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-FOREWORD

The State Board for Higher Education has Prepared this report on

comparisons of the University of Maryland withrits peer institutions to provide

et

a benchmark against which the University's progres toward the goal of being

among the top public universities in the country On be measured. The report

provides information on comparisons made in three areas: character$tics of the

'student population, institutional resources, and financial resources and

expenditure patterns.

4
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A Comparison of the'Unive'rsitY of Maryland
with, its Peer Institutions

0
(

EXECUTIVE SUMMAR1

/ -

,
L-.N../

4
4 't

The 1982 Report of the. Joint Chairmen of the Segate Budget and Taxation

Committee and the House Appropriations Committeejequested, t}at the "levelof

comparability betweea,the University of -Maryland and its'peers'be evgluited-by

the staff of the StateNBOard fob' HigheEduefltion. This repcit, undertaken by

the-6BHE in cooperation with the pnixersity of Maryland, provides compre.ensive

comparisons of the University.of Maryland with:it"s peer institutions. .41ta

reported, e/re will provide the benchmarkoagainst which the University's rogress

toward the goal of being among the top ;public univeralties in the CouOtry,can be

measured. Data were gathered by visiting the peer institutions. To facilitate

comparisons, data were organited.igto three are, s: characteristics of the

student pOpulations in ti ,t) ..tionaI esources, a d -finaftial reAburces and

elpenditure patterns. .,

1 ,,T., ,

CHAHACtERISTICS .STUDEN'T POPULATION

.
4

Enrollment and Degrees

Part-time. enrollment at the. University of Maryland accounts, for 'a

significantly higher prOportion_ (37.8.percent) of total enrellment than is the

case-for the peer_group asa. whole .07.0, percent). The University of Maryland

enrolds ,a greater proportion of its students as undergraduates, (80.4 percent)

than do'its peers (74.9, petdent), and'conseq0ently, 'enrolls fewer graduate and
professional stddents:(19.6 petcenWthan do the peers7425.1 percent). As would
be-:expected froh'enrollment patterns, the University of Maryland awards a higher

proportion, of bachelor's degrees (76.6 percent) than do its peers (66'.6

perbent):

`Nationpl-Merit Scholar- SAT Scores

I

In the Fall 'of 1982, the University of Maryland Maryland -at allege Park

enrolled 28 Merit Scholars. Among the peers, the number of Merit Scholars

enrolled varied frdh 15 at North Carolina State University. to 190 at Texas A &

M. In the Fall of 1'982, SAT scores for entering freshmen at the University of

Maryland-College Park averaged 982, almost 100 points above the national aver=age

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 a the University of Virginia.

All of these scores are significantly above the na ional average and indicate

that these schools attract a high calibre of stude

INSTITUTIONAL RESOURCES

'Faculty,

The most recent data (FY 1983) indicate that average facu:It. Iles

the University of Maryland for the rsnkq erfessor, ':'associate professor, and

assistant professor ;-)re comparable to those of peers., The all ranks average

fact salary at the University df Maryland was $29,257 compared with $32,515

among the peers. 'A comparison of the distribution of faculty by rank shows that
tbe.University QC Maryland had a smaller percentage (25.9 percent) of faculty at



the rank of professor than did the peers (44r7 percent), and that 68 percent of

the faculty at:peer institutions have been tenure compared to 59.1

percent at'the' Uniwersity of Maryland. Differences in distributii of faculty,

by rank and tenuce . do° riot imply differences in quality rather, these

distribution5, are largely the result of individual institutional policy

decisions.' 'At this point, the University "-of Maryland sholild have greater

flexibility than its peer institutions to respond to shifts in demand for .

academic. programs and to develop new areas.

Administrators

The administrItive structure of universities variea considerably from
institution to institution, 'making comparisons somewhat difficult. However, in

the area'of administrative salaries, for twenty three administrative positions

for which data were available, salaries at the University of Maryland are
consistently and substantially below medians for the peer group.

Academic Programs

At the bachelor'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 its degrees in Health

Professions. than do its peers. 'Greater variation exists at the graduate level,-
'wlere 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 researchdoctorate programs, the Universitrpf Maryland at College
Park faculty rankedv,higp-,in Economics, Electrical Engineering, Mathematics, and
Physics, and compared f'vorably wi.th rated peers in most disciplines.

Libraries and computers

The Uni'versit .-,_nucu less per student ($217)

for libraries than (_ its-peer institutions ($361) during FY 1982. The peer

institutions, on the average, were able/to addfour volumes per studebt while

the University-of Manyland'added one. Among the:peer institutions for whom data

were available, expenditures and resources for academic computing exceeded
resources available for the University of Maryland.

FINANCIAL RESOURCES AND EXPENDITURE PATTERNS

Revenues and Expenditures

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

differences are attributable in part / to differences in size among institutions,

as well aVdifferences in profTal nd levels of support from various sources.
Consequi. ' omp sons Caere ma.: on the basis of expenditures and revenues

Lull, equivalent student (FT/ES). Revenues per FTES at the University of
ilaryland ($8,416) were 216 percent less than revenue per FTES at the peer

institutions ($10,653). Similarly, expenditures per FTES at the University of
Marylamd ($8,219) lagged behind expenditures per'TtES at the peer institutions



($11,245). There were differences in the patterns of expenditure an3"r venues;

for example, the University of Maryland received 20.1 percent of it revenues
from tuition and fees while the peer institutions, on _the average, re eived 13.9
percent of revenues from'tuition and fees. State Funds_per FTES t the peer
institutions ($5,762) exceeded those at the University of Maryland ($,528) by
more than $1,000 per FTES.

Budget Guidelines

The budget guidelines used in the 4 kialysis of budget requests by he State
Board for Higher Education were calculated for the University of Ca ifornia
Berkeley, the University of Illinois at UrbanaChampaign, the Unive sity of
Michigan - Ann Arbor, and the University of Texas at Austin. AnalysiS\of the -,

data used in the guideline calculations indicated that the peer campu es had
different distributions of -credit hours by level and c st than d'd the
University of Maryland at College Park. College Park had distribut'on of °_

credit hourc that was more lower division and less gradua e and graduate
research than the distribution of credit hours at the peer campuses.. 11 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 privr"ly
attributable to differences in enrollment patterns by level and type of program,
and to differences in the total, size of facilities at the campuses.

,eport to provides information on a wide variety of areas for,wh ch
,.ions amon institutions /systems can be made. The University of Maryland

ives less in state support per.FTES and in TOtal support per FTES than .:Py
of the per sy, ems. It is clear that in certain areas major dericienq es
exist. The peer systems enroll,more high ability unde'rgraduate students and

provide more graduate education than the University' of Maryland. The p er

systems receive more funding for research than the University of Maryla d;
'however, the University of Maryland compares favorably with its peers in to ms
of the Tuality of its graduate programs. These data provide a benchmack f om
which the University's progress in becoming one of the best public universit es
in the country can be measured.

i



A Comparison of the University-of Maryland o
with its Peer Institutions

s*----
During the past several years 'a number of reports have been prepared by

SBHE comparing the University of Maryland to.a group of institutions designated

by the University as peers. In 1982 report of the chairmen of the Senate

Budget and Taxation Committee and the House- Appropriations Committee requested

that the level of comfarabilitir of the'UniverSAy. of Maryland to its peers be

evaluated, by SBHE. The University of Maryland had used the following criteria

to 'se ect the peer group:

1. The institutions must be part of a public system, combined, into a
system or part 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. 4

4. The, principal campus should be a member of the Association of

. American Universities.

5. The institutions should combine teaching, research, and service in

their role and scope.

6. The institutions should represent quality systems.

A

7. e systems should include at least two doctoral granting
lampuse?.

8. The systems should grail; at least as Many doctoral degreeias the
University of Maryland and receive at least as many federal research'

funds per year.

The kintent of the criteria was not to identify institutions that
i

are

identical to the University of Maryland if fildeed\here were any. The effort

was to develop a set of similar institutionsias a basis for data collecilo And

presentation of comparable data.

Using these criteria, the University of Maryland had selected the folio king

set of peers:

University,of California System (10 campuses?
- University of Illinois System (3 dampuses). .

Michigan System (3 campdsess) and Michigan State University itt
Univers f Texas System (.11 campuses) ....

University of WisconsinlSystem (Madison aqd Milyaukee campused only)

.=?!..Th



The SBHE staff accumulated' and analyzed data about faculty, student enrollments,

academic programs, and research for all of these institutions:, After careful

review and consultation.withnthe University of Maryland, the Legislature, and

EXecutive, the SBHE recommended that several modifitations to the peer group be

made to strengthen its utility as a comparative tool. The SghE genef,ally agreed

with the criteria peing-used by the qiiversity. However, the number of campuses

included from the California an exas syStems was sive and tended to

distort the peer Averages. Therefore,' the number of campuses from these systems

was reduced. fLo, the land grant institution in TeXa,A had not been included so

Texas A&M-University was added. Finally, in order to provide a more balanced

regional representation the peer'group was expanded to included the University

of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, North Carolina State University, the

University of Virginia, and Virginia Polytechnic Institute. The University and

the' SBHE agreed upon lthefollowing list as Vie peer .institutions for the

University of Maryland:

University of tAlifornia-Berkeley, Davis, San Diego

University of Illinois System
University of Michigan/System
Michigan State Univer ty

University -of North Carolina-Chapel Hi
Nortj Carolina State Upiversity
University of Texas-Austin, and Heal, cience Center at Houston'

Texas A&M University 1 , o

University of Virginia
Virginia Polytechnic Institute
University of'Wisconsin-Madison and Milwaukee

<3

This 19t was foimally a dopted by SBHE in\March, 1983.

The stu145, presented in this paper has been undertaken by SBHE in

cooperation with the Univers4y of Maryland to provide comprehensive comparisons-

of the Univ ersity of Maryland with its. new. peer institutions. The data
v

collected , for this study will provide the benchmark against whidh .,progress

Rs/oward the goal of being among the :iop public universities in the country can be

2



measured.. To complete the comparisons, :staff of the Ma'ryland State Board. for
f ..

.

Hlgher Education traveled to ,California, Illin0s,:,Michigan, North Caro],inai anej':,. I

. A
'

Texas, many of the states in which the peer institutions were located theSe
.

states, meetings were held with the coordinatinigovernihg board (SHEEN staff
---,L.

and key staff members of the universities in question. the visits were required
v,

(17 to collect and examine detailed dgta from tge sp'ecific'aet of institutions;
1

(2) to assess the icomparability of the daaNpused: and (3) by ,,gain an

understanding of the similaritieS and Jiff ences among theinstitutions. The

travel for this study was Made possible y a grant from the PerSonnel ,xchange.
t

or the State igher Education Executive Offiders (SHEEO) NationalCenter-Z
4

,

Education Statistics (NECS) network.

Data gathered included HEGIS faculty salary, enrol..lment, financial, and

-' .4) , .

degrees awarded reports and the College and University. Personnel Associatfon.
4 .

(CUPA) administrative salary
0
information. This data has been Supplemented with

i 'nformation about students,, tuitioji and feeblibraries, computers; 'federal.
.4 4

research funding, facilities, and program evaluation frOm other sources. .."

'

To facilitate comparisons of the University o& Maryland with itspeers, the

data collected has been organized in three areas:

1. Characteristics orthe Student Population
. .

2. Institutional Resoaes 10'

.
.

-,

3. Financial Resources and Expenditure,Pa terns

e



a

I CHARACTERISTICS OF THE STUDENT POPULATION

One important determinant of the similarity of institutions is the degree

of similarity in the populations they are 'serving. To compare the University of

Maryland and its peers, the. SBHE examined enrollment patterns by 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

enrolling as freshmen. The findings are outlined below.

Enrollment

Table 1 display3 total headcount enrollment by institution and the

percents full-time and 1 ,4rt-time. Part time enrollment at the,University of

maryland ak_,k,yunti to) a a1gn1fluar,t ly higher proportion 137_8 percent) of total

cncyllMiTlt that, 1i the Caoc foe the peer ty-up (13 a Whole ( 17.0 percent). At

`the Onlvcr3lty of Maryland. part -time enrollment ranges from 19.6 percent of

total enrollment ut UMAL to 26.8 percent at UMCQ to 93.2 percent at UMUC.
().

