1 69 2 69 2
Davis 53 1 U5 9 53 10 47 11 48 12 52 9
San Diego . 58 4 56 7 53 T 66 u4 58 7
University of Illinois ’ :
Urbana-Champaign 5U 9. 58 3 56 7 57 5 67T 3 60 .5
University Center 53 10 53 11 51 12

Health Science

University of Mlchlgan

Ann Arbor 63 3 52 5 68 2 170 2 70 1 69 _ 2
Dearborn ’
Flint N )

Michigan State 55 7T 51 6 49 12 52 8 56,9 53 8

¢ U. of North Carolina ’ Ly -

Chapel Hill 54 9 49 7 62 4 60 4 62 T 67 4
North Carolina State u7 14 42 15 Qo 14

University of Texas ‘
Austin 4g 13 u8 8 59 6 54 6 63 6 60 .5
Health Science-Houston N

Texas A&M 52 12 4y - 1

University of Virginia 56 6 60 5 52 8 58 8 52 9

VPI . 55 7 47 13 " 13

University of Wisconsin

Madison 65 1 66 1 .65 3 66 3 64 5 T0 1

Milwaukee 43 15 53 4 U6 12 ul 1y
University of Maryland ~ '

College Park - 58 4 45 9 54 9 51 10 5410 52 9
“TOTAL PROGRAMS RANKED 15 1M1 12 | 12 15 14

%
S = Standarlzed Score
R = Rank
Source: Conference Board of ASSOciated Research Councils Study of Research
Doctoral Programs )
) _ : | v
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Table 1M:

Standardized Scores and Rank Order of
Evaluations of Faculty Scholarly Competence and Achievement -
University. of Maryland and Peers

. A
HUMANITIES

“

Art History English - French Music Spanish

S R S R S R S R ° S R
University of California .
Berkeley 6U 1 71 1 61 2 67 1 67 2
Davis ’ ’ 51 12 53 . 7 ‘ 47 10
San Diego 56 8 41 8 62 5
University of Illinois AN “\\Q
Urbana-Chafipaign 58 7 60 U 63 59 6

University Center . y
Health Science

University of Michigan {
Ann Arbor , 58 2 61 3 61 2 62 3 65 3
Dearbérn
Flint ,

Michigan State ) 54 10 ‘46 9 4o 9 45 1

U. of North Carolina
Chapel Hill 53... 3 60 y 54 6 60 y 55 7
. North Carolind State

University of Texas

Austin , ys 6 59 6 53 7 5 69 1
Health Science-Houston ‘
Texas A&M . 42 13
University of Virginia 50 4y 70 2 62 1 53 8
VPI
Univefsity of Wisconsin )
Madison . 41 7 60 y 56 5 48 6 63 y
Milwaukee i 52 11
University of Maryland
College Park ug 5 56 8 43 10 48 6 53 8
TOTAL PROGRAMS RANKED 7 13 10 9 11
S = Standarized Score
R £ Rank
Source: Conference Board of Associated Research Councils Study of Research
Doctoral Programs : ‘ :
t
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Table 15

0

Standardized Scores and Rank Order of
Evaluations of Faculty Scholarly Competence and Achievement
University of Maryland and Peers . €3

BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES

‘ Biochemistry Microbidlggyfﬁ Botony Zoology
S R S R S R S R
Unive}sity of California’
Berkeley . nm 1 58 7 65 \\ﬁf 70 1
Davis o 61 6 64 3 68 1 58 y
San Diego 66 3 68 1
University of Illinois ’ , )
Urbana-Champaign 62 y 60 6 i
University Center ¥
Health Science
University of Michigan v
Ann Arbor 62 y 62 5 64 % Yy
Dearborn
Flint ‘ .
Michigan State 57 1 57 8 60 - 6 53 7
U. of North Carolina . 3
Chapel Hidl 56 8 60 6 58 <9 58 y
North Garolina State 4s 12 49 14 59 8 y7 9
University of Texas P ;
Austin 54 10 56 9 68 1 65 3
Health Science-Hq?ston 53 11 53 12
Texas A&M ’ 4s - 12 31 16 45 1 38 1
, [N anang
University of Virginia 55 9 56 9
VPI 41 16 LY 11 45 11 51 8
University of Wisconsin
Madison 71 1 62 4 64 4 66 2
Milwaukee . 38 13 4o -10
University of Maryland
College Park 42 15 52 - 13 47 10 56 .6
Baltimore City 45 12 41 15 ‘
TOTAL PROGRAMS RANKED 4 16 16 13 11
S = Standarized Score
R = Rank

Source: Conference Board of Associated Research Councils Study of Research
Doctoral Programs
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. in the Fall 1982 survey. The three not included were University of California-
Pavis, - North Carolina State University, and University of Texas-Health Science
Center at Houston. Table yF COmpaifsv average salaries for twenty-three

administrative positions at the University of Maryland with median salaries at

the peer institutions y ki at a larger sample of public universities enrolling

20,000 gr more studefits, As can be seen from this table, administrative
. . \
salaries at the University of Maryland are consistently and substantially below

medians for the peer group and the larger group of public universities.
o L ' ‘

o

Academic Programs’

%
The array of academic programs offered By an institution provides the most

straightforward ‘evidence of the range of instructional opportunities the

institution is providing to .its students. Tables 17, 18, "and 19 show the

>

distribution of degrees awarded by the University of Maryland compared to peers
at the bachelors, masters, and doctoral level. Because of the dfbersity in
At .

program titles and options, the program classification used for this comparison

is the HEGIS'ta"ﬂnohy ne 7 ohy NCFS, N new tavoramy is  b-~fan fplemented and

should be fully i »Hlac .. ’ o 982 ir 18 were given’
the option of using the new or ... ol “axo: .y reporting de...¢es awarded.

Among the.University of Maryandvand its reers, only institutions in Michigan and
Virginia used the new taxonomy, so thé comparisons are based on the old taxonomy
with data from thése two states excluded.
v o
At the bachelor's degree level, the distribution of degrees awarded by
progrgm area ét the University of Maryland is similaf to that of the p?er group
as a whole. The areas which show the greatest differences are Engineering,
where the Unfversity of Maryand awards aLsmailer pnppor£ion o. its total degrees
than do peers and Health Professions, ‘whe;e the University awards a higher
proportién of its degrees than do peers. When coﬁparisons are made to
individual peer stateé, there is greater variation, but the.largesthdifferences
in most cases are situations uniq2 to the individ item or example, the
University of Q@lifornié AL a m:ch highe. poopor: o1 degrees in

28
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*¥eansalary data for all campuses have been used to avoid reporting individual salaries. Data are not available to ca

Table 16

Comparative Administrative Salaries
by CUPA Position Title

University of Maryland and Peers

" 198248

. Average Salary
by, Dosition

Median Salary
by Position

241
Percent

Median Salary
by Position

Public Universities
University of Maryland Designated Peers Difference  Enrolling 20,000+ ~Difference

.
41
Furcent

Chief‘Executive {Multi-Campus System) aﬁ 580,358
Chief Executive {Single-Campus System) | T, NL4e0
Executive Vice President l . 12,575
Chief Academic Affairs o 55,19
Chief Business Affairs | n~53,251
Chief Student Affairs ’ 88,098
Chief Development . ' , 41,468
Chief Public Relations ’ 34,075
Chief Personnel ' 41,718
2 Chief Budget ' o304
Director Legal Services 43,400
Registrar’ 36,435 ..
Director Libraries - 43,351
D ector Computer Center ' BRIV
Director Institutional Researcﬂ ; - / 32,941
Administrator Grants and Contracts S 9%
Director of Affirmative Action 32,453
Controller . ﬂ ' " }2,905
Chief Physical Plant 4,475
Oirector of Purchasing . - 31,764
Director of Campus Secutiry : 34,623
- Director of Admissions o ) 30,608
Direftor of Financial Aid ) 9,17

. ! . 7

I <

institutions or CUPA groupings.

O
- SOURCE:
ERIC

=

A ! . .
College and University Personnel Associatinn

»

]

584,347
80,000

’

73,000
65,750
55,472
55,000
43,200
15,600
46,400
51,558
42,998
56,400
50,000
35,500
17,400
12,600
52,400
50,000
36,100
39,120
39,690
36,175

{

!

5.0%

14.0
3.6
2.5
15.3
0.6
%.8

9.3
2.3
18.8
18.0
0.l

11

v

.8

1

6.9,

Ll
2.1
1.4
13,7

18.0
1.7

a7

$80,358 0%
16,0000, 83
I
65,174 (10.2)
69,480 2.]
61,800 16,
57,000 18.5
52,760 2.2
45,000 .1
3,800 5.0
[0 5.9
52,500 21,0
0,000 % 101
54,000 2.6
51,400 113
18,044 15,5
' 44,076 2,5
36,500 12,5
8,800 DT
<T47,0%0 5,4
, .
11,29 1.4
19, 264 1.4
17,900 2.8
' 17,500 2.0

]

lculate mean salaries for peer
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¢ % _ Table 10

Master's Deregs Marded 19H1-A.

Feeeent by Drseipline
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ot i Nerth
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Table 19/‘
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vBLolbgiéal Sciences‘and Social Sciences than the University of Maryland and a
muoh’léﬁe?'pépcentage in Education and Business. These difference in California
holdAWpen compared.'to other peer systéms as well. Texas is higher than all the

B H N\
other. systems 1in the area of BusThess. Texas and 1Illinois award a high
B - L4
propartion of total bachelor's degrees in Engineering. These differences

reé}édt to a large extent diffefences in currigular  -emphases at different

institu@ions. On the whole, howgver;.the similarities between the University of

: Méryland and' the peers are greater Lhah.the‘differenéeé at the-bachelor's level.

Greater varlatlous 1in degrees. awarded by discipline are‘to be expected at

N

the graduatle level. Bocause rewer degr;ﬁs Yre awarded, a relatively small
nuwt.er ol Jdegicss can Jhange ‘d pergentage substantiglly. Institutloans als. tend

-

Lo wunveulialte résLUArcees mocre and emphaSiLc a more limlited number of programs at
the graduate level. Comparisons of lndividual 1Institutions weulud show more

diversgity than is apparent in reviewling consolidated groupings.

e “
At the master's level Maryland awards degrees in a generally similar

7

pattern to/peers. The largest differences are 1in the field of* Education and

Public Affairs‘and Service, where the University awarded a significantly higher

&

proportion of _degrees than peers, and Engineering and Business, where the

‘UniVePSlty awarded a lowgr proportlon than Jdi1d pecrs.

At thy doctoral level grraler var lallon la observed belween  the Unlverslly

§

and 1ty peers Ve Lhiiaoa LI the docloral aege sen awar ded abl Lhe Unlveroslly of
Maryand are in cLg Lield o ediication lhio 13 a wuch highet propourtion than
'

any Lpeers. The universit, awards fewer degrees proportionately than peers in

the archs of Biological and Physieal Seiences and Fngineering.



Libraries

T4

A critical resource for the support of academic programs is the fﬁbrary. A
university cannot compete with the top 1institutions 1in the country with

inadequate library resources.

Table 20 displays information on the libraries at the University of

p

Maryland and at its designated peer campuses for whom information was published

by the Association of Research Libraries. Table 21 displays library data per

full-time eduivalent student so that meanlngful comparisons can be made.

’ The Assouclation ul Research Librarles has developed a compuslite ranklng of
the llbiailco 4l donstitutlons of  hlgher cducallon Lhat asslghs varlous welghts
Lo Voeautes hota volumes added,  ospendlug ol maletlals and salairles and the
Luwe el o0 Corrent  serlalo In Lhe 1llirary o lleollon. lable 20U alosu gives the
ARl Lank Lot t.. libia, dco the Unlverslity of Mai,land  at Cullege Pa.k's
1ibrary was ranked 41 by ARL, wnile the library at the University of California
at Berkeley was rated second. Three other libraries at campuses of the
designated peers werec ranked in the top ten. . .

When the Jdata per student are examineda, the 9niversity of Maryland at
voullege  Parh  cxpended $e2i0/ pCl\' [ull tlme equlvalent student (rlbks, while the
peor Lu3lllullons capended  $361 perr ELES fur the Litrary. For  salarles  of
L. oy el o, con Uhe pevs suolliull o way cud.d ?guu poer ol el ohidde Loliox-
ta b c&.‘h“l ol $y 8 o LU adent thie poect dnolloutl oo vt Lhe avelage
addel fourt vol .;rles , 61 liene data, o, & wnole, ludicate L}fmt in  very caltegory
the University of Maryland w.3 at o l.vel about unalf of its pecers.

L)
SN
'é}» i
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. ' TABLE 20 .
UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND AND ITS DESIGNATED PEERS
LIBRARIES

1981-1982
VOLUMES SPENDING ~ SPENDING  TOTAL
\ IN . VOLUMES ,  CURRENT FOR FOR HEGIS ARLY
LIBRARY ADDED SERIALS ~ MATERIALS  SALARIES EXPENDITURES  RANK
. .
CALIFORNIA; |
BERKELEY 6,117,424 189,651 102,265 - 169,260 11,670,545 19,831,116 2,
DAVIS 1,753,213 71,668 45,207 3,002,697 4,946,113 10,676,547 25,
SAN DIEGO 1,507,875 48,270 27,904 2,248,442 4 264 153 8,399,483 1,

SUBTOTAL, CALIFURNIA 9,378,512 309,589 .+ 175,376 9,420,399 20,880,811 38,907,146
ILLINOIS:

URBANA~CHAMYALGN 0,242,619 151,490 93,913 4,019,841 6,666,517 11,685, 498 9.
SUBTOTAL, ILLINOLS 6,242,615 151,490 93,913 4,019,841 6,666,517 11,685,498
MICHIGAN: '
ANN ARBOR SIL LAY 105,482 ou 688 3,677,902 7,516,157 13,292,820 8.
MICHIGAN S1AlL 2,807,156 92,929 20,301 2,296,850 3,917,646 6,125,974 35.
* SUBTOTAL, MICHiuA« 8,288,328 198,411 80,989 5,974,752 11,433,803 19,418,794
NORTH CAROLINA:
UNC - CHAPEL HLLL £ B39y 858 VY, 39,993 3,920,990 4,945 302 10,284,109 16.
SUBTOTAL, N. CAROi iua 2,839,858 117,059 39,593 3,520,990 4,945,302 10,284,105
TEXAS:
A AND M 1,403,913 45,293 15,223 1,983,973 2,609,301 5,958,566 9.
UT - AUSTIN 4,846,764 14, 642 60,000 4,847,047 7,587,294 10,372,515 7.
SUBTOTAL, TEXAS 6,250,277 189,935 . 75,223 6,830,620 10,196,595 16,331,081
VIRGINIA: by o
U. OF VIRGINIA o 2,466,753 75,163 25,003 2,693,004 4,415,944 B 682,418 23.
VPI ‘ 1,334,979 49,364 21,635 2,117,884 2,605,973 6,570,122 5T.
SUBTOTAL, VIKGINIA 3,801,732 124,527 46,638 4,810,888 7,021,917 15,252,540
WISCONSIN:
MADISON 4, 184,038 104,191 53,836 3,352,000 6,815,220 12,289,341 12,
SUBTOTAL , WLSCUNSIN g 4 184,038 104,191 53,836 3,352,060 6,815,220 12,289,341
PEER TOTAL 40 985 300 |,199¢g04 509,508 37,929,550 07,960,165 124,168,505
UNIVERSITY oF Manti atw. ) |
COLLEGE rARx 1,910 940 4a 99y EREE ¢,|y§,5>9 3,951,840 0, 7ee,94) b1,
% ASSOCLALLUN ui Rboihia o LBRARLES

SOURCE: A.R.L.