University College accounts for'almont 111 percent of the part-time enrollment at

the University of Maryland. None of the peer tn:Aitutions/syptems has a campus

similar to University College; it is unique to the University of Maryland. At

peer institutions xtennLOn credit, ntudentn comparable to the students nerved by

Unlvcr:31ty y' are usually reported at each of the npeciCie campuses of the

university. syim and therernrc are Included in th'e enrollments of the

r:Nren were excluded, part Lime_ampon,.1 0,1.,),ILy

0,11v,1:11Ly \At Peri Alt rltILL

;11-Mve pfe,

T.:1 lire 11 sit r l',111 I ,ij ,c.c1,:un enrollment bv level

11 r11,.1 1 n, 1. ,,11.,o KrAtnAte. The

1.In1,v,rnI1 y , -r
e

prolt,r1 1, n (,1 nt ki

t1111,Vr.r.1111 por',.111 er1 w I l h l h, r 1[1.11 11111 rIn'+ L(11.11

1
, 1 ) . ,1"-:1(111.11

buive4-Hly

e. r 11, ,f 1 .111 i .1

( 1'1.1, pnr :11 1 1 1. U. 1 1,, . 11 I Ile

m, 1..1111 ,n)er tt 1 !lc

,r 1 :1 11 I l III I j j



Table 1
Headcount Enrollment

Full-time and Part-Time
Fall, 1982

Percenjt Percent

Total Full-Time Full-Time Part-Time Part-Time

University of California
'Berkeley 29,296 26,900 91.8% (2,376 8.2%

Davis 19,321 17,822 92.2 11499 7.8

San Diego 13,102 12,4101 94.7 692 5.3

Total California 61,719 57,132 92.6 4,587 7.4

University of Illinoin
Urbana-Champaign 34,914 31,415 90.0% 3,499 10.0%

University Center 21,003 15,247 72.6 5,756 27.4'

Health Science 4,259 3,574 83.9 685 16.1

Total Illinois 60,176 50,236 83.5 . 9,94.0 16.5

University of Michityth

Ann Arbon n,or,= lonhlc. 8( 'i% 14,236 1-,2 i%

Dearborn 6,390 3,41 54.0 2,939 46.0

Flint 5,02') -3,_,592 51.6 2,433 48.4

Michigan i...,_. ',2,730 )4,175 80.0 8,555 20.0

Total_Michigan 89,217 71,0')4 7916 ,8, 163 20.4

U. of North
Chapel Hill
North Carolina :ita;

Total North Carolina

University of Texas
Austin
Health Science-Hountun

Texas A&M
Total Texan

Univ(,cnity

VP'

Totni

.[
Madison
Milwauke_

total

Total Per:i

Univeraity of Maryl,m(1
LoIlog,0 Park

Hallimoe City
HAsten :;hart'
Haltimpe Comity
HnlyersitY L"11"

TotAl Maryland

,.,(, 10,-.) o4 7', 1,4( ID.17.

22,669 15,779 69.6 6,890 30.4

44,740 34,378 76.8 10,362 23.2

(

48,039 42,181 87.0% 5,858 t.. 12.2%

2,676 2,196 82.1 / 480 17.9

36,127 31,672 87.7 4,455 12.3

86,812 76,049 87.6 10,793 i?..t1

11,116 1'),1499 90,'Yk 1,619 9.5$

22,921 20,247 88.3 2,674 11.7

40,039 35,7116 89.3 14,293 10.7

0 16_5$

26,119 10,695 56.3 1 ,424 43.7

68,09 49,941 73.1 10,408 26.9

',1,002 174,1)0) 83.0% 76,546 17.0%

i7,046 :7,1;-'1 7 3.:1, 9,925 26.0%

4,800 1,8149 80.4 941 19.6

1 ,:'111 974 00.:' 240 1(4.8

'I, Mil ',,636 76.3 1,748 23.7

11,7,, 769 6.8 1 10,1)06

61,7p) vi, 3'x'1 1,,',' \ ,, 3, 360 37.14

ntt 111(1;1:, I. I I F.rir,11111,til .trid ( ,1111) 1:iiv
F:(111(,,111,ti, 11/f1,'

Jr 111:11 it Hi 1,)11:1 of IIINtu r'



Table 2
Headcount Enrollment Percent by Level

University of Maryland and Designated Peers

AA.

University of California

Fall

Total

1982

Under-

graduate

First

Professional Graduate

Berkeley 29,296 6.5% 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 4.9 22.2

University or 1111nuis
Urbana-Champaign 34,914 (5.4% z.61 21.13%

University Center 21,003 82.4 - 17.6

Health Science 4,259 32.7 4b.I) 20.4

iutal Illinois 00,176 74.8 4.9 20.6

M1,Lin-
Ann Arbor
Dearborn
Flint

nichigan
Total Michigan

U. of North Ca, .

Chapel Hill
North Carolina Stag

Total North Carolina

University of Texas
Austin
Health Science-Houston

Texan A&M
Total Texas

Univeusity
VPI

Totni

univ,..,,Ity of wi

Madison
Milwauke(,

Total Wisconsin

Total Poos

University of' Maryland
Collego Park
Baltimore City
EAsten Shore
84Ittmoce County
University ColLoge

Tot:11 Mary1;ind

)5 0 j 0 J G LC, 0

6,390 91.1 8.9

5,025 84.4 Tj .6
42,730 77.6 -.J 19.5

89,217 73.5 5.2 21.3

22,071 67.5% 7.7% 24.8%

22,669 83.2 .4 16.4

44,740 75.11 4.0 20.6

48,039 8.0% 3.4% 18.6%

2,676 18.6 48.3 33.1

16,127 82.5 1.8 15.7

86,842 78.1 4.1 17.8

11,118 07.) '.3.8 ,_2.3%

22,921 79.3 .9 19.8

40,039 74.4 4.7 20.9

6j 1p I ,6 ll IA

26,119 83.4 16.6

68,349 /4.6 '.
W11,08,' 74.9 4.3

37,046 T9.8% % 20.2%

4,800 6.4 44.1

1,214 (01.7

7,i84 ,01.1

61,71(1 80.4

I f*, 1.',1 I I Lrir()1 I 1.,,rni) I 1,1110( Ilri,nl t (I' I n:11 I I lit inrvi ()(' II 1 krtlt.r

1:(111(,It



Dtegree40s Awarded by Level

re)

Table 3 shows the distribution of degrees awarded by level, i.e.,

bachelors, masters, doctorate ?sand first_ professional. The .University -of

Maryliind Lar4s a higher proportion of bachelors degrees (76.6 percent) than do
.

peers (66.6 percent) and a lower proportion of masters4e/rgrees (14.4 yercrt) as

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

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

V k,

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

13 consistent with the enrollment patterns described above.

3

Nc,116ficAl Mc[ It ra,t_l :DA/

One tretr_ 111,11,nt, I s 4"Al1j

chJ the Icpulat1, c 1, 111,11,11 hockl, 111 pact, on the

aiiiity t- rattta,t u"Ju.niclAtAatco .1th oti,"0 Schoia3tiL

Two measuies of 'strong sehol,,nt.le credentlai3" a4c 3AT .3cores and the presence

of National Merit Scholars.

Table 4 displays the first year enrollment of Merit Scholars at the

University of Maryland and its des1Knated peers. The University of Maryland at

4

COirice,C Vft;It cm-tilled ("6 Mcrlt1 3,:hO1ara In Fall, I98e. Other campuses of the

University of Maryiann Ald [lot. enroll any McrIt J hula,o. Among those peer

Lo dnln tiv,11ntic, the of Merit SetiOlaro

I . m n N,I I. k,n1,..11tin Ity tv 190 enrolled

at lexaL, A A M, Lale,e nu-Jbef enr llel at Texas A e M, the

University ,r fexn., at ii,eittn, and Michigan State University are due to

particultr \Iliograttin rtt. those institutions for "Itintittitional Merit :scholars."

Table displays the average math, verbal, and total SAT scores for

entering freshmen for the University of Maryland and its designated peers.

Among the peer institnttonn the University of Illinois doen not one :1AT, hut

rather requires the ACT fir entering students. .H11. the Univernity or Maryland at



J
jab-lie 3 c

,,Degrees Awarded Including First Professional
University of Maryland and Designated Peers

1981-82'

.

University of California
Berkeley
Davis
San Diego

Total California

tt

Bachelors

y

Masters Doctorate

First

Profess/ion'ali- Total

62.2%'

68.8

/ 75.4-

65.8

25.2 %.

15.3

10.4

20.6

8.2%

' 5.4

7.9
7.4

.1
4.14
10.5

5:9
6.2

8,699
3,782

2,020
14,501

University of Illinois

Urbana-Champaign 66_3% 24.3% 6.e% 3.2% 9,110

University Center 71.7 26.2 2.1 2,935

Health Science 45.6 15.2 4.0 J5.2 1,392

Total Illinois 65.3 23.8 5.1 5.8 13,437

Ut,Iverolty ,f

Ann Arbol ..-13 1 1 b I sb 10,COt

Dearborn 94.0 6_0 900

Flint 100_0 497

Michigan 71.0 10,430

Total Michigan 62.6 25.1 7-5 4,8 22,094

U. of North
Chapel Hill .'")%

0
5.07, 5,033

North Carolina Stat.,. 76.8 17.3 5.9 3,441

Total North Carolina 68.3 20.7 5.7 5.3 8,474

University of Texas
Austin 74,8% 15.6% 4.5% 5.1% 9,360

Health Science-Houston 28.3 26.8 7.0 37.9 699

Texas A&M 79.1 14.5 3.9 2.5 6,555

Total Texas 74.5 15.7 J1...3 5.5 16,614

University 38 uA z5.8p 4.5x 11.7% 4,454

VPI 75.4 19.T 4.7 4,829

VI,g1I_ 67.0 22.8 4.6 D.6 9,283

,1 .
Madison ,, ,. _. I A 0 A U 5O

Milwaukee 71.,7 27.7 1,1 3,107

iotal Wisconsi, 63.9 26.2 6.2 3.7 ,1,663

Total Peers 66.()% :)2.1% 6.0% 5.1% 96,066

Hnlvernity of Maryland
College Park 79.3% 1H.4% ').3% % 6,814

Baltimore City 39.6 23.8 35.1 1,547

Eastern :Moro 96.0 4.0 126

Baltimore County 92.2 7.1 .7 708

University College 98.0 1,177

Total Marylanq 76.6 14.4 1.8 f 10,i7;)

:Ionre: HI,All); Degrees and Other VormAl Awards Conierrod betwt!1!n July 1, 1981

and June 10, 1982

1f



-Table 4

'UniSel.rsity of Mar'yland and Desiqated Peers
Number of Merit Scholars
Fist Year Enrollmett

Fall, 1982 1

University of California
Berkeley
Davis
Sat Diego

42

NR

NR

UIvetlLy of 1.11111old
Urbana-Champaign
University Cente. NH

.

Ann Arbo.

Dea.born NH

Flint NH

Michigan 98

U. Of North Ca.-A.-,
Chapel Hill 21

North Carolina Stag. 15

University of Texas
Austin 130

Texas A & M 190

Unlvciolty uf V1,6,11 Jz

VPI 28

Madison
Milwauke- NR

t/.A.Ver31ty

College Pars,

Baltimore .County NR

Eastern Shore NR

NO1E. The number of merit scholars attending an institution is determined
in part by the institutton's policy regarding the allocatioh of funds
for National Merit Scholarships.

Source: Chronicle or Higher Education, p. I?, February 10, 1983, Top 105
campuses in first-year enrollment of National Merit. Scholar:.



Table 5
Average SAT Scores of Entering Freshmen

University of Maryland and Designated Pees
Fall 1982

Verbal Math Total

University of California

Berkeley .
553 585 1,138

Davis. 494 555 1,049

San Diego c 5 1 0 580 1 , 0

University of I1,11nu13

Urbana-Champaign
ta is

Medical Center N/A NIA /A

Chicago Circle
/

University oAisA,16,,
Ann Arbor LW

Dearborn 460 540 1,300

Flint 451 514 965

,irchigau 453 515 968

UL,IvcclAy
Chapel Hill
North Carol,.. St,.tc 476 548 1,024

university of Texas

Austin
Houston

484

N/A

547

N/A

1,031

N/A

PAM 486 517 1,003

University V1c61111d 570 630 1,200

500 570 1,070

Univsrsiiy -1
Madison 500 i 0,10

Milwaukee

ti"IV.LOILy -1 ti

453 523 976

College ran :_,I) )0,1

Eastern Short, 338 369 707

Baltimoce Cou,t, 441 490 931

Baltimore City N/A N/A N/A

University Coli,e6e N/A N/A N/A

*Iiiinoin unen ACT, not ;;A1, J:L:. a Arampuie:,:i .,,,Image 1982 ncore wan 24.5.

source: Barron's Profiles, L,vejoy's College Guide, and institutional personnel



College Park SAT'scores f% Fall, 1982 averaged 982, 'almost 100 points above the

nat onal average of 893. Sqoree at Baltimore County also exceeded the national

average.

Among the peer. institutions, the University orMichigan at Flint, Michigan

° State University, and the University bf Wisconsin at Milwaukee were the only

universities with average SAT scores below 1,000. The Uni4ersity of Virginia

had the highest average score, 1,200, followed by the University of Michigan At

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

34.;ore3 arc atovc aveccItse, and indicate that these

attua,:t. a high ,.c111b,e of otudent.



INSTITUTIONAL RESOURCES

A second area fora comparative analysislis the array of resources an

(

institution has assembled to support its primary goals'and activities. For this

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

_programs, administrative salaries, facilities, libraries, academic computing,

and federal research funding. Taken together this information provides ja

profile of peer institutions against which the University of Maryland can be

compared.

racult/

The aLil ,Ital11VC/ OILY 13 its faw.1 LY In

teuur-

"Lid lnc t, al qual111,,1 laaJlvlklucal3 the institution wust

wpcllLl ,c and 1--oonaLle. -ppoLAunItiea for promotion and

\,

The WvoL lecent)iata (ri I903) inaleate that average faculty salaries at

the University of Maryland for the ranks of professor; associate professor, and

assistant professor are comparable to those of peers. (See Table 6) Facialty

salaries at the rank of lecturer/instructor at the peer institutions

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

faculty aalat'y at the University of Maryland is $29,257 compared with $32,515

carnotite tho pooro The total salary d011ara expended the University ot

Itatyli,"..1 Lo IILULOaOG,1 11_0 per,;Clit to reach peer averaged on

all ranma Ln ls. Mont of this discrepany is the oault of differences in

distribution of faculty by rank.