O
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CALIFURNIA:

SERKELEY

DAVLS

SAN DIEGO

SUBTOTAL, CALIFURNLA
ILLINOIS:

URBANA-CHAMPA LGN

SUBTOTAL, ILLINOL>
MICHIGAN:

ANN ARBOR

MICHIGAN StAlt

SUBTOTAL, MICH1ua«
NORTH CAROLINA:

UNC-CHAPEL HILL

SUBTOTAL, N. CAHuL iin
TEXAS:

A AND M

UT - AUSTIN

SUBTOTAL, TEXAS
VIRGINIA:

U OF VIRGINIA

VPI

SUBTOTAL, VIRGLN(A
WISCONSIN:

MADISON

SUBTOTAL, wlStunblu

PEER TOTAL

UNLVERSLRL ot timiat s
COLLEGE t ARt

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

St Q CAodVLLAL LU Ut
ERIC

TABLE 21 |
UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND AND DESIGNATED PEERS ,
LIBRARY DATA PER FULL-TINME EQUIVALENT STUDENT

»

VOLU' &S . ‘ SPENDING SPENDING TOTAL
I VOLUMES CURRENT FOR FOR HEGLS
LIBRARY ADDED SERTALS .+ MATERIALS SALARIES ©=XPENDITURES
e o g o o e o B e e e o v..t-_-----..-...----_----_--------.._-_---L
212 T 4 145 405 689
97 ! 2 165 212 - 588
127 4 2 190 7 360 109
159 5 3 160 HH - 662
190 p) 3 ) 122 203 355
160 5 3 122 - 203 355
oY 3 ¢ 113 ¢ 30 407
13 2 1 60 102 159
116 3 ] 8l 161 213
14 f D / 182 99 531
147 6 2 182 255 531
4y ! 0 b2 b 189
110 3 ] 110 ffg 235
82 2 1 8§ 133 214
|
157 y) 2 171 280 o1
63 ¢ 1 100 123 309
103 3 1 130 190 412
e 3 | 30 | 183 440)
112 3 1 90 183 330
l¢3 Y / 14 404 313
" (| () 2]7
G hAN L L J ’
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Comb;ter Support { )
The adequacy of computer support is'becoﬁ>ng increasingly important 1in
almost every discipline. Unfortunately, comparable data agout levels of
compuggﬁ support are not generally available.

i centers at several of

Table 22 presents information on academic computin

the institutions designated as peers of the University of Maryland. Data were

-

available only for the University of California at Berkeléy; the University of

Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, the University of Michigan, Michigan State

>

Unilversity, the Unlversity of Texas at Austin, and Virginia Polytechnic. These
data show lhat, 1n terws ol stale Support per student for academic computing,
College PUilk capoends lesos  Lhan any of Lhe peer lastitullons lor yhum Jata were
. 7 3
avallabsc| Awvig Ve Pe oo loolluialivne, Vil capended the most amovug thesc
suhivOls (v por ~ludentl) u“ll% Mlchlgan State cxpouded the lecast ($80) as

comparca with cxpenditures of $69 per student at College Park. “When the data
related to disk space per student and terminals per 1,000 students are examined,

~

Eée University of Maryland at College Park is far behind any of its peers.

Physical Faclilities

Another wmajor ludleater ol support [ lnstlitullonal  progiaws 13 the

adeguacy ol e phyélcal facllitlics Ther's can be conslderable var-iation in the
4

cegultcementle fu. lawilltles Jepoendliyg apan the speuifile activitles and programs

Lelug  ander raken Ly  Lhie  lostitull . Whiiec Squarc fouovlage alvuc ducs not

guarantce the adeyua.y ovr udllty of fa.i1tities, 1nsufficlent space can te a

serious hindrance to an institution's performance of its functions in
. . AT .
instruction, resecarch, and public service. ,ﬂﬁ

a

~»



TABLE 22

o ACADEMIC COMPUTING CENTERS
( COMPARATIVE DATA, UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND PEERS

STATE SUPPORT DISK SPACE TERMIN%LS
PER STUDENT PER STUDENT PER 1000 STUDENTS
(in “megabytes)
UNIVERSITY OF CALL1FOURNIA ¢
BERKELEY $138 .82 69
® )
 UNLVERSITY OF ILIL.INuls
URBANA-.CHAMPAIGN Py ek} 1
it .
UNLveRO L1 Y ur MiLHLluAL Pic 351 )
!
MLICHLGAN O, INLVERSL LY $ Lu DU 13
UNIVERSITY UF 1TEXAS N ‘ .
AUSTIN $101 .32 43
VPl » $190 .63 80 .
xR
UNLvERoL L ot ttah il Al )
COLLEGL PaRK by R i

Source: Proflles of Academic Comﬁutingh, Oregon State University, 1982.

‘3 ¢




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.,

., /
Table 33 dispf;ys infoﬂ@ation on the gross square feet " (GSF) in auxiliary
' \

and noh-auxiliary facilitles on-the campuana af tha Mt caeait e o Maryland apd

.

those Qesfgnated peers for whom information was available. Auxiliary space 1is

that used for séTf-supporting programs and is largely composed of gormitories,
i

dining halls, and student unions.. Non-auxiliary space consists of the

®

cf%ssrooms, research labs, offices, and other academiqﬁspace at an institution.

Table 23 also includes informatio&hpn the number of non-auxiliary GSF per:

iR % T

FTES. The- average number of non-auxiliary GSF per FTES for the peer

1

;nstitutionu (279 GBF/FTES) exceeded the average at the University of Maryland

(Ve USF/FIho) Ly alwmost U0 percent. College Park had less nonauxlliary space
: . )
per oludenl lhao J1d any ol Lhe pecr ihstltutlons for whom data were avallable.

n
.
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Table 23

-
IR

Campus Facilities - Gross Square Feet |
University of Maryland and Designated Peers

Non-Auxiliary Auxiliary Total Non-Aux.
GSF GSF GSF GSF/FTES.

vUniversity ot Calitornia

Berkeley 8,080,000 N/A N/A 281

Davis 5,436,827 2,222,573 7,6%9,400 299
Unlversity of Lllilunois '

Urbana-Champalgn y,739,588 3,452,871 13,192,059 296

Medical Center 3,686,711 443,831 4,130,542 929

Chicago Circle 3,300,878 0 3,300,878 194
Unlversity of Michlgan !

Ann Arbor 10,297,834 9,332,799 19,630,633 315
U. of North Carolina j

Chapel Hill 3,816,889 1,757,700 5,574,589 197

North Carolina State 4,498,112 1,532,525 6,030,637 257

' v

University of Texas :

AgM 9,154,457 1,082,424 10,836,881 303

Austin .10,707,593 ?,””0,001 12,947,594 242
Unlverslity ot Hlocousla ;

Madison - 11 841,829 j;,uju,yuq 15,260,&$$ 31y

Milwaukee 3,469,491 . 1,095,286 4 564,717 188
averadl, Deslguboa beers B4 ,020,200 fzo,YBu,SSQ - 219
University of Maryland /// ,

College Park 5,006,531 3,417,307 8,123,838 162

Baltimore City 1,963,836 209,231 2,173,067 Lol

Eastern Shore 365,819 ; 273,963 639,782 371

Baltimore County 1,093,379 459,962 1,553, 341 195
Average, University of

Maryland 202

Source:  Inatitutional Reports.

O ‘ » ‘ 55l3




R>\\\\ | A FINANCIAL'BESOUﬁCESaAND EXPENDifURE PATTERNS
The most important determinant of an institution's ability to pnovideAall
of the resources necessary to support}bigh quality programs 1is the Lég;l of
financial support available to thé institution. Financial comparisons between
‘and among higher education institutions are not simplé because of substantial
differences in methods of budgeting and accountﬁﬂg used by- institutions. In the
case of public 1nst1tutlons, budgeting practlces and pOllCleS regyfred by the

: 4
state gOvernment’”can further complicate comparisons. For example, fringe

.
-

benefits are not always funded through the ‘inét}tqtional budget, but sometimes
handled through central afate organizations. One ¢annot be as confident of

1 . _ _ ‘
estimates of fringe benefits costs in these instances: Further, because of

differences in fninge benefits programs offered by tite instigutions, even if the
information is accurate comparisons may not be-completely valid.

» The :source of data used to compare expénditures and revenues Qas the HEG£§
Financial Statistics-of Institutions of Higher Education for FY 1982. é% ause
of the complexity of financial comparlsons, the staff invested considerabl
effort in attempting to understand reporting differences among peer institutions
and between beers and’/the University of Maryland; Bgsed on these discussions
the YEBHE staff has a high levkl of confidence in the validity of aggregate
comp;risons between the University' of Maryland and 1its peers. Financial
information for CEES, CES, and AES have been included in the University of
Maryland . totals because these acﬁivities are reported as part of individual
campuses at peer institutions. The University of Maryland estimated the State's
fringe benefit expenditures ahd%has included them in its HEGIS forms. With

these adjdstments the SBHE staff 1is certain that University of Maryland

expendltures and revenues are not understated compared to peers.




Revenues and Expenditures

Table 2U displays information on FY 1982  HEGIS revenues for. the -
institutioﬁs that were 1included in this study, while Table 25 displays
information on the FY 1982 HEGIS expendigéres. Tables 24 and 25 are dérived
from columns A and B of the HEGIS finaq9e2 form. Wide = variations exist in the:
total-révenues and expenditures, and in the expenditures by program and revenues
by source among institutions. These differences are attributable in part to
differences in size among the.institutions, .- as well as differences in programs
and ievelfﬂgf support from various sources. It should be noted the data ‘from
Texas are somewhat underestimated because only a small part of the fringe
benefl1t expenditurés are included.

To. enable cqpparisons to be ﬁ;de, the revenue and expenditure data were
divided by total full-time equivalent"stugients (FTES) at each campus. FTES were
calculated from lHEGIS enrollment reportsﬁyRy adding*QCe headcount full-time
enrollﬁent to one-third of the headcount 6§nt—time “™enrollment for,>each
institution. T;% FTES for California may be slightly understated bécguse it

.
e

- cannot be determined whether all of the contiﬁhing education students analagous
to those at University College have been- included in the HEGIS enrg}lment repért
but the expenditures for these students are ihcluded in the Financial Reporty;
therefore expenditures per FTES for Californig may be somewhat overstated. Data
on revenues per g;ES are displayed in Table 26 aﬁ? data on expenditures per FTESa
are displayed in Table 27. v

Among the designated peers, total revenues per student :varied from $8,881
‘for Wisconsin institutions to $15,887 for California institutions and averaged
$10,653. At the University of Maryland, revenues per FTES averages $8,416. The

-—— peer average exceeds the revenues per FTES at the University of Maryland by more

than 26 percent.
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CALTFORNIA;
BERKELEY
DAVIS J
SAN DIEGO
CENTRAL
SUBTOTAL, CALIFORNIA
TLLINOIS:
URBANA-CHAMPAIGK
-MEDICAL CENTER
CHICAGO CIRCLE
CENTRAL
SUBTOTAL, ILLINOIS
MICHIGAN:
ANN ARBOR
FLINT
DEARDORN
MICHIGAN STATE
SUBTOTAL, MICHIGAN
NORTH CAROLINA:
U,N.C,-CHAPEL HILL
N.C, STATE
SUBTOTAL, N, CAROLINA
TEXAS:
A AND M
& UT-AUSTIN
V1 UT-HOUSTON

suBToTAL, TEXAS

VIRGINIA:
U, OF VIRGINIA

VPI

SUBTOTAL, VIRCINIA
WISCONSIN:

HADISON

MILWAUKEE

SUBTOTAL, WISCONSIN

TOTAL, PEERS

MARYLAND:
COLLEGE PARK
BALTIHORE CITY
EASTERY SHORE
BALTIMORE COUNTY
ONIVERSITY COLLECE
CEES
AES AND CES

TOTAL, UNIV, OF MARYLAND

SO8KCE:

TUITION

FEDERAL . STATE

&
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© TABLE 26

UNTVERSITY OF MARYLAND AND ITS DESIGNATED PEERS

GRANTS
FEDERAL

AND

PY 1982 REVENUES PER FTES

CONTRACTS

STATE
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AND FEES APPROP  APPAOP  UNREST AESTRICT UNREST RESTRI™T UNREST  RESTRICT UNREST * RESTRICT MENTS
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1,641
2,52
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369
72

1,868
1,348
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1,763
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1480
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1,430
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0

O .
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. [

i 6,99
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g 5319
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23 6,561
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. !
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ke 5,0
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" 5,03
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N 3,
A 0T
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w3
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0 19
122 327
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3T
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11
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1 481
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5,202
888
52
%3
n

9
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Tuition and fee revEngesivéried from $369 per FTES at gﬁe University of

Texas at Houston to $3,6Q2 per FTES at the Univéréity of‘Michigan at Ann Arbor. .

In Maryland, tuition aﬁd  fee revenués.avgraggd $1,693 which exceed the peer

average' of $1,480 by almost 15 pefcent.Uv Among the designéted peers, state

approariations per FTES ranged from $4,053 for the Michigan institutions to
Y .

> $8,158 for the California institutions.' The State Eﬁpport for the University of

Maryland averaged $U,5é8 in FY 1982. The average State support for the

designated peérsiwas $5,762, 27 percent greater than the,University of Marylgnd.

Total expenditures per FTES at the Uhiversity of Maryland wereA$8,219.

When expenditures per FTES are'examined by state for peers, total expénditures

per FTES averaged $11,245, almost 37 perceﬁt greater than the University, and

: ranged from $9,119 for Wiéconsin institutions to $16,582 for Caljfornia

&
institutions.

’
o

Among expenditure categories, expenditures per FTES at tﬁe, peer
institutions exceeded those at the University of Mayyland with the exbeétiong of
Student Services, Institutional Support Qnd Physical Rlaﬁtﬂ Maiﬁtehance. The
mean - expeﬁditureifor Instruction amoné th; peers was $U;067 per FTES. _Average
expenditures per FTES for instruction at the University of Marylan&’were $3,004,
25 percent.below the average of the peers.

Expenditures for Research averaged $2,634 per student among the peers
compared with $1,953 at the‘University of Maryland. Research expenditures per
FTES at all fhe peers clusﬁergd argund~ $2,000 with j;é exception of the

University of California where expenditures exceeded $4,700 per FTES. The

University of Maryland's expenditures for Public Service,. $300 per FTES,v' were

, ;
far below peer expenditures of $850 per FTES. A ¢
N .
@
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"Tables 28 and 29 display data on the‘individual revenue sources as a
i ,
percent ofbtotal_revenues, and on expenditures by program area as a percent of
.toﬁal educational and 'generalvéxpenditures. At the designated peers, tuition
and fees, on the average, provided 13.9 percent of total revenues, and state
appropriationé provided an average share of éu.1 percent of total revenues. At
the University of Marylkrand tuitioa and fees/provided 20.1 percent of revenues
~and lState appropriations accounted for ¥53.8 percenﬁrof revenues. Differences
among the colleges were significant. At the University of Texég' at Ho;sfon,
tuition and fee revenues provided 0.9vpercent of total revenues while state"
appropriations Qrovided 76.9 pe?cent. At the University of 'ﬂibhigan at
Dearporn, . tuitionl and fees provided 39.7 perceht,yof revenues, and state
appropriations provided v53.9 percent. When expenditures by program area as ar
percent of total expenditures are examined, th University of Marylang's
.expenditure pattern 1is similar td the peer average. - The most sigﬁificant
difference occurs‘in the percent of toﬁal expenditures devoted to Public Serviéen.

activities, 3.65 percent at the University of Maryland comparggfwith 7.56

percent among the peer institutions.