The University's relatively good standing compared to peer averages is the

result of a 1t percent increase in salaries in FY 1983. For the University to

maintain or improve its standing with respect to its peers in the area of

. faculty salaries, a sustained effort ln required. In years in which no cost-of-

living increases are awarded, the University loses ground rapidly in the

competition to atipract and retain the bent facility available.

2i



Table 6

.Average Faculty Salary by Rank
University of Maryland and Designated Peers

FY 1983,

University of California
Berkel7
Davis
San Diego

Total California

University of Illinois

Urbana-Champaign
University Center

\ Health Science
Total Illinois

MI,N16--

Ann Arbo,
Deaf born

Flint
ulchtgau
Total Mi_higdn

U. of North Cd....
Chapel Hill
North Care4ria

Total lorth Carolina

University of Texas
Austin
Health Science- Houston

Texas A&M
Total Texas

University
VPI

Tot.' v1.61,1,

Aldison
Milwaukee

Total Wisconsin

Total Peers

University of Maryland
College Park
Baltimore City
Eastern Shore
Baltimore County

Total Maryland

Associate Assistant Lecturers/ All

Professor Professor Professor Instructor R6

a

$44,107

47,671
40,718
44,270

429,456
'26,856

27,/80
28,172

$24,336
22,075
23,010

23,361

S
$23,941

23,926
22,994

23,82A

_

$37,452
34,486

° 33,940

$40,274 $28,228 $24,9121 $22,169 $33,377_
38,152 28,271 22,565 18,132 29,4931

38,575 28,337 23,114 17,319 27,042

39,77Q 28,252 23,955 18,539 31,733

4,50,0() .5)5 $19,2oL 45_54,(14

31,929 24,822 20,751 16,933 24,7/2
33,609 26,841 22,055 17,047 25,948
37,103 27,862 23,638 19,820 31,513
39,248 28,757 24,174 18,942 32,425

$40,501 $2.3,092 $22,075 $32,338
37,835 28,163 23,672 18,331 28,935
39,513 28,769 23,386 20,067 30,785

$42,139 $29,756 $24,569 $21,422 $32,670
44,635 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

$44,8e( $.30,(4e $22,b21 $20,299 $32,970
40,757 30,399 '24,249 18,485 30,160
42,655 30,534 23,637 18,991 31,287

4)IJ04 4z1,Jo1 4lej,o5e .tel,2e6 $.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

$40526 $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 28,6112 2T,659 17,652 27,620
40,510 29,651 24,214 18,752 29,257

NOTE: University College excluded becipse only 11 full-time faculty were
reported and at only one rank ware more that 2 individuals reported.

Source: REGIS - Salaries, Tenure, and fringe Benefits of Full-Time Instructional
Faculty, 1982-83

22



A comparison of the distribution'of faculty by rank at tete. University ,of

Maryland and th'e peers is provided in Table 7. The rank distribution at the

University of Maryland is significantly different than that at peer',

institution?. The greatest difference is at the rank df professor. - Tifigt,

'proportion of faculty menbers holding the rank of professor at all peer

institutions is 43.7 pfercent and at several individual campuses, the proportion

exceeds 50 percent. At the University of Maryland, only 25.9 percent of the

faculty hold the rank of treosor, with College Park having 30.b percent.

9

Maryland alou hao a much great-cc pcc,:cntage or Its faculty at the

instructor ic,tdcr rank (15.5 percent) than, do peer institutions (6.9 percent).

111.c lulvct illy 01 Mc/yloold lo il,W 11.0 pecc

lho pC0p3cll.o. th_ fa, Ily holding tenure. Moi-c than 08

QI tnc tu,.11y al pcci havc., been awaied tenu,'e eumpaccd to

59.1 percont4Pat the Unlver3Ity of MdrylanO, Because tenure- i closely

correlated with rank, it is to be expected that institutions wi,t a higher

proportion of their faculties at the rank of professor and associate professor

would have higher tenure rates.

Differences in distribution of faculty by rank and tenure rates do not

ne,.essarlly translate to differences In quality. These distributions are

A

largely the ,eoult of Individual InstItutl,nial policy decisions, At this point

lhc Uuivc. Willy yl ti,,nyland snon1,1 lave oomcwhal 6Leatci flexibility than IL

pcc, i.olltul10.L l Lcop.o.d ShlIto I. 00Mcnd i. aCaJetille prugrawo ana

develop new areas be,,ause it. f,.ultyAo 1,0s "locked I.."

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

attract and retain rirgh quality faculty, but salaries are not a me'isUre of

faculty quality. Faculty reputation is an important indicator of institutional

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

faculty across Institutions. However, there are several reports currently

available which provide rough indicators of faculty quality and performance in

limited areas of the total responsibility of faculty members.

it



Table 7
Distr4bAion of Faculty Salary by Rank and-Percent Tenured

University of Maryland and Designated Peb'rs
FY 1983

University of California

Faculty 'Prof.

Assp.

Prof.

A' sis.

PriNf.

.

Instp,Ictor/

Lecturers Tenured
..,

- . c i

Berkeley' 1r42 -62.1% 16.8% 14.7% 61';ii% ' 77.9%
Davis IF-- 776 42.7 25.9 ...17.7 ,13.8 . 69.1

San Diego 496 55.6 .22,6 16.5 .2 76.8
Total Cadifernia 2,7,06 55.3 20.5 15.9 8.3 75.2

.
. 41 ,,.. i.

University of Illinois
Urbana-Champaign 2,006 49.3% 27.5% 22.b% .6%' 78.3%
University Center 837 32.6 35.0 28.9 3.5 74.2
Healt16Science 325 18.5 30.5 42.1 8.9 52.3

Total Illinois 1,230 42.1 29.9 26.4 1.6 75.1

U.,1N,ala1Ly of

Ann Arbo, U",,) 1,1 015 L'U lk -o SA I Ok 0' 015
Dearborn 180 28.3 35.6 20.6 '5.5 61.7
Flint 130 25.4 36.2 23:0 15.4 56.2

818 52.1 23.3 21.3 3 -3 77.0
T4a1 Michigan 3,821 49.9 22.9 20.9 6.3 72.4

U. of North Ca. ..

Chapel Hill 1,089 44.4% 25.3% 20.9% 9.4% 66.9%
North Grolina StaLe 914 33.1 28.3 25.7. 12.9 59.4

Total North Carolina 2,003 39.2 ,26.7, 23.1 11.0 63.5

')
University of Texas

Austin 1,888 39.8% 25.6% 27.3% 7.3% 66.0%

Health Science-Hou3t0e 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

949 36 5% 29 4%. 28.1% 59.5%
VPI 417 27.9 30.5 31.5 10.1 58.0
Total V1t1511 2,366 31.4 30.0 30.3 8.3 58.6

Unlvc.alty of
Madison 4,41 or. 4x IA 10 4,3% (8,c%

Milwaukee 768 31.9 36.2 26.3 5.6 69.8
Total Wisconsin 2,209 51.8 22.4 21.0 4.8 75.3

Total Peers 20,009 43.7% .25.5% 23.9% 6.9% 68.6%

University of Maryland
College Park 1,308 30.6% 30.7% 25.8% 1.9% 63.2%
Baltimore City 350 18.6 25.7 36.3 19.4 45.1

Eastern Shore 82 7.3 14.6 40.3 37.8
Baltimore County 273 18.3 42.5 23.1 16.1 -59.1

Total Maryland 2,013 30.8 27.9 15.5 59.1_25.9
4

NOTE: University College excluded becauSe only 11 full-time faculty were
reported and at only one rank were more that 2 individuals reported.

Source: HEMS - Salaries, Tenure, and fringe henefiqp or Full-Time Instructiohal
Faculty, 1982-83

2 (I



In the area of research, the Natdonal Science Foundation compiles an

annual report on federal support to univeraities,i colleges, and selected eon-

profit institutions. While the federal government v n the only source of
0

research sup sort, iP is by far the, largest provider. Both the University of

( Maryland College Park anorBaltimore City re among the top 100 universities

A :7
receiving federal research and deveiopment_fUnds nationally in -Federal FY 198'1.

(See Table8) College Park ranked 50th'and Baltimore City ranked-60th among the

top 100. Among public, institutions in the top '100, College Park ranked 29th 'and

Baltimore City ranked 36th of b( lnaititutions Among the 17 peer campuses in

the top 10U, College Park manked 11th and Baltimore City ranked 13th. These

V

lant,lueso 111,11,:ate d hitch lcVel of uu the po.l uf University of Maryland

faculty lu competing for federal teaeac,;h

the National lu.tltutea of Health 114.,a pa,11bhaJ a railklue, of lta olaut'a tv

public medical schools for Federal FY 1982. The University or Maryland ranked

12th among 72 public medical schools receiving NIH extramural awards and 5th

among 11 medical schools at peec institutions.(Sed-?Table 9) Again, this ranking

indicates a high level of success among faculty competing for grants.

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

oompletcd study of the quality or research-doctorate programs sponsored by the
q4 .

0

Conference board uf Associated Research Councils and published by the National

Academy of lee bust luCludeo tcptcoeuLatIvca of the American Council

of fea,fled ocleLl-,, the Am,ulcan Councll bducatiun, the Social Science

Research Coul,c11, and the National Research Cuuncil.

The study was quite complex and evaluated programs over a range of

measures. Among the factors considered were the results of a r utational

survey conducted in.April, 1981. Faculty members' within each disc0ipline were

4
asked to rate programs Eh the areas of faculty competence and achievements, the

effectiveness of the program in educating research scholars and scientists, and

improvement in the program over the pant five yeani. The standardized scores in
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IC

A.

TH, 10: u4;91Ps11)M'AN:' COLJAWS 1

RILIIVIN IHI LARGISI t9DJWA: /9 1914-8: .2

'*INSTITUTION (RANKED BY
AHOuN1 RECEIVED

RAP: 806 89' 19811 3974 3975

2,085.204 2.246440
10141, ALL INSTIJUTIONS

.

7 MASS INS1 Of TECHNOLOGY"
3 JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY 39.559

4
48,715
41,203

3 STANFORD UNIVERSITY 53,565
61.074

4 UNIVERSITY OF MKSHINCTON
:g:t431

5 UNIY Of CAL LOS ANGELES 3:141(0).92 54,203

48,550
:631:26:

114 UN1V OF CAL SAN DIEGO

10 UNI OF PENNSYLVANIA 36,712

101AL 111 10 1NSTilUlioNs 5013,250 521,926

1976, 1977 . 1978

2,430,979 2,803.030 3,386e27/ 3,873,899

1979
.

,A.

45,031

2.11142t i .73::::
:MIN97.953

7 4,463-

80.105
110,681

42,296 69,462
9k,030

43.573
t156,500

9,878 ITN358,724

MPS V V OF 8413- MADISON
,,../ HARVARD UNIvERSIIY

9 COL B1A UNIV HAIN Div
51,095
46,054

49,358
48,565
43,538

'52,473
43.247

53.351

'!!:!317!

60.518
15.530

77.249 i 5,187
.089 f 84,554

86,916
87,83070;197

57,047
5'7:Zil

.1(11;;
66,Z 22

558,316 446,676 67:.::: 1,032,890

(DOLLARS IN! TH0L'SANDS)

44]) UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN 39.931
:16,6T

42 302
V7,:;;

12 YALE UNIVERSITY
37,671 40,759

58.739
54,033

13 0064111 UNIvERSITy 33,810 39,601
39,695

47.675
46,3E3

50.320 56,729

15 UNIV Of CAl SAN FRANCIS,. ;t.,:t72 33,489
44,874

14 UNIVERSITY Of MINNIS01.,
50.160
36.103 V6,:;58

77,001

32,737

41 106
41.217
69,257
6..793
59,475

Al
1981

4,1:87:9 4,409 343
C °

2,40,0 *)63,479
164(3A:D2395

' -.