Tuition and Fees

Among the peer institutions st;died in this report, differentupoliCies
govern the amount of tuition and fees charged to students. - Table ‘30 displays
the FY 1983 tuition and fees for the peér institutions for full-éime
undergraduates, graghates, medical, law, and - dental students. -

The institutions in the State of Texas havé the lerst resident‘:hd non-
resident tuition and fee charges émdng the peer institutions. ., It is the polic
in Texas higher education ‘that tuition will be a low dollar amount per cr'edi..t'iﬁ;@i
hour (currently set by the Legislature at $4.00) and that certain other«charges
may exist. Because graduaﬁe students generally enroll for fewer credit hours

than do . undergraduate gtudepts, graduate charges are less than undergraduate

charges. w5y

-
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GRANTS® AND  CONTRACTS :
TUITION  FEDERAL  STATE FEDERAL STATE . LOCAL * PRIVALE
INSTITUTION AND FEES APPROP, ~ APPROP,  UNREST, RESTRICT. UNREST ' RESTRICT UNREST. RISTRICT “UNREST,  RESTRICT ENDOWMENTS T0TAL
CALIFORNIA: : Co . i
BERKELEY F : 13,13 (308 95,798 3728 19,558 a1 277 018 054 L BT .00 100,00%
DAVIS Cooe o am b e 23 kg a9 3 008 2058 g LB Loof 100,008
SAN DIEGO ) C T8 008 39.38% 0 6,198 3B.Mog 068 1% o8BS gg 523 008 100.00%
CENTRAL® © Cooba3 BTS00 58 9.Mos 066 o ng7g w008 .03 019 123 36.658 100,008
SUBTOTAL, CALIFORNIA 0.5 L8150 SNBE - 383 22818 A% 2678 008 998 Moy A5 LT3 100,008
ILLINOLS:
URBANA-CHANPAIGN 9,288  L.A4sS 55758 5.03  15.008 23 2,078 008008 19 G558 100,009
MEDICAL CENTER * 5.008 1088 7358 AN 9.5 - 024 2.0 003 00§ 69 5,03 L3380 100,003 -
CHICAGO CIRCLE 18,701 008 65,728 293 '9.208 124 54008 005 .28 b oo.Mes 028 100.008,
CENTRAL COLSE ook 86218 133 3.2M 0% 96K L00% 008 .98 2078 208 100,003
. SUBTOTAD, ILLINOIS e amrs 62,93 . Labg 12,72 157 SR . SN 008 279 5308 Lh0g 100.00%
MICHIGAY: , '
ANY ARBOR 21.133 095 36,83 619 718,85 048 :309 004 348 998 778 2,158 100,00%
FLINT - 2498 03 62208 008 6,378 008 L1580 008 0%, .00 2.2 1,38 100.00%
LEARBORN .90 .08 5389 008 M.60s 008 LOME 008 008 008 LTS 008 100,00
MICHIGAN STATE S 23408 008 46,948 058 21,808 008 138 008 .00 008 5,94 J55% 100,004

SUBTUTAL, MICHIGAN 25.95% S S R SO U SR . AP 6985 008 194 569 6.48%  1.46¢ - 100,003
NORTH CAROLIA: ; ‘ . .

Lo CHAPEL HILL B.569 .- .00 %583 L79d 19,974 05% 1,09 0 0 o 7.8 1518 100,00

< KORTH CAROLINA STATE 9318 B.2u 63618 274 8.4 80 1o .oo: .122 38; L9 .28 100,008
SUBTOTAL, NORTH CAROLIN.  8.87¢ 3,438 59.07%  3.94¢  15.07% A08 1,228 003 059 b3y 6615 1,008 100,004
TE{AS: - . : | N

AAD N | 0478 7,068 69.34% 258 5.91% v 198 288 008 013 Bug 5.8 0§ 100,00
MSTIH 6785 008 S6.268 281 s Lon8 LTS 008 0% nAeg 524 8,730 100,008
. HOUSTON LE SN 1} N (PR S P4 G PR S S 1 SN SN f S 2 SR )¢ 75 100,003
SUBTOTAL, TEXAS TU3 2898 6uAM 1B g J T 008 065 N0 5.2 Rre 100,00
VIRCINIA: , : |
UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA 16,863 .00t 50.38%  Wobg 7684 018 058" 0% o0 54 6.0 u.fuz 100,004
vl 561 5620 55,038 2158 10,118 Ji 19 005 2,84 T S.es 438 100,008
SUBTCTAL, VIRGINIA 16,220 2868 52758 326 1388 074 1,008 1T SR 1 624 S.8T8 2,008 100,009
WISCONSIN: . N :
MADISON 1,320 1,084 46.628  6.58%  o2bsg T L00% 219 008 034 008 5.808 818 100,004
MILWAJKEE 25.6% 003 64368 1801 6,508 008 038 013 .01 U LB 04 100,008
SUBTCTAL, WISCONSIN 18.068 881 L9958 S.68K 19,483 009 J8 ook 03 08 L9 678 100,004
TOTAL, PEEAS LBt LT3 shO%s LGN Tt 88 L3S 008 T B 5 568 LTH 100008
Maﬁrl.mm: ‘ | ‘
COLLEGE PARK 24,874 Aog o 49808 383 16,209 008 Lt 014 001 A7e 201 281 100,009
BALTIMORE CITY 10,158 09 59288 3380 19718 Q4 283 008 2Bt 123 250 LB5E 100,004
EASTERN SHOR 3098 s .04 LML 830 0 n0BE 008 008 598 26 L00F 100008
BALTIMORE CCUNTY 6.0 7 61528 18 65% 008 2,058 008 00 L1824 01 100,004
UNIVERSITY COLLECE 87.81 .00% .00% L00F 11,008 .00% 03% 001 004 008 1. 024 100,001
CEES 008 008 64298 6,338 17.87¢ 003 5008 .00% 004 08 G008 100,004
CES AND AES 008 24,883 66.611 008 Bog 5.0 g .008 0% 008 A3 008 100,004
TOTAL, MAKYLAND Co ey .08 5180 3098 1. A0 1,903 01 .08% 619 2.2% 279 100.004
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EXPENDITURES BY PROGRAM A A PERCENT OF TOTAL EXPENDITURES

N

NU

P

"

A wm e wA e

>0 re eA WA A

oy WA WA WA e

vl
BRI
KK {

|

i
" 1
i1

{

{
1
g

g
1

1
\

"1

"‘-I

o {
e

7

1y I

PURLIC

[ . S e Ty

e WA . WA wa [ N LT Y

" e wA R e

— A wA

ACADEMIC

—
=
[ e T A WA WA wA

Lt W wA WA A

b
I
AR
b g
e
R
i !
LN £
il
bt
ohd
ool
o
oL
T

[ o T e T o

P

B L U L WL N

e wa

[ Y

STUDENT

RESEARCH SERVICE SUPPONT LIDKARY SERVICES SUPPONT UPERATION UNRES.

CRRUES SV

ERUUES S

IRUAE S

1 il
{

o

LRST I S RLTU S W
SUEEI BRI O SRR
RS S SRR L
DIREE SRR VA SN
RERZTIIS SR A SRR L]
yan g $ Ay
R SRR ¢ oo
R RO R
TR ST fe
I SR SO S T
TS B S S
RTINS S [l
SO IR SRR )t
TN ' e
do o q Rk
I SRR RS S
4. { Ly I
’ SRR B PR
IRUK SENIR R ST
vl R SRR R
Coh ‘ A 1 ‘,U“
Sy ot o
o o SRS SR
NS SR IRIT S
g g [
" ‘ 3 1 Ioar
I 1 . 1 I W.Wf
rD”‘ﬂAIun P Byl

INSTIT,

v Wh aa WA e

wh WA wa R e

T wA e A

PLANT

bl s
Ty
Tl
I ¢
g

BRI ¢
IRIRTI§
TLEIR
Jny
vy Th g

- TR A we W

v

fhy s

[t o
. ”
iy 1

I
HRTI
nals

p
.

LN RN

i

e A N R S N N

b oo
'

1.

i

1.

o

-
il

P TR WU EA s e wh »w M A A e A WA wA e W v WA WA ww e

e W ek

=2

[ . S U N

SCHOLARSHIPS

fEST,

ek o e e e s e

MAND

TOTAL

THANSFER B ARD G

——

!
1
!
1
1

A e A WA el

i R eA wl Wl

A

\yOq 100,00
Ay A0

%
RITI

pm m m e

[ Y

At
g
Ay

g
o
A
A

o
{
|
1
{

0,008
100,004
191004






North
oadtudent echar
the second 1
adopted the
the charges
not be used
for Ltie o

Callloroiba

Ihic Ot
. Vo |
[ S A ]
i > L 1
ata . Lo and L.