142,094
106,073

;(6:0),,W;I 99,96-5-

87,294 -1 ,, 95,210

10k427 91,403

10,830
81.511
71.065

83;659

1,084,080 1,236,658

76,136

_43.44.7.7/973,99971,935
68.936
75.444Y-
76,0A8
62,777

17 14 14240106 uNlvERSITf 26.753 30.719
45.73v
31.363 37.861

45 094
Z(2',;16,7)

54.800 5,427 , 64.065

1116 1.18)9 Of CAl BFR4ELAY 44 Q90 40.797

20 UNIV OF SOUTHERN CAL 73.493
32.700 34.100

26.678 36.717 7,739 42.906
-4:7;;'
50.179 :i)$39473

52.529
50.592

,56?,:n.(1)
5579 UNIV OF ill U8bANA

36.300
34,088 36,82 43,495

;3:17791;

11 UNIvERSITt 01 CHICAGO 33.2/7
49.239

46,364

42,343 ; 46.04f

TOTAL 151 20 165111U1it.. 836.715 012.580

20,256
21 PENNSYLVANIA STATE UNIv
22 UNIVERSITY OF COLORADO 22.628

17,75.
22.336

23 DUKE UNIVERSITY
24,568

118'24 UNIV OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN
25 UNIVERSITY Of ROCHESTER

27.169
22,974

21,250
23.307

2F OHIO STATE UNIVERSITY 39,642

25,408

2E NEN YORK UNIVERSITY
27 YESHIVA UNIviRsIlY 27,719

21.036

lit30 UN1V OF ,NC Al CHAPEL HILL 20.78129 UNIVERSITY Of P111SBURGH 16,774
26,029

A

19,167
16.586

TOTAL 151 30 185111UTIONS 1,054 442 1,109,954

32 PURDUE UNIVERSITY 17.953
31 UNIVERSITY OF UTAH 21.336 29,736

33 UNIVERSITY OF AKI2oh.

21,460
14,136

34 UNIVERSITY Of IONA 126.:24; 36,645

35 BAY106 COL OF MEDICINE 19.161 18,615

11:34 TEXAS A 6 m UNIVERSITY
37 ruc14104N siAlt uNivERs,i,
38 CASE MESURN RESERVE UNIV
39 GEORGIA INSII1UTE Of TECH
40 CALIFORNIA INS1 OF 11CH

TOJJII 151 40 185'11u110ms

41 ADRTHWESTERN UNIVERSITY
1142 UNIV Of CAL DAVIS

43 UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA
44 UN49 ALABAMA BIRMINGHAM
45 INDIANA UNIVERSITY

46 UNIVERSITY OF MIAMI
47 OR -ICON 51416 UNIVERSITY
48 MOODS HOLE OCNCRPHIC INST
49 YANDER611.1,UN1vERSITY

j1050 1.411i3OF'80 'COLLEGE PARK

12,067 12,368
34.371 18,003
17,774 16,975

FA 747 9,455
19,807 21,002

I A11.4)] A 182,351

16.546 18,721
16.837 19,837
33.024 16,257
15.854 15.507
14,238 13,132

18.448 22,896
12.297 13.710
15.070 34,440

12.746 13,710
11,746 13,772

TOTAL 1ST SO INSTITUTIONS' 1.340.459 1,444,401

SEE 1001801E1 Al IND 01 TALI.

*Peer It t it it inn

14

954.402 1,091.404

21.953 23,0)9
26,084 30,059
27,220 30,059
21,553 29,142
23.574 26.491

21.875

I
23.840

N:g44

.71::..

31:;;',-

23.514 21.348

1.196,603 1,360,373

22:449 24.91E
24,342 73,945

F7:767490

25.296
21.53'

16,120 26.336

14.554 14,514
17,997 70,179
18.641 20,175
12.621 19.243
22.221 25.085

A .462,967 . )75.163

20.082 23.468
19,460 22,413
15,617 18,471
19,864 28.862
15,421 16,771

20,765 24,123
15,761 19,221
15.222 15,986
14.156 16,876
16,03. 18,535

1,555,549 1,772,691

26

1 379.291 1.602.270 1,691.646 1.868,697

32,198
44.257 47,099

34.790

42,106
2:11(21

37.352

36.0.9

V::713
42,685

.jel,i

-33,613
42,963

34.177

3:,427

33,673

41,324
40.434

:?:1519990

168.72363:,

35,401
36,987

40.775
37,312

40,636

7,.086 31.522
39,494

38.512

26.774 -40.433 L.45Y

1.713,580, 1,977,805 2,095,497 2.2:646,0::

rilf6.73

35,524 31.964
34.853

3/.163

26,550
31.117

36,308
36,5.9

3'3,284 VA.:1; 35.30024.551
30,375

76,476 29,806 31,784 35,062

70,263 26,426 24,979 34,398

21,921 27.394 26.816 34,000

74,853 29,606 31.420 33,744

22,253 24,146 27,868 33,136

26,235 31,480 35,552 32,959
-'(

A ,68.112 A 277,16S\ 2 415.319 2,645,651
..1

26.958 31,520 31,983 32,446

27,827 33.616 42,245 31.757

21,690 22,129 25,467 30,845

21,511 24,847 26,995 29.970

19,158 20,730 26,770 29,274

25.761 ' 27,360 27.914 26.956

36,644 23,358 29,690 27,649

19,625 19,131 23(127 27,433

20,151 21,747 25.978 27,426

39,401 21,049 24,,463 27,313

7.188,840 2,524,450 2,702,321 2,938,942

cf

REST COPS.



Table A

ra

FEDERAL obLICAliow, FOR R[srARck ANE DFv(LocHF61 lc lmI 10C uNIvIRSIllES COLLIGES 2,
RECEIYINC, 7MI LARGE61 AmOuN1S. FY 1974-61 2

CON1/ RAO

INSTI1UTI0N (RANKED BY
AHOUN1 RECE1vED

RANK FOR FY 19811J

51 30S10N uNIvERmy
1116,51 UNIvERS111 OF VIRGINIA

53'Li TEX HL1H SCI C1F DALLAS
54 PRINCETON UNIVERSITY
55 UNIVERSITY 0,F CONNECTICUT

56 CARNEGIE-MELLON UNIV
57 COLORADO STATE UNIVERSITY
51 UNIV or mANAll-MANDA

...59 Nlv OF CAL IRVINE
60 AllV OF HD BALI PROF SCH

TOTAL 161 60 INSTITUTIONS

Al RoCKEFELLER UNIYIRSIIY
62 U 'TENNESSEE KNOXVILLE
.63 CUNY $1 SINAI'SCM of NED
64,SuNY Al STONY BROOK
65 LOUISIANA STATE UNIV

66 UNIVERSITY OF NEN MEXICO
67 UNIVERSITY OF CINCINNATI
68 RU1GERS THE ST UNIV OF NJ
69 UNIV OF 1L CANCER CENTER
70 EMORY UNIVERSITY

101AL 157 70 INSTITUTIONS

71 UNIVERSITY OF KANSAS
72 UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA
73 Of C STATE UNIV Al RALEIGH

,A,74 VIRGINIA COmmONHLTM UNIV
74r75 VA POLYIECH 14451 I. ST LL

76 SuwY AT BUFFALO
77 BRoAs UNIVERSITY F

78 TUFls UNIVERSITY g

79 UTAH 51412 UNIvERSITtr
80 WU% OF MASS Al AKAERsT

10TALIST 80 1NSTI7UTIoNs

81 UNIVERSITY or DAYTON
52 TEMPLE UNIVERSITY
113 GEORGE. WASHINGTON UNIV
84 UNIV OF MISSOURI COLUMBIA
85 U TEX MOM SCI OR S ANTCh

46 U UK HOPI SCI CTR HoUSIN
$7 UNIVERSITY Or NOIRE DAME

10116 UNIV OF ILL PIED CH, CmG0
$9 NASM1NG106 SLATE UNIV
10 UNIVERSITY OF KEN1UCKY

TOTAL 151 90 INSTITUTIONS

11 UNIV OF CAL SANIA BARBARA
92 mcVNE slATE UNIVERSITY
92 UNIV Or VT . st,AGRic COL
94 NEN MEXICO STATE UNIV
95 UNIV Of RHODE ISLAND

96 COL OF KED 6 DEMI OF 11 J
97 UNIV OF NEBRASKA-LINCOLN
98 SYRACUSE. UNIVERSITY
99 UNIV OF ALASKA FAIRBANKS

100 DARTMOUTH COLLEGE

TOTAL 257 100 1ws717uTiows

3974

12.422
11.325
10.290
13,537
8,495

7,017
13,588
15,468
8.409
10,143

1,471,633

10.916
8,093
13.627
6,894
7,960

8.692
9,317
9.415

10.033
1,724

1.566.304

10.234
7,327
7,725
-5t267
6;691

9.348,
7.527

.6,017
8.464
7,539

1.642,423

5,697
10.314
9.532
8,959
2,720

7,267

4,664

7:744

1.708.096

3,467
5,465

::71174- -

5.212

4,34.))

!,:1417

N/A
5.210

1,755,544

1975

13,325
12,019
10.662
16,038
9,488

10,614
16.110

1151,417)

11,925

1,567,981

12.045
8.674

13::31
7,180

9.330
8.718

1::::1
12,017

1,674,873

10,743
9.527
1,363
5,720
7,836

11.146
1.086
6,524
7.836
8.190

1.758.844

6,306
10.715
10.511

::0217

2.782
3,625
4.750
6,049
7,977

1 823.567

4.537

!:.;8725635

B.994

4.830
5,053
5.845
N/A

4,905

1,378,185

(DOLLARS 16 THOUSANDS)

1176

15,536
14.319
11,474
15,185
10,547

1977 1978 1979 1980 1981

17,212 , 19.763
17,436 19.151
15.688 16,084
16.685 17,410
12,922 15,072

20,925
22.686..
20.270
19,420
19,011

24.943
23,583
22,172
21.492
19,171

27,019
24.333
23,911
23.886
22,196

21.915,,,10.761 13,449 16,562 22,082
22,26217,003 Nil16,512

18,990 21,429 27,481F
20,6291Z:M

23,943 23.697
20,4149,574 11.972 13.847 18,605

13,121 15,312 16,592 18.374 17,186 20,414

1,689,581 1,929,915 2,357,232 2,720,907 2,917,516 3,165,348

17,163 19.952,35.371 17,473
78,729 190:M

12,894
18.545 19.93311.636
18.868 21,13116,707 21,799

1:170;

15.613
14,8)79,749

5.565
12.651 16.449

11:N5

197'2915:

14,71913.886 19,005

11.265 14.196 20,140
16.635
74.638

18.974
11,629 9,657

18.440
1f486 36,766

18,0119.082 10,272
13.430

;?:'21;" ;0:314t 17.78915,622 17.060
16,02813,750 12,257 12.921

1-7,467

14.304 17,374

1,809,386 2,060.543 2,518,356 2,890,650 3,107.50,1 3,354,630

164.7578
17.205BIT9:32:

14.473
10,767

16,973
14,1)6 77,045

8,501
7,296 --T:Tt

11.606 15,696 22.376 16,758
11,368 14.339 15,605 16,713'

)6.8239,9668.349 14.507 16,204

42.432 13,208 , 14,576 12,478

16,449

12,488
9,988 13,258

16.224
9,764

75.1157

11,71:7
8.015

15,681

10,;::
9.853 15:2247

15.412
6.749
7,187

12,268 )94::7758.202 10.018 15.13110.975

1.899.557 2.163,077 2,636,051 3.031,344 3,269,400

14.7956,643
12.851

10,696
12,434

12.222
12.559

15,314
12,090

13,026 15,31413,512 11::g9,439

94,78:7 It:L0326

12,519 13,676 16,467
5,781 7,384 11.153

4:54::
14.477

11.282

13.314

!:7515
6.766

7,250
5.584

::::::
6.787

123:472

12,987
5,534

5.613
6,436 10.154

122::73?
7,870 8:g;

13.421
12.896

8,757 10,210 13,96212,047 12.675

1.976.507 2,254,701 2.740.172 3,153.887 3.399,003 3,453,901

4.824
7.626

6.726 8.372

1,f7245

8,764
12.199

10.946

1;1;45
122:tt

8.234
10,495

128::::

11.869 11,950
10.433
6,156

12,266 16.260 11.272
11.73195)1,917 13::7(4)

7,6585,744 6.347
6.288

9.081 11.115

1209,919!!

5,505
6,4765,211

8.599

N/A
t17396
N/A

2c:;:775

10.190

'Pi5,725 6,563
18.768 17,906
8.875

2,035,965 2,328,655 2,843,594 3,265.421 3,513.125 3,766,339

2/ DOES NoT INCLUDE, R&D OBLIGATIONS To UNIVERSITY - ASSOCIATED
FEDERALLY FUNDED RESEARCH AND DEvELOPHENrCEFFIERS EFFROC'SI.
SEE 148LES 3-46 AND 8-44.

2/ SEE FOOTNOTE REFERENDE AT END OF 7A8LE 8-1.

NOTE: DA1AFOR EACH YEAR REFLECT SuProR1 Flom THE AGENCIES INCLUDED IN TH1 SURVEY SySlEm FOR THAT YEAR.

SOURCE: RATIONAL SCIENCE FOWDATION

Insf_lf.'lf 1 I 1



Table 9

SUMMARY OF NIH EXTRAMURAL AWARDS TO PUBLIC MEDICAL SCHOOLS

BY RANK OF INSTITUTION AND ACTIVITY

FOR THE FISCAL YEAR ENDED SEPTEMBER 30, 1982

RANK INSTITUTION

4

TOTAL AWARDS
NUMBER. AMOUNT

1

2

3

4

it6

7

#r8

9

*10

11'

*12

13

14

44115

16

17

18

19

*20

1(.21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

University of California, San Francisco

University of Washington

University of California, Los Angeles

University of Minnesota, Minneapolis

University of Michigan

University of California, San Diego

University of Texas, Southwestern

4 University of North Carolina

University of Iowa

University of Wisconsin

University of Alabama

MULEENSITYQIEARYILAND_
University of Colorado

University of Utah

University of Virginia

University of Texas, San Antoriio

University of Cincinnati

Medical College of Virginia of VCU

University of Arizona

University of

University of Texas, Houston

University of Connecticut

Indiana University

University of Texas, Galveston

University of Florida

University of Vermont

Louisiana State University, New Orleans

University of Oregon

SUNY Stony Brook Health Science Center

University of Tennessee

Pennsylvania State University

Ohio State Unilversity

SUNY Buffalo
1,)

University of Massachussetts

439

332

311

258

232

233

218

227

'208

185

166

116

185

122

168

144

105

139

92

120

124

111

94

122

116

70

70

76

93

,84

85

64

76

68

$55,746,756

43,556,595

34,920,744

28,948,310

28,94E3,310;

25,659,613

25,015,325

24,723,614

24,297,998

24,269,052

23,997,717

18,996,932

17,835,925

16,338,283

14,383,620

14,343,687

13,590,701

13,375,263

12,422,855

11,259,675

9,888,867

9,815,213

9,528,922

9,459,536

9,425,063

9,055,776

8,405,910

8,004,408

7,911,937

7,821,256

7,670,474

7,630,110

7,032,326



35

36

37

*\38

39

Table 9 (continued)

Wayne State University

University of New Mexico

SUNY Downstate Medical Center

Universi y of California, Davis

Medical university of South Carolina

76

50

72

75

78

6,875,779

6,710,024

6,654,879

6,477,804

6,425,480

40 University of California, Irvine 73 5,796;805

41 University of Kan'sas 75 5,244,827

42 Univ. of Med. & Dent. of NJ, Newark 55 5,154,160

43 Medical College of Georgia 49 5,045,360

44' Univ. of Med. & Dent. of NJ, Rutgers 44 4,868,377

45 $UNY Upstate Medical Center 60 4,679,014

46 University Of Mississippi 40 4,503,376

47 University of Missouri, Columbia 58 4,401,964

48 University of Kentucky 54 4,384,449

49 University of Nebraska 37 3,75.6,829

*50 Michigan State University 45 3,628,718

51 Medical College of Ohio at Toledo 36 3,181,699

52 University of South Alabama 43 3,070,697

53 University of Oklahoma 40 2,642,219

54 Univerity of Puerto Rico 17 2,327,428

55 University of Louisville 33 2,225,269

56 University of South Florida 34 1,938,749

57 West Virginia University 30 1,912,375

58 University of Arkansas 33 1,895,716

59 University of HI John A. Burns School of Medicine 19 1,783,796

60 Texas Tech University 25 1,304,140

61 U. S. Uniformed Services University 31 1,288,514

.62 Wright State University 8 990,521

63 University of South Carolina 14 957,360

40.64 Texas A 8 M University 19 916,290

65 Louisiana State University, Shreveport 15 666,993

66 East Carolina University 11 568,584

67 Marshall University 8 519,276

68 Southern Illinois University 11 512,348

69 University of Nevada 10 479,886

70 University of North Dakota 8 477,158

71 University of South Dakota 8 249,512

72 East Tennessee State Univetsity 2U 3 183,887

*peer Institution f,(URcE: National Institutes of Health



the area of faculty quality and achievements have been used to rank programs by

many individuals reporting the findings of this study. While it is important to

iacknowledge 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 Unfiresity of Maryland-College Park and peers with rated

programs. In this analysis, College Park ranks 10th among 16 peers. Because

each campus is rated on a different number of graduate programs, it is 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 and Economics, and compared

favorably with rated peers in most disciplines. While these ratings are limited

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

of Maryland facultyfis 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 que,stion that highly competent administrators are an essential

component of a high quality institution. As is the case with faculty, the

institution must offer competitive salaries in order o attract and retain the

best qualified individuals in administrative positions.

In the area of administrative salaries, the University of Maryland altpears

to lag somewhat behind its 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 special tabulation using information reported by peer institutions in

its annual survey. All but three campuses from the peer gzp had participated

21



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

Number
of

Rank Institution Score Disciplines

1 Berkeley 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 Ill7Effi 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

Note: The faculty quality rankings were obtained from

Llin National Academy of Sciences data by sorting the

Computer file into descending order on the faculty

ranking raw score within discipline and counting the

position from the first program listed.

22



Table 11

Standardized Scores and Rank Order of
Evaluations of Faculty Scholarly Competence and Achievement

University of Maryland and Peers

PHYSICAL SCIENCES AND MATHEMATICS

University of California

Chemistry

Computer
Science Mathematics Physics Statistics

S R S R S R S R S

Berkeley 74 1 70 1 72 1 72 1 72 1

Davis 55 10 46 13 48 , 13

San Diego 62 5 51 7 57 6 65 3

University of Illinois

Urbana-Champaign 69 2 63 2 163 4 67 2 57 4

University Center 47 14 54 8 44 15

Health Science

University of Michigan

Ann Arbor 58 9 64 3 60 7 53

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 44 14 45 14 53

University of Texas

Austin 63 4 57 3 56 7 62 4

Health Science-Houston 43 16 46 10

ABM 61 7 35 10 50 12 53 5

University of Virginia 52 12 42' 8 53 9 53 9

VPI 48 13 47 12 52 11 51 9

University of Wisconsin
Madison 69 2 57 3 65 2 61 5 66 2

Milwaukee 43 16 40 15 42 17

University of Maryland

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

TOTAL PROGRAMS RANKED 16 10 15 17 11

S = Standarized Score
R = Rank
Source: Conference Board of Assodiated Research Councils Study of Research

Doctoral Programs.
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Table 12

Standardized Scores and Rank Order of
Evaluations of Faculty Scholarly Competence and Achievement

University of Maryland and Peers

University of California

Chemical
Engineering

ENGINEERING

Civil

Engineering

Berkeley 71 2 75 1

Davis 55 7

San Diego

University of Illinois
Urbana-Champaign 64 3 72 2-

University Center
Health Science

University of Michigan
Ann Arbor 57 5

0
61 4

Dearborn
Flint

Michigan State 42 10 47 10

U. of North Carolina
Chapel Hill,
North Carolina State 50 6 54 8

University of Texas
Austin 61 4 67 3

Health Science-Houston
Texas ABM. 48 7 56 6

University of Virginia 48 '7 47 10

1PI 9

University of Wisconsin
Madison 72 1 59 5

Milwaukee

University of Maryland
College Park 47 9 46 12

TOTAL PROGRAMS RANKED 10 12

S = Standarized Score
R = Rank

Electrical Mechanical
Engineering Engineering

75 _1

145

3 ; 10

5

73 2

45 12

64 3

50 8

49 10

60 4

45 12

45 12

50 8

56 7

58 5

73, . 1

53 6

63 3

50 9

65 2

49 10

53 6

57 5

46 13

49 10

53 6

60 4

49 10

14 13

Source: Conference Board of Associated Research Councils Study of Research
Doctoral Programs
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Table 13

Standardized Scores and Rank Order of

Evaluations of Faculty Scholarly Competence and Achievement

University of Marylandiand Peers

SOCIAL SCIENCES

Political

Economics-Geography History Science Psych Sociology

S R.SRSRSRSRSR
University of California
Berkeley .

65 1 66 71 1 71 1 69 2 69

Davis 53 11 45 53 10 47 11 48 12 52

San Diego 58 4 56 7 53 7 66 4 58 7

Ulliversity ot Illinois

Urbana-Champaign 54 9, 58 3 56 7 57 5 67 3 60 ,5

University Center 53 10 53 11 51 12

Health Science

University of Michigan
Ann Arbor 63 3 52 5 68 2 70 2 70 1 69 2

Dearborn
Flint

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

U. of North Caro/ina,
Chapel Hill 54 9 49 7 62 4 60 4 62 7 67 4

North Carolina State 47 14 42 15 40 14

University of Texas

Austin 49 13 48 8 59 6 54 6 63 6 60 5

Health Science-Houston
Texas AM 52 12 44 11

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

VPI 55 7 47 13 41 13

University of Wisconsin
Madison 65 1 66 1 65 3 66 3 64 5 70 1

Milwaukee 43 15 53 4 46 12 44 14

University of Maryland
College Park 58 4 45 9 54 9 51 10 54 10 52 9

-TOTAL PROGRAMS RANKED 15 11 12 12 15 14

S = Standarized Score
R = Rank
Source: Conference Board of Associated Research Councils Study of Research

Doctoral Programs
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Table 14'

Standardized Scores and Rank Order of
Evaluations of Faculty Scholarly Competence' and Achievement

University. of Maryland and Peers

HUMANITIES

University of California

Art History English
S R S R

Berkeley 64 1 71 1

Davis 51 12

:San Diego 56 8

Unlversity. of Illinois
Urbana-ChaMpaign 58 7

University Center
Health Science

University of Michigan
Ann Arbor 58 2 61 3

Dearb6rn
Flint

Michigan State 54 10

U. of North Carolina
Chapel Hill 53,, 3 60 4

. North Carolina State

University of Texas
Austin 45 6 59 6

Health Science-Houston
Texas A&M 42 13

University of Virginia 50 4 70 2

VPI

University of Wisconsin
Madison 41 7 60 4

Milwaukee 52 11

University of Maryland
College Park 49 5 56 8

TOTAL PROGRAMS RANKED 7 1 3

S = Standarized Score
R 4 Rank

French
S R

61 2

53 7

60 4

61 2

'46 9

514 6

53 7

62 1

56 5

43 10

Music SpanishSR° R

67 1 67 2

47 10

41 8 62 5

63 59 6

62 3 65 3

40 9 45 11

6o 14 55 7

5 69 1

53 8

48 6 63 4

48 6 53 8

10 9 11

Source: Conference Board of Associated Research Councils Study of Research
Doctoral Programs
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Table 15

Standardized Scores and Rank Order of
,Evaluations of Faculty Scholarly Competence and'Ach!ievement

University of Maryland and Peers a

BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES

University of California

Biochemistry Microbiology" Botony Zoology
S R S R S R S

\\3.Berkeley 71 1 58 7 65 70 1

Davis 61 6 64 3 68 1 58 4

San Diego 66 3 68 1

University of Illinois
Urbana-Champaign 62 4 60 6

University Center
Health Science

University of Michigan

Ann Arbor 62 4 62 5 64 4

Dearborn
Flint

Michigan State 57 7 57 8 60 6 53 7

U. of North Carolina
Chapel Hill 56 8 60 6 58 9 58

North Carolina State 45 12 49 14 59 8 47

University of Texas
Austin 54 10 56 9 68 1 65 3

Health Science - Hoston 53 11 53 12

Texas A&M 45 12 31 16 45 11 38 11

University of Virginia 55 9 56 9

VPI 41 16 54 11 45 11 51 8

University of Wisconsin
Madison 71 1 62 4 64 4 66 2

Milwaukee 38 13 40 10

University of Maryland
College Park 42 15 52 13 47 10 56 . 6

Baltimore City 45 12 41 15

TOTAL PROGRAMS RANKED a 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

Ce,

45

nter at Houston. Table 1 compar7s average salaries for twenty-three

administrati've positions at the University of Maryland with median salaries at

the peer institutions at a larger sample of public universities enrolling

20,000 br more stude s;. 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.

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 tie University of Maryland compared to peers

at the bachelors, masters, and doctoral level. Because of the di'ersity in

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

is the HEGIS. ta-nnoMy by mfrs. ^ new -'),co.---)my is h-1,7 Mplemented and

should be fully i lac 982 in is were given

the option of using the new or plc taxo -y reporting deo..ees awarded.

Among the University of Maryand and its 7,eers, only institutions in Michigan and

Virginia used the new taxonomy, so the comparisons are based on the old taxonomy

with data from those two states excluded. fJ

At the bachelor'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 areas which show the greatest differences are Engineering,

where the University of Maryand awards al-smaller proportion o. its total degrees

than do peers and Health Professions, where the University awards a higher

proportion of its degrees than do peers. When comparisons are made to

individual peer states, there is greater variation, but the largest differences

in most cases are situations unia-e to the individ- item -1r example, the

UniVersity of California ua a rw:ch highs. p,'opo7: Ji degrees in

28
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Table 16

Comparative Administrative Salaries

by CUM Position Title

University of Maryland and Peers

198283

Average Salary

by, Position h

University of Maryland

Median Salary

by Position

Designated Peers

l

2 i. 1

Percent

Difference

Median Salary

by Position

Public Universities

Enrolling 20,000+

4 4 1

rercent

Difference

01 Chief Executive (Multi-Campus System) $80,358 $84;347 t 5.0% $80,158 ,01

02 Chief Executive (Single-Campus System) , 71,460 80,000 , 14.0 76,000 8,3

03 Executive Vice President 72,575 65,174 (10,2)

04' Chief Academic Affairs 55,779 73,000 31.6 69,480 25,3

05 Chief Business Affairs 53,251 65,750 23.5 61,800 16.1',

06 Chief Student Affairs 4(,099 55,472 15.3 57,000 18.5

07 Chief Development 41,1478 55,000 32.6 52,760 27.2

08 Chief Public Relations 34,075 43,200 26.8 45,000 32.1

10 Chief Personnel 41,718 45,600 9.3 43,800 5.0

12 Chief Budget 37,044 46,400 25.3 46,640 5.9

13 Director Legal Services 43,400 51,558 18.8 52,500 21,0

14 Registrar' 36,435 42,998 18.0 40,100 10.1

17 Director Libraries 43,351
fi

56,400 30,1 54,000 24.6

18 0-actor Computer Center 43,817 50,000 ,14.1 51,400 17 3

20 Director Institutional Research 32,941 35,500 7.8 38,044 15.5

22 Administrator Grants and Contracts 34,995 37,400 6.9,4 44,976 28,5

23 Director of Affirmative Action 32,453 32,800 1.1 36,500 12.5

25 Controller 42,905 52,400 22.1 48,800 11.7

0

29 Chief Physical Plant Li4,475 50,000 12.4 47,050 5.R`

30 Director of Purchasing 31,764 36,100 13.7 37,296 11.4

32 Director of Campus Secutiry 34,623 39,120 18.0 39,264 1144

36, Director of Admissions qq. 1
30,608 39,690 29.7 17,900 23.8

39 Director of Financial Aid 29,717 36,175 21.1 37,500 26,2

(

",Mean salary data for all campuses have been used to avoid reporting individual salaries. Data are not available to calculate mean salaries for peer

institutions or CUPA groupings.