At Bh peree
amount ot
Tties Tl bt

P enlo ot

At et o

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

' 4 t
N {
Carolina does not differentiate betwecen undergraduate and graduate

e
o .
ges.  Thus, graduate and undergraduate charges ars the same, and are

owest among the peer institutions. The University of California has
14 p y

policy of  "no tunition" to resident stadentst  As i resalt,  all of

ime the Univeraity of California system are called "fees," and may
in lieu of tuition. This policy serves to make the in-stiate charges
wlaeanlonal socheo g o0 med s e 1w, Al lentlstry 4 barpaln Lo
coldenls (1o 1o aloo Lhe rcould la leXxas of 1lo luw cosl policy.
wle ol Viiglil. oo adoples o otatewide Luillon polloy that ielales
o,
N . ST IO 1dTatla Lo 1oL the Virglonla Logralatuce
R U Lher o o U ccdes me oot Gl e owl aulllone o J9 pe w it
Sl s er anaal o SR S ol A Lo sl s [PROICH i v olool atale
Taltl al bu bl LD s AN Lo cealdanl gras.ats laltlon
ool cant Bach loosbtlbontl o la . coponalble for ;g(’:[](‘:{“{]tlll[r’, a certaln

Fevenue and the Board of Visitors for each institution actunlly sets

N
L rate live renultling cevernus  regulrementy/range tfrom 36 to 35
i
)
, 5
Taal oot
,
L. . t N N (- . . R [T P R U S Caleo oat
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The University of Michigan and Michigan State Univeri. .ty iiive had the

policy of differentiating charges by level of enrollment tor several years.
' /

Lower division students pay less than upper division students who, in turn, pay

.

less than graduate students. Norn-resident undergraduate and graduate tuition
charges are at least twice the resident charges. Because the State of Michigan

has been in a period of fiscal crisds, tuition charges /at the University of

Michlgg and  Michigan State Unlverslty have dramatleally  increased in recent

Ie ‘
year s to provlide sutflcelent revenues fourr the lonotitullons Lo vperale
4 2 . -
Viioconoln tadéreon Luttlod Lo, the wouonl of 1ustlructlion, awheére thc cool ol
-
R v llon 1o aallaed oo Uhee dU Nt Lualo oL laLliactlon plus prou cala oshagea
Id & "
- .
roBithier o Lo [t ave. apme [ I oo wucbloa o0 o fevup ol Utilveroltlles,
Laaie Gas < s a R ywar po1 ol bmewo Jdoedrlved Lo Lo us 21 1o Jelerminlng cvool .

Keold. . U wade. 1 aduac,  stadoais [ ay 250 percenl ol the undergraduate cost of

tnstructton  and oon-roordonn undeggraduates pay 100 percent of cost, Resident
hd !
graduate  students pay 20 percent of the ygraduate coast of instruction while non-

resldent praduate studenta pay (0 pereent of the praduate cost.

It OB Liao eolabllotiead o tall o and fee polley [or the pulli. [Tuut ycat

1
cavalaba ot an Ma oy land 1. qulcea vhat the DOlalg cuppuwtl (U peraentl of Lhe
N . .
b i rﬁ
meed dollog Lo penad Lo o Dol ULl Ud e tee s sappor Lo UL coemalilog 3V
s 4
- ot Gt T N - Gl e U L PeUGenl Ll
v
ralaan, T B I T S R U g Mo de ) Leaa and o aduale L oo sl
tultion a feer v hnepen  coat oere more Loan Lhone of pees fnstitutions in fNorth
Carolina and Texan and about the same as those in Chodtorntn. At the graduate
level, inatitutiona in "1linots,  Michigan, and Wineonsin have  higher charges

than doen the University of Maryland.

/

O
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The two previous seoﬁions outlined the financial resources currently
available to the University of Maryland aﬁé its peers. The funding IE%e&; that
exist are the product o@/éﬁ;?\el}ange of budget processes used by the various
states, and to a significant extent the historic funding levels' af each of the
jnstitutions. Lt is clear from the data that the University of Maryland is less
well® funded than peer lnstltutions. An important” issue that thils study

atlecampled Lo addiess 1s whelhier the cxlstling budgetl guldellines used in Maryland

. Lot .
would provide an adeyaalo level of flndrhiclal Suppur L lf,[ul_l_y fanded

i Ui wvaeww b al o, L,\.\J;{\;LJ_ tie Maryland State Boarad SN N
Clucall o 4 oo oa CcUowl "matldollnes™ ¢ aluale lie operallng Luddyto ol
Maryland 1 oUltmls o [ 1apgher oducallo.. the guldetrlneco focus on produclvity

L

Ly estimabllog the numier ol stuldents to be 3erved and the aature of the services
to be provided. The guidelines focus on total expenditures and enable

comparisons to be made among similar programs at different institutions.

The gyidelines are a set  of mathematical formulas that pr‘bvide a method of

. - : .
cquitably dilolidbutlng funds to lastltutlons in an equal manner  for performing
; 9

Lollipat able taoks Ihe pgulddiluce wore Jdeilved Lo represent Lhc‘\ avet age level of

caponslltan o oo },.;,4rnm for all loocitutilons ol a glven ulLC,‘ Ltie guldcllaco
. ~ -

Copa woenlo t ( norm., [ \;'JLl.\.le.nl (,Ap(:.u]l[ul'c/l;y [VRIEV7 "N PRV uuldel lnes

were  Jdev 1 oped Lo Lh o ol common prog, anl R arcas lu ilayland losdltutions

lantswetlon, L1, .y Admiotsceation, Student Servicen, Physical Plant Operation

and  Maintenance anag Pubdblic  Safety. Forfing  levela for other programs are
y Y £ I 24

'
'

evaluated Independently.

For the purposen of thin study,  an effort was made to calculate guldeline

Ao uhla of Uhe campused Lhat ace dealpgnated peers of the Unlvoratly of Maryland:

the Hnlverstty of Californla - Berkeley,  the Hniveratty of T11inots at Urbana-

Champalen,  the Unlversity of Michigan - Ann Arbor, and the Unlvmn’ﬁty of 'l'v)(:\.:s
A

At Aunting Thee data to ran the  SHHE patdelines wire provided to the staff oon

thelr  vialts  Uo thene campnien, Data Lo malke auch compartaonn o the other

campien were anaval Table



*  Table 31 displ;ys information on the percentage distribution of credit
hours by level of instruction for each of ‘Lhe campuses. Adong ‘the campuses,
variations in’~ the distribution of credit hourd exist. The University of
Michigan at Ann Arbor had the highest percentage of graduate and graguate
research credit hours,432.6 percent, while the University of Méryland at College
Park had the lowest pdtcentage of graduate and gradgate research credit hours,
7.1 ;r)c?écut Fg

\,l

Based ugots lhe Lesl avalldbiec lualuvimallon, the OSBHE  ostaff calculated

s dadellne amounty tutble 3¢ walllnes Lhe guldeltnes. fhete arc oslganlficant

1L b tien  woaw ca i ted Ll Uiy dig 1 wde data provided Ly « var lely ol
-

Ledivldanlos  acd dala o cdcul a Lo ey weo ther than  catculating  Maryiand

gpuldel lneo shed ot e, the rea.ltl.,, caleuladlons ffor peer Institutlons should

be viewcd /a_ rough estimates and used only as an indicator of repative standing.
For purposes of comparing calculated guidebine amounts, the total estimates
5c;crdtcd were divided by full-time equivalent students. . Full-time equivalent
students were <alculated by takling the sum of the total wundergraduate credit
hiour o divided Ly thitly, Lhe tolal graduate credll hours divided by Lwénty—four,
aind  the Lulual  graduale reoedich ul‘cdlt.\ hours Jdivided by sixtecn. For the
Ul Lol W wlatuinla at Berkelo, Lhie guldcllnu amMountl per FTLS wa calculated
N S YO STV (vt the Uldlv.oaoll, ot 113l1.u1ls al Uiiana Chompdagn, the guldellne
am b por 4 4BS was 49,350, Lo lLie Unlve.sliy of Michlgan at aon Acpor, the
amount was $7,00, pe. FTES, and for the Univeraity or Texas at Austin'the amount
was B, TS0, The calcenlated  guideline nmount.y per ITES for the Univm‘:xlt;yu of
Maryland at College Park wan $4,000, which is aignificantly less tLhan  the

guideline cont at any of the peer institutions.
"The differences  in caleulated guldeline estimates are  attribuntable to a