SOURCE: College anAniversity Personnel Association
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,Biological Sciences and Social Sciences than the University of Maryland and A

muen'lower prcentage in Education and Business. These difference in California

hold When comparedito other peer syst6ms as well. Texas is higher than all the

other systems in the area of BusTriess. Texas and Illinois award a high

proportion of total bachelor's degrees in Engineering. These differences

rep-ect to a large extent differences in ourripular ,'emphases at different

institupons. On the whole, however, the similarities between the University of

Maryland and. the peers are greater thanthe'differenoes at the bachelor's level.

Greater vcclatIono In degrees. awarded by discipline ore to be expected at

the graduate level, because fewer degrees are awarded, a relatively small

numtdl ,t degises ,haage peryentage substantially. instituti,n0 al, Lend

reJuttri,es more and emphasize a more limited numbcl of plograwo at

gvaduate level. Comparisons of 1 11,1 1 V 1 slua 1 1 (13 t 1 tut torio b-4_,u si otiuw mere

diversity than is apparent in reviewing consolidated groupings.

-)
At the master's level Maryland awards degrees in a generally similar

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

Public Affairs and Service, where the University awarded a significantly higher
4;

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

University awarded a lowc,r propOrLlull lhan did pecro,

At the dual.,, u1 level gCeaLct va,laLl"Li 13 ob3ervcd betwecti the Ut,1 ver31 Ly

and Its .peers c,_ 0.11.1 -f LL, .1u.,1,,, a1 1,6, awatJdd at the UulvetolLy of

Mayand are in 1.61.1 this Is a much hIgher picpertlun than

any peers. the Universit.y awards fewer degrees proportionately than peers in

the archs of Biological and Phylical Sciences and Engineering.

1'



Libraries

A critical resource for the support of academic programs is the library. A

university cannot compete with the top institutions in the country with

inadequate library resources.

Table 20 displays information on the libraries at the University of

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 eciuivalent student 3o that meaningful comparisons can be made.

The A000clatiQh of hedearuh l.ibr'arlca ha6 developed a CuMpu31tt ranking or

CIAc 11Cla1 1c ,C 111:AiluCluLlo ul hltshct uJuunll,it Chat aooltsn varlua

lo .,Aualco h 1,1 v.,1UweJ cAJJ.,d opt:L11E1g ful matetlalb and oalal1co and the

dttla1,3 In Chc. 11L1 caty 1,ACic 2U cifou Olvc3 Chc

Aril lank loc t- 11Lt a. lc the UnlveroiCy of Mcnyland at Gollege Pa, k's

libiary wus railhed 41 by AHL, while the library at the University of California

at Berkeley was rated second. Three other libraries at campuses of the

designated peers were ranked in the top ten.

When the data per student are examined, the ',University of Maryland at

l,ullege Yark ,Apenid $C1/ per lull tlmc equivalent Student lrlt.;_» while the

peer c:n1.,c"dc(1 Sib' pcc rip.., for the Llucary. Nor' salaries of

U,,.] 1 $1 M

.",l1kul1 ,./.1,t1J A 4).2314 p,t Uuli,,,-

Al 11..,111,.11 Ito tAVtic16,

cld(IcA fuuc. vol .men data, o- .(; whulc, indicate that in very catemory

the University of Maryland w, 3 at a I vel about half of its peers.

1 1



TABLE 20

UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND AND ITS DESIGNATED PEERS

LIBRARIES

1981-1982

VOLUMES

IN , VOLUMES CURRENT

LIBRARY ADDED SERIALS

SPENDING SPENDING TOTAL

FOR FOR HEGIS ARL*

MATERIALS SALARIES EXPENDITURES RANK

CALIFORNIA:.

BERKELEY 6,117,424 189,651 102,265 169,260 11,670,545 19,831,116 2.

DAVIS 1,751,213 71,668 45,207 3,002,697 4,946,119 10,676,547 25.

SAN DIEGO 1,507,875 48,270 27,904 2,248,442 4,264,153 8,399,483 41.

SUBTOTAL, CALIFuhN1A 9,378,512 '309,589 ) 175,376 9,420,399 20,880,811 38,907,146

ILLINOIS:

URBANA-CHAWIGN 6,242,615 151,490 93,913 4,019,841 6,666,517 11,685,498 9.

SUBTOTAL, ILLINOib 6,242,615 151,490 93,913 4,019,841 6,666,517 11,685,498

MICHIGAN:

ANN ARBOR D,401,112 10,482 60,688 3,677,902 7,516,157 13,292,820 8.

MICHIGAN SIAIL 2,80(,156 92,929 20,301 2,296,850 3,917,646 6,125,974 35.

SUBTOTAL, MICHlueu4 8,288,328 198,411 80,989 5,974,752 11,433,803 19,418,794

NORTH CAROLINA:

UNC CHAPEL HILL LOjy60 111,W)) 3J,593 3,520,990 4,945,302 10,284,105 16.

SUBTOTAL, N. CAROL ,a 2,839,858 117,059 39,593 3,520,990 4,945,302 10,284,105

TEXAS:

A AND M 1,40.3,513 4%z9_1 15,223 1,983,573 2,609,301 5,958,566 59.
U T AUSTIN 4,846,764 144,642 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: v\

U. OF VIRGINIA 2,466,753 75,163 25,003 2,693,004 4,415,944 8,682,418 23.
VPI 1,334,979 49,364 21,635 2,117,884 2,605,973 6,570,122 57.
SUBTOTAL, VIRGINIA 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 3,352,060 6,815,220 12,289,341 12.

SUBTOTAL, w.i60uNJIN$ 4,184,038 104,191 53,836 3,352,060 6,815,220 12,289,341

PEER TOTAL 40,985,300 1,195$0e 505,508 37,929,550 01,960,165 124,168,505

UNIVERSITY 0t mAni.00.

COLLEGE LARK 1,)10 y9u 1) ojL e,19,_19 .1,951,640 O,722,941 41.

* ASSOCIAII0N uv 413hAttlE6

SOURCE: A.R.L.'



TABLE 21

UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND AND DESIGNATED PEERS

LIBRARY DATA PER FULL-TIME EQUIVALENT STUDENT

VOLLP ES

ir VOLUMES

LIBRaY ADDED

'MP

CURRENT

SERIALS,

atc

SPENDIM

FOR

MATERIALS

SPENDING TOTAL

FOR HEGIS

SALARIES EXPENDITURES

UNIVEr or
COLLEGE 111111, ILO 217

BTOTAL, CALIFORNIA 159 5 3 160 355 662

ILLINOIS:

URBANA- CHAMPAIuN 190 5 3
,

122 203 355

SUBTOTAL, ILLINOIS 190 5 3 122 203 355

MICHIGAN:

ANN ARBOR lob 3 L 113 230 407

MICHIGAN ,iikit, 73 2 1 60 102 159

SUBTOTAL, MICHiwo 116 3 1 84 161 273

NORTH CAROLINA:

UNC-CHAPEL HILL. 14( 0 2 182 255 531

SUBTOTAL, N. CARuillih 1q7 6 2 182 255 531

TEXAS:

A AND M 44 1 0 62 185

UT - AUSTIN 110 3 1 110 112 235

SUBTOTAL, TEXAS 82 2 1 8 133 214

VIRGINIA:

U OF VIRGINIA 157 5 2 171 280 551

VPI 63 2 1 100 123 309

SUBTOTAL, VIRGINIA 103 3 1 130 190 412

WISCONSIN:

MADISON 112 J I 90 181

3

PEER TOTAL

:3 0(SUBTOTAL, Wia0H3IN 112 3 1 g0 183

12j 4 114 204

SOUE: AJOtAAALioN a

UNIVEr or
COLLEGE 111111, ILO 217

lftIC I L )SOUE: AJOtAAALioN aSOUE: AJOtAAALioN a lftIC I L )lftIC I L )



Computer Support

The adequacy of computer support is beco4ng increasingly important in

almost every discipline. Unfortunately, comparable data about levels of

computer support are not generally available.

Table 22 presents information on academic computin centers at several of

the institutions designated as peers of the Uni4ersit of Maryland. Data were

available only for the University of California at Berkeley, the University of

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

Unlver3lty, the Uolvcrlty or Texas at Austin, and Virginia Polytechnic_ These

data chow that, lu tcClus vl Stale Support pct. otuJent for academic computing,

u01 l:60 r..1k ,tify of the pccf luolltuLlous tor whQm data were

Am,u6 ne Vri cApcuJcJ the most aw,A16 these

lei n, pct' 1111 MIchitsa,. Stars: expended the IcaA ($80 as

oompdrcA with expenditures of $69 pe student at College Park. 'When the data

related 10 disk space per student and terminals per 1,000 students are examined,

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

Physical Faciltieo

Another Mdjor lull al t of oupport. fOi InotItutIonal pro6iamo lo the
AO

,Je4 4cley of I_Lc pbAlCal rdelillic udll be yObOlderable variation in the
4

fo. Jcpc..1,11.4 pot, lbct cl,AIVItled and programo

luoLICull oqual,, footatse alone dQCO !IL.

guaranLee the adequacy or Audllty of Va-ilities, insufficient space can Le a

serious hindrance to an institution's performance of its functions in

instruction, re3earch, and publte :3erviee.

5(1
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TABLE 22

ACADEMIC COMPUTING CENTERS
( COMPARATIVE DATA, UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND PEERS

STATE SUPPORT
PER STUDENT

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

DISK SPACE TERMINALS
PER STUDENT PER 1000 STUDENTS
(insinegabytes)

BERKELEY

UNIVERSITY OF ILLINuls

$138 .82 b9

URBANA-CHAMPAIGN

oNivc.ft3nI or t9 1 t.t11 uAt4

$114

$iel

b5 17u

mikAtIGAN s,1 tN I V Ett I L t 3 Ov 1,0 13

UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS
AUSTIN $101 .32 43

VPI $190 .63 80

UNIVLA,311x ,A' LIA1111M-10

COLLEGL PmRK 1

Source: Profnes or Acdemic Computin Oregon State University, 198 ?.



Table 23 displays info ation on the gross square feet -(GSF) in auxiliary

and noh-auxiliary facilities on- the campliang ,r ih hnl ily ftirvinnd and

those design3ted peers for whom information was available. Auxiliary space is

that used for 9elf-supporting programs and is largely composed of iilormitories,

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

cilssrooms, research labs, offices, and other academiqppace at an institution.

Table 23 also includes informatio4,on the number of non-auxiliary GSF per

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

institutions (279 (3SF/FTES) exceeded the average at the University of Maryland

(euz USF/eiL0) by almost 40 percent. College Patk had less nonaux1llary apace

pci oCndcnL thn ,11,1 any Lha peci inotltutlohs for whom data were available.

c

r.-



Table 23

Campus
University

Facilities Gross Square Feet
of Maryland and Designated Peers

Non-Auxiliary Auxiliary Total
GSF GSF GSF

Non-Aux.
GSFYFTES.

University of California
Berkeley 8,080,000 N/A N/A 281

Davis 5,436,827 2,222,573 7,659,400 299

Univecsity Of illin,,is
Urba.ria-Champaign 9,7j9,58b j,452,471 13,192,059 ?9b

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

Chicago Circle

university or C.1116an

3,300,878 0 3,300,878 194

Ann Arbor 1o,297,834 9,3.12,799 19,630,633 315

U. of North Carolina
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

University of Texas
A&M 9,754,457 11,082,424 10,836,881 303

Austin

ur

.10,707,593 x,440,001 12,947,594 242

Madison 11831,820 ),4j4y44 15,266, b4 315

Milwaukee 3,469,491 '1,095,286 4,564,7 188

nytrag- 64,8e0,200

University of Maryland
College Park 5,006,531
Baltimore City 1,963,836
Eastern Shore 365,819
Baltimore County 1,093,379

794,554 279

3,417,307 8,123,838 162

209,231 2,173,067 411

273,963 639,782 371

459,962 1,553,341 195

Average, University of
Maryland 202

Source: Institutional Reports.

(),



FINANCIAL RESOURCES. AND EXPENDITURE PATTERNS

The most important determinant' of an institution's ability to provide all

of the resources necessary to support high quality programs is the 1/41 of

financial support available to the institution. Fina-ncial comparisons between

and among higher education institutions are not simple because of substantial

differences in methods of budgeting and accounty(g used by institutions. In the

7
case of public institutiuos, budgeting prac/tices and policies re9red by the

1

state government 'can further complicate comparisons. For example, fringe

benefits are not always funded through the 'institutional budget, but sometimes

handled through central ntn.tc organizations. One Cannot be as confident of

estimates of fringe benefits costs in these instances: Further, because of

differences in fringe benefits programs offered by the institutions, even if the

information is, accurate comparisons may not be completely valid.

The ,source of data used to compare expenditures and revenues was the HEGIS

Financial St-atisties-of Institutions of Higher Education for FY 1982. Beause

of the complexity of financial comparisons, the staff invested considerabi

N
effort in attempting to understand reporting differences among peer institutions

and between peers and, the Univeribity of Maryland. Based on these discussions

the ',SEiE staff has a high lev 1 of confidence in the validity of aggregate

comparisons between the University of Maryland and its leers. Financial

information for GEES, CES, and AES have been included in the University of

Karyland ,
totals because these activities are reported as part of individual

campuses at peer institutions. The University of Maryland estimated the State's

fringe benefit expenditures and has included them in its HEGIS forms. With

these adj4tments, the SBHE staff is certain that University of Maryland

expenditut'es and revenues are not understated compared to peers.



Revenues and Expenditures

Table 24 displays information on FY 1982 HEGIS- revenues for the

institutions that were included in this study, while Table 25 displays

information on the FY 1982 HEGIS expenditpres. Tables 24 and 25 are derived

f.rom columns A and B of the HEGIS finance' form. Wide_ variations exist in the

total revenues 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 levels of support from various sources. It should be noted the data from

Texas are somewhat underestimated because only a small part of the fringe

benefit expenditures are included.

To enable comparisons to be made, the revenue and expenditure data were

divided by total full-time equivalent students (FTES) at each campus. FTES were

calculated from HEGIS enrollment reportslby adding-r headcount full-time

enrollment to one-third of the headcount part-time ."'")enrollment for each

institution. The FTES for California may be slightly understated Buse it

cannot be determined whether all of the continuing education students analagous

to those at University College have been included in the HEGIS enrollment report

but the expenditures for these students are included in the Financial Report;

therefore expenditures per FTES for California may be somewhat overst4ed. Data

on revenues per FTES are displayed in,Table 26 a> data on expenditures per FTESA

are displayed in 'able 27.

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 percPnt.



TABU 21

usIvEPS111 01' ,imirtAmo 4110 ITS MIGRATED PErR9

TI 190 MAI, /DEICES 11 MACE

1017 ION 1110

1115717tIoN % EELS 5

COOON11:

011(1111 41,112,113

04905 26,205,615

546 DECO f
83,120,517

046:4164
7,111,12o

55610%, ciLININII 100,409,665

15619015)

08214-20114134
29,112,211

It 510c, 6216119 1,751,941

Ciill,A CIKLE

CENTAAL ,

16,25M5I

1,N2,1092

0I73iAI., 161.11015 51,91,513

MICH.C1N

444 46024 197,747,171

1L111
1,6 12,1111

00428224 1,0011,64

mi5)91c,44 5114v 10:09,154

sa12ilL, 01,".40 11
119,211,484

124111 01022I111,

DIV,.CWEL ILL 21,002
4,0, 01112 96,114,012

5961011L, 4,0 401.11,1
/ 17,124,574

04ro) 4

4 1sD M ' 32,506,056

07.10011 21,478,451

r-,)rw-J9 901,129

112)7 L, 76119 52,904,640

93431914

2)104, Of 411001,1 29,751,121

0110T42, 90430424

481 t6,621x1

53.411,19

1,1',;011IN

nols61 VJ,700rA1/

c544201 23,020,983

36816'111., 410200 30,529,510

PLLS
I 891,951,571

!,1111.14D,

c.LL1C, 1,114 45,815,179

8407:0:44 0171 11,1521 171

E101JS:.MJPE 1,456,401

0L11KRE 0214 8,021,144

64,015111 0,,LLE0E
1,161,111

(ELI
0

as 19u0 1E1 0

1701,0, 1 Klux, I 17,605,160

rEDEPIL

OPIOPPIATION5

1,866,121

2,411,681

0
,

'',r1,719,1t9

7,551,111

14,106,479

1,663,069

0

o

15,189,519

, 310,625

1,906

1,T13

50,0A

448,497

0

16,635,19)

14,4)5,313

20,634,294

0

o

20,614,296

10,120,1002

10,120,132

4,112,111

0

4,112,117

1 11,529,201

190,491

99,172

1,2'6,520

226,944

3

n

5,621100

1
8,055,0

51416

IMO/0141013

280,103,601

165,506,069

102,416,015

11,311,296

411,719,004

1,612,3t3

106,917,566

51,187,824

19645,198

358,611,711

Qp,

159 051,102,

1,0)2,685

/1,591,222

142,129,219

119,166,626

1)1,051,154

)11,556,663

248,619,417

202,621,61)

118,0(81,515

80,416,091 \

461,129,346 1

1806912j:1:1:

10,n,08

17,710,537

9,8,506

241,51,013

$2,305,511,557 4

97,1551609

66,260,362

6,551,019

18,151,056

0

1,608,406

15.101912

1 208,096,304

00)1113

!MOIL

4161G5181C1E0

9,356,06)

6,252,590

16,031,0,23

06,051

35,164,119

15,944,919

4,911,966

2,561,56

303,99)

23,1M,q2

26,541,611

o

0

;162,156

46,706,591

11,151,666

1,545,769

16,601,235

741,542

1,909,r33

3,111,111

11,065,122

1,69,007

1,940,220

11,t1d,11S

21,0J5,08

1,00p

23,156,2'4

1155,248,040 A

7,521,111

1,776,1e

52,30,9

565

)51) ,266

12,954,3;8

4HD C04141013

sTATE

RE011910$88 UNRESTRICTED IESTAICItO

10,207,917
197,101 9,915,211

33,682,395 $22603 0,951,615

61,13912,10) 141,521 5216,503

4,146,198 6,351 661,566

21,916,613
9,000,665

, 14,991,911

50,411,115 195,092 6,551,11

13,221,669 23,242 2,911,421

6,66,419 104,311. 412,21

717,519 4640 667,200

1061,212 lio',0911 10,120,161

39,0)6,097 160,560 1,295,111

11,168 0 19,137

11,168 0 6,616

66,191,199 0 3,961,640

169,565,032
161,500 5,290,166

9,1)26,263 22,116 2?,,64741078

16,401,225 316,670

61,0,60g 439,546 5,22i,16

11,256,69 551,05 821,518

55,414,813 726,2499 1111,561

13,790,985 10,912 v19,011

06,402,555 1111,118 6,011,145

11,211,140 11,181 81,201

18,51,614 248,18 8,512,101

19,10,524 262,314 1,600,100

00,A14,959 Di 054,574

6,,n,v1 LW 25,411

93,44,518 1,710 880,007

111,135,112 04,610 55,330,868

0 3,236,405

22,37,45,)

2'9,6135400

1, 94'.7b5;, c6:1741
1042103,:91631.2,,011)

C 626,657

2,148

1,502,M 286,505

144,621

59,114,709 1 7,151,006

LOCAL

1111113111ICC 113TRICTED

21,403 163,296

1,111 7,452,630

1,295 1,659,694

169 12,106

3,621 9,211,126

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

141 1.487,658

0 0

0 0

0 0

141 1,467,156

0 0

1,195 210,521

1,195 110,521

00 20,208

0 5,635

1,651 607,102

' 3,661 111,645

22,511 52

0 5,214918

22,411 5,21y140

o 11,169

5,9)2 19,059

3,9)2 110,906

1. 68,053 1 16,005,191

24,795 1,716

0

0

0

24,19115 I
I

)11,115

0415900

0NIG81111CTEO 0E511110162 8420013413

075,96o 15,263,461 0

1,631,221 13,054,519 0

1,062,313 11,600,121 0

2,430 542,992 16,155,614

1,111,951 42,461,011 16,155,414

131,101 20,422,012 9,142,210

235,195 1,190,200 174,629

I95,716 2,17,m 19,330

38,164 672,204 46,290

1,511,)42 10,622,261 2,201,015

4,217,911 11,112,526 9j1010

0 111,P5 172,565

0 111,325 0

0 18,009,010 1,660,120

1,287,971 49,164,266 11,182,215

977,051 19,220,605 3,111,691

1,119,006 1,614,105 418,212

2,696,911 21,814,710 1,202,115

2,256,312 15,356,156 1,176,310

4,409,160 96,596,915 27,691,0

119,622 4,540,096 152,451

7,270.154 56,500,659 D,3011,,,2 10 4,

955,611 11,157,599 7,172,3r5

1,2,6,626 10,010,1k6 191, 7 y,

2,2111,24! ,01,11,h,P,5 7,11/1,111,1P

150,401 23,150,9)2 3,271,)8.4

129,163 1,255,963 41,471

401,150 26,616,055 u19,561

I 22,242,148 I 2)2,545,55) 1
76,0"7,001 1

925,979 4,155,581

2,E55,7 900,3910

992,515

11":05,60

,,3"3

0 ,10(1

310,156

I 2,370,676 4 1,621,102 1 ',058,481 1

TOM

151,203,421

270,966,951

260,090,216

64,082,213

9)6,150,113

111.154,111

142,875,120

09,096,166

22,161,666

569,876,469

414,011,229

12,050,119

'7,796,165

301,210,560

167,944,681

265,507,817

1',5,165,501

420,071,196

22,221,211.

116,559,54)

19;4,535,602

111,1'3,158

976,555,551

11,10 211

111,1,141,A,o

4 1,,(0:11,7

J,'01 ,,,.

4956,9 '19

n1 E'6 155

10,9..9,, .5

SAC. 111.1 1V.,

56

IS,,71,1,711-1 r 9,A641012J5471,6, 0, 14%.

EST Di' IIVABLE
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IHSTITUTICH

CALIFORNIA:

BERKELEY
4

DAVIS

SAN DIEGO

CENTRAL'

SUBTOTAL, U, OF C.

ILLINOIS:

UBBANA.OHANPAION

tEDICAL CENTER

CHICAGO ClrIE

CENTRAL

SUBTOTAL, U, OF I.

RICHIGAN

ANN ARBOR

FLINT A

DEARBORN

MICHIGAN STATE

SUBTOTAL, MICHIGAN

NORTH CAROLINA:

;JN;,CMAPEL Ii ILL

N,C, STATE

SUBTOTAL, N. CARO.

TEXAS:

AND

UT-AUSTIN

UT-HOUSTON

SUBTOTAL, TEXAS

VIRGINIA:

TO, OF VIRGINIA

OPT

SUBTOTAL, VIRGINIA

05201151N:

MADISON

MILWAUKEE

SUBTOTAL, WISCONSIN

TOTAL, PEERS

MARIANO:

COLLEGE PARK

BALTIMORE CITY

EASTERN SHORE

BALTIMORE COUNTT

UNIVERSITY COLLEGE

GEES

CU AND 6E5

TOTAL( MARYLAND

INSTPKTIN

115,069,614

101,564,581

77,311,054

1,689,656

321,905,315

100,412,709

60,479,707

35,923,011

1,728,131

198,543,617

170,124,159

5,103,142

8,506,215

113,106,120

315,803,451

MAI
57,82,63

177,964,034

105,003,734

119,341,034

80,6E1,543

105,034,111

613,64E,663

65,550,742

126,317,511

130.966,641

49,345,252

180,331,693

1,627,040,24o

7(),950,5 97

40,119,112

3,097,125

12.933,10

4,429,408

0

A 138,014,541

TABLE 05

UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND AND ITS DESIG1N1111 PEW
FA 1982 TOTAL, f.,51'1,1ZITtRES BO PROCRAM

PUBLIC ACADEMIC

RESEARCH SERVICE SUPPORT LIBRARY

A 80,428,646 4 15,374,194 4 33,963,160 $ 19,1,1 +,,,

16,721,639 7,090,072 31,415, 10,,. , 0'

119,656,499 2,335,484 25,349,6aM 8A,483
3,692,958 16,024,064 3,068,936 707,016

278,537,742 41,224,514 94,197,205 39,694,962

13,299,586 16,932,714 12,816,553 11,685,498

111;525,921 10,101,514 16,656,203 2,576,521

10,202,645 935,190 13,282,408 4 532,627
1,773,441 2,462,601 2,451,633 0

116,102,607 59,032,425 47,116,711 18,196,646

99,874,111 0,171,731 36,304,472 13,292,820

0 572,022 1,452,118 664,641

0 572,022 1,815,224 66,641

51,819,300 39,140,584 15,149,914 6,12040

117,113,115 40,056,355 54,702,846 20,148,019

56,529,401 52,171,619 16,506,0)1 10,294,105

50,630,685 30,105,500 12,244,806 5,003,066

101,164,092 82,217,119 30,150,845 15,287,111

90,060,463 50,696,414 5,958,566 5,958,566
75,863,555 10,059,978 26,260,623 10',112,515