.

number of factors,  but primarily to differcnces in enrollment patterns by level

and Lype of progrim, and differences  fn the  total alze  of facilities at the

4
camp., For example, an institution with a higher level of enrollment, at. the
Q \ . \ /{‘
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Table 32

N N - BUDGET 5UIDLLL
\‘\\
\
, BYOL s
INSTRUCTION GUIDELINE: A

A.  Adjusted Cost -
dollars)

slyl, Ao v 37% O (Ll

+ matrix (1232 credit Hoars)

B, aAdjustled Custl ~ 2100, 745 ¢+ 37% o1 (1.,

NS,

el g b and

B S |

dollars) ¢ macrix (average of 80U and 8. Cricdlt oo,
> L I u 1
| . Yipy
[‘_ihi Dlvis.. L
) DL Ul ERE RS A sllwoge il Gy
Med 30 Lite 33 g n/y Y SOREEIV)
Medium hay o015 1.20.49% 240,90 32l.20
tigh @ DU ly/Y 1ou boud 300 Loy dul  bdu
Anr laotataty shoul b dse Lhe option whiluh gencrates Uhe laryger Gutdelloe amount
Lilptar, ulbhl L.
Coont e L S S O D B N L S < o
Faculty | oo ltion ) ¢ ot ot Laverage ot B oa.a B re_earch Jdo. lars” - Y
o 3 ’ .
whiaere X {average S, 1 89 and 1992 unier ad at, credit hLours +1,’(B_\ fVelra
t ’ ,‘" .
ot 1Yo and 1B goadaate redit hors) +05H) (nVl)I,ang‘,Of{l‘)UU and 15};&2
graduat teoseardh credit Lours) ' - Tl ’
Cd N r
. - SO A
. DAFETY U TDELINES. Ay 1 T .
' et et oAy e o
: STy . .
: . o A :
, . ) Vo W - .
Cost SOL,06H G295 RS b G008 vk t 574,050 - (urban Igc&ot}i o e
y , oo e,
k1l f B \ N '
ADMINTOTEATION GUIDEL I . -
el ol S ST .
Cost = S173,007 + 5100 {average of 1980 and 1987 h('d(l(?()llnt)"‘

(number ot non-quidel ines pPrograms) .

:'v'I'FlI)I'ZI~I'I' ldﬁ'ﬁ)}‘.{lill}.. ol ],I DEL TR

SHOL,IO% 0 5029 (number of MO admy
19830 Alll'll 198 FTES) .
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gradua&e aﬁd'graduate research level will generate not only more /ééllars for
Inst;uction but will also generatg a greater library support requirement. An
institution with a high volume of research funding will also generate‘a higher
levei of library support.

In the area of physical facilities, the greater number of GSF that exist 1in
non -auxiliary factilitles, thc‘ more dollars generated for Physical Plant
Malulenance and Uperatlon ang Public Safety programs. This is without regard to
any analyalos uf\jyacc requlrcments. The support rellects all the non-auxiliary
[awvilitleo liiat éxloL Lol winly thooe facvlllitles segyulped Lo Suppourt Lhe cutroul
bol ol lnovilulicoal p.ugrams aud vpesatlous.

lie guldellne collmale per FLIES at UMLE 1. oo Loweast ol Lhe lastilallono

. lated because UMCP  has fiom 3,000,000 t. 5 w00,000 rewer WS of non-

auxiliary space than any of the other institutions, desplte the fact that 1its

headcount engpllment exceeds all but Texas-Austin. In addition, because UMCP

has the lowest proportion of its students enrolled at the graduate and graduate
. . ‘ v .
tescarch levels, fewer dollars are genérated for Instruction and Libraries.

Ihlo analysls persuaded the SpHE staff that the existing budget guldellncs
]

wr o sulfilclently flexible to rocommend lho relatively high levels of  support
Loy saod Ly a wa).a lodcar undveirolly unue lhe plogl amds and favltltles aro 1n
vlace LOW.V Ll.e guldelines Jo uol tovias funds to ailow an lnstltudlon Lo

initiate new proug: ams or to reconfligure its existing programs to generate these

\

higher levels of support. Of equal -or greatersignificance, the guidelines are

not fully funded 1in Maryland, compounding the problem of attalning adequate

'

-support. B
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This report was written to

for which comparison among institutions/systems can be made.

CONCLUSION .

provide information on a wide variety of areas

It is eclear that

the University of Maryand recelves less 1in State suppotrtl per FTES and i1n Total

suppui L per Flbd  Lhan any ol lhe pect oyoalcuws. It alse 15 clearr thal 1o
openlllyf atcan Frave Jefloleneles calol

\\

1 Lr. v ) o (TP [ R PP N 1 au p ) Vo cea

o v U Ly . s . Lt Llgls o L1l viides v adladle

itudent and e o we o Hlar wte 1 Al Lave vl v lveroll OL HMaryland

lhe pew wy L lomnd [ wolve mot o il Lol L ¢ Lcar L Liiat Lhie Unllversitly.

However, Lhe

Unlversity of Maryland compa. o5 lavorably with 1Us peers in terms

4
of the quallty of 1ls graduale programs.

Il paps el Sshivuld Lie aoed

Lo oo Lan L cauingy s

peeasuled

aa a Lo hituan k

Aol [

[rom which  the Unlversity's

ol a1l andeos o1l s din the coonliy can be
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APPENDIX A

PEERS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND'S DeSInNATED PEERS

Among the institutions that were Jdasignated as peers of the University of

¥

Maryland, several have identified a set of institutions as their "peers." That
is, Other lustitutions employ the peer concepl 1n dxScusstions, presentations,
dcfchdc:ﬁ,VCL‘;., vl Ludgelos and facully salarles.

lablc 33 lloto Lhic sels ot poect liosUltations Lo whiloh L[xc Sulloegen and

e dlversltles o thils Llad, Compoarc lhcem3clves Althoaghh varlallon calolso among
Lhe wollogeos THLL Lo Chivson ao oo 0 Uhe b vl tutlons several uanlversitles
FYVEVIN oot ,@AQJ iy :,I the 1aous | ) U Uiaveroldly 0 011 hilpgan
(e Yhowe o1ty ol 11llool. Gl Uhe 0 e ol L vhoveioda are liol.d Ly atl
the laotltat Chat Lodl. ced v hal thie, uoed vhie Mpeond colicept .

{he Unlver 1ty Lt Calllforula uolllzes the pecrr concept Lo Justlliy iacCully
salaty increases. The eight institutions listed for the Berkeley campus include

those universltles with which the Unlverslty of California-Berkeley competes for
¢+ -

facultly members. ®

1he peot laSuvs o v o0 b 1L, (W L R O S Y O L O R B R VN GCVEJ\)}JC\J
. Chie Stall oI the  Lladacls Doadad L Mlaehic: BDancallon uoslig a complex,
At O [ R S S T O (SN YA sobthee b Gl croltles
S Co [ i I [ O S T SO P, R SN Lo Uiidvearul it
[ S U B U S PR A L UL e b Uals otaa, Uhat Lentifl o Uhe Unlverolly

3,

an &
off Maiylan) LU C Llep. Park ags ong of 1ta compas laon institatioas. Data from

the comparls.o loastitutt ns are used by the Tllioors Board 1o faculty salary and

cost comparlsons ) ¢

e Unlverant o [ T e T P A Vhic oo st llabllon concept to
‘,Frm'ﬁ[.;r- Pandtagr of T Uliaveraity of Wioo onsia ayvosrem with fundlog 0 o group of
tal lonal  peer lrl’:xl.lf.u( Lo In=stitutlong were compared both on Lhe lv:mln' of

campus by coanpuast, andd also oo the banta of the syalem an a wholel However, the
definition of "Tundiog™ wig, | fmited Lo tastyact tonal fanding only; other anpects
and publie

ol the university by

'

fncludinge physieal Caciibrties) rescarch

‘ | “_. 7Y \

service were not addressed,
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the Berkeley Lawrence Hall were reported “in  the UnivéﬁSity of Californta ~
. . . | ' : ,
Berkeley report. State funds for the Hail of Science also were included.  The

" Scripps Institute was included in the San Diego -campus expenditure and revenue

daPa.
On the Survey of FacuLty Salaries, Fringe Benefits and Tenure, the
University of Californﬂq campuses report no facglty ,hold;hg .the rank of
"instructar”™ but do report.faculty holding the rank of "lecturer." uc étaff
pointed out that thgse rgnks are equivalent in the UniversEty of California

system. : ‘ \\

UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS ’ . S ‘

The University of Illinois has included three campuses, Urbana-Champaign,

Chicage Circle, and Medical Center, and a central administrative office in its

HEGIS universe. Beéihning in FY 1983, the two campuses in Chicago, the Modical

Center and Chicago «Circle, will be <combined into one campus cailed the

University of Illinois at 'hinago. The combination of the two campuses’into.ope

with'a name very similar to ti current "Chicago Circle" will not effect the FY

1983  survey forms, bur ny  become a problem in future Years'in longitudinal

studies. *

v

o ’ wr’ '
Allocation of the costs of Central Administration of the University of

I¥linois has been made to the campuses by NCES based on campu} enrollment.
Unlike the University of California, the Universit%,of Illinois staff stated

that- this allocation.was incorrect because the actual costs were not related to

i ' LA
the- number .of students. The. Medical,Center had cogts of - administration that

b .

were not related to the number of students, hut rather to the number bf patients
and the number of grants, The University of ]Jllinols included-all of the costs
of administrative computirdy and business.and finance in Centrdl Administration

expennes. Thus, the Institutional Support expenditurnes reported fdr each Sf the

threo rampuses were understated compared to olher universyty jeampuses  in other

staten.,
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activities. However, -the rbhahn-Ohacpaisn campus'  intercollegiate athletie
s 4. N &
expenditupks and revenucs  uore not iachoded rnothe HEGEY survey at oall. The
UniversityNof A1lin~ L ! e o sennenbe.ontdbty regponsihle for
. . e '
the intercollegian, : T fgv_expenditures or -
N . ~ . \
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. . .
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The University

revenues on Line 15, Part A,

of 1llinniz .ot

-
Chicamo Cinvels reported  the costs  of

v . . .

Line o, e B, Stadent Derviees, and the related
, _

The Modisa Lo nad no intercollegiate athletic
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Since “internal documents ghave been kept, on. the bacis of the total
Univeréity of Michigan, since 1985 the University .has reported to NCES revenues

. : ’ T . . &~
and expenditures | that represent the same percentages of total expenditures and:

: - \ -
revenues for each campus that ek&sted in 1980. “Although the total dolllar amount
for the ‘University is  correet, reported allocations to eath. campus ‘may qot -
. /.,-"‘a- ) , - *

accurately reflect a%pual revenues and expenditurfs.

-

Y

He University of Michigan campus at Ann Arbor includes a medical school.

[y N ;
A1l of the césts of the medical schdol were included in reports, '%?cluding the
. . . . " N

costs of medical residents. However, no salarLesf)elated to patient care were

. s ) ' ~ D >
included among the expenditurgs.

The University of Michigan has a foundatipn that serves as the fundraising . *

o

arm of the University. Named professorships, chairs, and other grant funds that

were received bv the Foundation were not reported .on the HE&IS survey.

- . . -

NORTH CAROLINA ‘ ‘ .
{ » ? &

The’University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill and North Carolina State™

University are the only two campuses in North Carolina that are included in this

study., Expenditures and revenuey at the University of North Carolina at Chap%l
. ¥ -

Hill included cogds and funds att utable to regional health education centers

that are iocated around the state. However,”central administrative costs,of the
: ’ ’ & -
University of North Carolina q§re not allocated to the campuses, nor -reported on
e . .
any HEGIS, survey. : . . .
, « , v

Chapel Hill included in the HEGIS reports its tedical school and hospital e

while North CarolinaiState is the, land-grant institution in North Carolina and

-

‘included the ~osts of Agricultiral Extension and the Cooperative FExtenSinn
Servire, Fxtension enroilments were included in the campus reports.
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TEXAS
X Included in this-Study were two campuses of the University of Tewxas, Austin

. . w . - vy . . . ‘
and Houston, and Texas A and M.  The University” of Texa§ at Houston includes a -
7 Q: : m\ \ . ¢ ) / * Q " N ‘

héeglth science center and hespital, while the.A and M campus, as the tand grant

» -

campus, includes the Agriculture Experiment Station, the Cooperative gktension
) ’ s ' . . )

W 3 -

~ ! . . . b v
Serjvice, Engineering Extension and Experiment- Station, agd the Transportation

. Z . . Y
A Y N . ’ Wy . )
Institute, Revenges and expenditures for these subunits were reported as a part,
- A : R

of the HEGIS universe. System administration costs are not dncluded .for either

v

the University of Texas or Texas A agd M. . ) -
) - v , \
Several vears ago the State of Texas began to pay the ~employees'

contribution to FICAj; thesg amounts were not reported in salary data, nor were

. o
2 - h ” .
supplements to salaries ,for chairs or other add on grants reported on the
. : 4 . &
faculty salary form. <Lonsequently, at the full profegsor level, average faculty
. ) » -
° salaries were understated by $1,000, on the average at the University of Texas’
L . ) : :
at  Austin. Fringe benefi@E are repsrned only for those benefits  for  which
direct appropriations are a part of the iastitutions budget. -Amounts reported,
: . 4 : . : .
are a small part of the total costs;% retirsment costs are rrt iholudemfin the
’ 4 . ) ' .
HEGIS finance form. ) .
N
; . : B S
‘Faculty salary data are based on budgeted, not-actual,. expenditure levels. o
Consequently, ‘the number of _facuifty I3 sverestimated because il btudgeted
~
positions are asgsumad S bhe Dilled, A1€71n321hu*imns have separately budgeted -
_ . o
Security programs. Nxnenditgros Do othin proceoam gre reported on Line 8, Rargt.
. . , .
. ¢ J ’
R, of she HEOILY Tiaangn ferem .
?
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"to %Pntinufng edugation. in its HEGIS finance survep.

VIRGINIA - _ : .

The . University of Virginid at Charlottesvilie and Virginia Polytechnic

Institute énd rStﬁte  University were the two Yirginia institutions included in
tﬂis study.iy The Unive}Lity of Virginia does irnclude a medical schobl; VPI is
% _ L . . )

the ‘land—grant ~ingtitutioh £; Virginia and included a School of Veternary
Medicine, Cooperatin Extensioé: and a satellite teaching center in its r;;brts.

~

. - ! L3 g ' N
The University of Virginia ‘aldo included the revenues. ahd expenditures related

. -

/

AN

\ .
y - Osv . - 1y
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WISCONSIN

d 7 ' N
s of the University of Wisconsin system, Madison and Milwaukee,
Cb, ‘ -
were includrd i this study. Central admi#qstrative costs were not allocated to
g i Sl

g&wo ca

~

the campuses, . and were not repo%gﬁd on*any HEGIS finance form. The University

A
- . R e 1y
of Wiscoffsin at Madison inecludes a medical school and reports revenues and
’ N ) - .,.4 ' : ) )
expenditures of .thghospital on the HEGIS finance form. Appropriations' of state
- - 5o A

* h1

funds to the Lho;bital are included on Line 13, Part A of the form. The

- @ oy .
University of Wisconsin is the land grant institution in Wisconsin, and includes
. - N \ V
%%penditurés for the Cooperative Extension Seﬁ?ice dn its reports.
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