15,916,858 142,627 7,151,664 /1,846,061

172,842,611 61,501,019 39,990,873 11,177,548

26,715,518 4,360,132 20,976,899 8,682,418

39,871,603 33,861,394 14,402,129 6,510,122

66,673,121 38,221,526 35,319,016 15,252,540

145,545,387 8,002,121 21,798,913 12,289,341

7,417,717 1,330,376 5,700,840 4,111,019

152,963,184 9,332,503 27,499,753 16,400,160

1,054,037,112 140,040,471 359,941,339 144,151,646

44,530,595 13,181 9,401,625 6,722,941

26,113,191

2,064,756

0 4,240,350 2,041,641

0 418,215 , 433,568

2,305,801 0 1,667,400 1,372,156

911,548 1,269,507 1,031,42 44,564

5,101,639
0 0 0

8,678,829 12,474109 0 0
,

$ 89,755,363 $ 13,177,49' $ 16,619,262 $ 10,617,070

STUDENT INSTITUTIONAL

SERVICES SUPPORT OPERATILVS

$ 23,388,170 4 26,647,261 4

15,483,949
15,283,360

9,629,915
' 14,915,901

656,301 16,504,662

49,361,061 79,971,184

6,063,019 9,556,042

1,416,748

3,502,481 Ns823,329325 '/

401,811 20,699,569

11,384,059 42,511,236

20,212,302 29,716,560

1,216,340 2,311,326

1,621,161 2,060,160

1,5151110 19,100,004

32,626,241 53,362,011

.1

3,590,129 13,657,181

2,816,871 10,153,523

6,475,000 23,810,704

6,134,553 41,601,904

11,401,635 20,679,219

1,127,035. 12,626,642

16,664,223 74,915,785

6,250,894 15.357,374

5,188,552 10,025,011

11"419 446 25,392,405

5,621,919 19,012,119

5,232,686 6,371,171

10,860,601 25,383,290

140,610,663 319,026,676

,4

10,483,486 20,194,194

2,364,512 8,444,886

1,066,840 1,539,120

2,331,061 4,900,630

1,106,254 656,826

D 532,769

0 224,715

$ 11,356,213 31,095,400

PLANT UNRESTRICTED

SCHOLARSHIPS

31,035,269 $ 9,366,00

22,285,028 3,653,516

18,914,611 31229,166

412,021 . 10,622

72,651069 16,259,184

29,441,436 8,706,225

1611:9672:201694 19'191,,539,920

0 0

63,033,719 11,035,342

41004,214 ,16,431,645

1,413,126 328,152

1,864,166 493,129

25,146,544 7,698,689

15,548,052 24,958,215

21,959,565 1,0991578

13,688,988 991,504

35,546,553 2,891,082

30,010,418 2,175,125

50,116,645 1,205,619

15,122,084 52,718

96,129,141 10,073,462

13,251,243 1,637,958

13,456,515 255,072

26,111,758 1,893,030

41,167,315 8,543,698

12,853,604 1,432,113

60,020,919 9,915,691

421,111,117 71,092,806

27,151,5 .5,611,842

15,263,130 839,086

1,8 5,159 .134,776

4,1 419,662

1,001,169 201,919

0 0

D 0

$ 49,691,118 A0 1,407,685

RESTRICTED

SCHOLARSHIPS

$ 14,105,36

5,634,117

7,170,660

41,109

21,151,381

1,415,641

S17,311

828,532

6,000

6,841,698

18,102,020

0

0

11,521,474

30,223,094

.6,240,793

3,664,826

10,505,529

6,162,139

7,719,641

125,001

14,626,861

5,433,525

5,289,111

13,723,116

.8,975,272

2,032,179

11,001,451

114,081,762

1,782,955

469,112

271,122

811,080

327,911

0

D

$ 7,728,440

MANDATORY TOTAL

TRANSFERS .EDUCATION AND G

$ 2,162 $ 311,572,321

180,583 279,531,474

161,658

268,781,706
i. 0 49,302,611

31,1,023 r
'01,204

1,104,166 329,828,299

40,919 , 140,961,144

22,195 16,642,541

0 29,523,400

1,161,082 587,155,304

1,858,593 446,566,533

0 12,453,485

223,031 11,195,759

551,888 316,697,959

2,631,512 191,123,137

000,519 295,7211,169

16,940 181,966,300

157,459 411,610,417

1,034,015 330,047,951

10, 393 ,014.. 151,117,210-

11,421,04 13:5;27,,1416'8!

31,200 159,981,702

0 187,106,749

31,200 347,894,451

16,06E1,345 411,727,136

5,507,019 17,223,111

21,515,364 506,110,015

37,345,529 4,499,203,715

0 200,720,810

000

912809,4685929::;291:1j

0

1(15,6144,°:048

0 21177,711,

$ $ 311,714,261

SWRCE HNS FINANAL STATISTI,TS CF 1NSTMTIONS OF HIGHER EDUCATION, FY 1982
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60

INSTITUTION

CALIFORNIA;

BERKELEY

DAVIS i

SANAN DIEGO

CENTRAL

SUBTOTAL, CALIFORNIA

ILLINOIS:

URBANA-CHAMPAIGN

MEDICAL CENTER

CHICAGO CIRCLE

CENTRAL

SUBTOTAL, ILLINOIS

MICHIGAN:

ANN ARBOR

FLINT

DEARBORN

MICHIGAN STATE

SUBTOTAL, MICHIGAN

NORTH CAROLINA:

U,N.C.-CHAPEL HILL

N.C. STATE

SUBTOTAL,' N. CAROLINA

TEXAS:

A AND M

,...., UT-AUSTIN

'1 UT-HOUSTON

SUBTOTAL, TEXAS

VIRGINIA:

U. OF VIRGINIA

VPI

SUBTOTAL, VIRGINIA

WISCONSIN:

MADISON

MILWAUKEE

SUBTOTAL, WISCONSIN

TOTAL, PEERS

MARYLAg:

COLLEGE PARK

BALTIMORE CITY

EASTERN SHORE

BALTIMORE COUNTY

UNIVERSITY COLLEGE

CEES

AES AND CES

TOTAL, UNIV, OF MARYLAND

TUITION FEDERAL

AND FEES APPROP

1,638 47

1,443 133

1,681 0

121 64

1,701 129

695 429

1,828 424

957 0

19 0

1,003 )93

3,602 12

1,131 1

1

126,56541 1 ,

2,526 6

1,085 0

932 825

1,012 392;

949 640

486 0

369 0

672 262

1,888 0

1,348 485'

1,578 279

1,763 117

1,285 0

1,604 78

1,480 184

1,579 29

, 2,680 24

'1,476 1,233

1,430 40

,936 0

0 0

0 122

1,693 175

STATE

APPROP

6,958

9,120

8,641

193

8,158

5,379

26,442

d,364

365

6,661

4,891

2,558

2,113

3,693

4,053

7,078

6,374

'6,744

a

6,284

4,033

32,917

5,848

5,643

4,753

5,132

4,

5039

3,226

,4,436

5,762

3,162

15,647'

5,640

3,359

'0

79

327

1,528

TABLE 26

UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND AND ITS DESIGNATED PEERS

[6 1982 REVENUES PEI FTES

GRANTS AND CONTRACTS

FEDERAL STATE LOCAL

UNREST RESTRICT UNREST RESTRICT UNREST RESTRICT'

464 2,438 14 346 1 6

344 2,141 29 493 0 410

, 1,357 8,42770 120 13125 10 1400

1

608 3,624 19 424 1 158

485 1,534 22 200 0 0

1,238 3,3 )1 0 0

150 476 6 28 0 0

.,

6 14 0 8 0 0

440 1,316,; 16 , 194 0 0

812 2,504 5 40 0 46

0 262 0 6 0 0

0 180 0 1 0 0

4 1,715 0 103 0 0

339 1,896 2 67 0 19

607 2,532 , 6 138 0 0

277 823 ' 18 140 0 0 12

450 1,721 0 612 139

.

23 535 17 25 0

/

1

202 1,255 5 84 0

1,397 5,621 13 229 1 167

186 1,096
10 65 0 5

i.,

463 1,981 1 6 1 0

135 873

127 197 01 214451

304 1,345

.

711 2,127 0 23 0 4

90 330, d 0
1 0 2

505 1,730 it 16 0 3

388 1,828 9 138 0 42

243 1,028 0 105 1 0

, 892 5,202 63 695 0

151 888 0 115 0 7D

97 35'2 0 112 0 0

0 243 0
I 0 0

8 22 0 6 0 0

0 9 29 3 , 0 0

269 1,286 35 160 1 7

PRIVATE

UNREST RESTRICT

30 530

90 719

1060 1,147

9

64 722

30 621

59 1,812

12
126

2 9

28 561

,

131 ) 952

/0 100

0 69

0 '467

54 631

18 993

93 492

72 755

16
476

xi

139 1
:87862

92
463

61 705

6'1' 4-1-2161 51

10 627

7
66

9
441

56
581

30
154

677

.32663 135

0 68

0 25

0 8

0 1

52 188

ENDOW-

MENTS

0

0

0

275

275

53

120

1

i

42

286

55

0

43

142

19228

114

36

6;65

368

452

38

214

88

1:95 '1)1

18

118

D

23

SONG: S r)F 11JSIITUTHNS OF HIRER EDUCATIQJ,

61

TOTAL

12,471

14,924

21,944

750

15,887

9,649

35,998

5,119

423

10,585

4,114

13,281

3,921

7,868

1014211

9,063

472,17690

19189,02571103260:

10,807

80,61885!

26,396

10,704

2,21072

122

492

8,416



'TABLE 27

I.N11V1!:11 DI Ytkil AliD AND 1TS tit:SIGN/MI PECRS

10STITUTON

CALIFORNIA:

DE1,1ELLT

DA1I3

SAN DIEGO

LE!iTilt

SUPTOTAL,CAEFORNIA

UaANACHAKPAISII

l',E;ICAL, WIER

CNI :A, "O CIRCLE '

CENTHAL

SODLIAL,ILLINDIS

MICHIGAN:

A01 41509

FLINT

DEARBORN

CHICAN STATE

StrOTAL,MINIGAI

NORTH CAH4111;

UNC-CHAPE, RILL

N,C, STATE

SUBTOTAL, 0, CAROLINA

TE1A3:

A AND H

UT-AUSTIN

UT-hOUSTO1

S09TOTAL, TEXAS

VIUNIA:

01:10,4 VIRGINIA

VPI

SUBTOTAL, VIVARIA

VISCUSIN:

110ISON

MILIOUKEE

SUBTOTAL, VISOONSIN

TOTAL, PEERS

MAITLAND:

COLLEGE PARE

BALTIMORE GIT1

EASTERN SHORE
i

845114013E 0351111

UNIYERS1,11 COLLEGE

cEEL

CES ANC AES

TOTAL, UNIV. OF mARTLAND

INSTRUCTION

4,659

5,95

6,527

119

5,413

,
p

J,MS

15,239

2,117

12

3,689

5,205

1,634

1,87V

3,454

4,016

6,218

3,290

4,928

3,256

2,702

31,1)11

1959

3,861

1,082

3,413

1,515

2,660

3,231

4,067

2,481

9,613

3,071

2,305

1,053

0

o

3,004

11

RESEARCH

1,010

4,226

9,29

63

4 736

2,717

1,118

600

I)

2,151

3,1156

0

0

1,502

2,000

2,919

2,813

2,907

2,483

1,74

6,517

2,192

1,821

1,875

1,855

3,906

400

2,794

2,614

I,440

6,165

2,092

911

218

112

189

: 1,951

II 19 : I.Y.11t1111MES BY 1$0,M1 1,I'N 1TV,

PUBLIC ACADEMIC

SERVICE SUPPORT LIBRARY

534 1,119 669

190 1,130 688

197 2,139 109

219 59 11

701 1,602 615

1,124 1,103 355

4,712 4,754 650

55 761 261

96 46 0

1,096 1436 349

250 1,111 407

183 465 213

126 400 146

1,016 191 159

614 694 263

2,694 956 531

1,720 100 206

2,232 819 915

1,572 185 . 185

228 595 235

304 1,171 156

780 501 231

211 1,131 551

1,592 611 809

1,732 955 412

215 585 330

12 307 222

161 493 294 ,

650 900 301

0 304 217

0 1,001 482

0 485 939

0 291 245

301 245 II

0 0 0

271 0 0

i,300 166 231

MUT
96841065

832

853

812

15

839'

109

351

206

7

211

620

389

351

297

'419

186

164

1164

190

258

462

231

337

249

379

151

282 :

195

352

339

558,

1,081

416

263

0

0

378

INSTITUTIONAL PHYSICAL

SUPPORT PLANT

32 ,078

96: 1,227

1,260
1,596

291
1

1,251
1,235

291
896

1,601,
4,780

15:''
860

384 0

79, 1,111

904 1,4111

161 452

955 415

998 653

676 956

705
1,134

580 182

640 967'

1,290 931

865 1,155

5,1(1 6,191

951 1,211

97, 843

97'1 633

65,,
122

519 1,266

1.
693

1,015

75;
1,079

671 879

1,994 3,603

1,560 1,921

81 , 781

157 238

12 0

5 0

801 1,081

SCROLARSNIPS

UNRESTRICTED RESTRICTED

325 990

201 321

212 605

0
1

216 462

265 161

199
130

91
49

0 0

205 127

503 512

405 o

109 0

200 299,

316 383

98 353

51 209

79 285

66 210

164 115

22 52

128 186

104 . 515

12, 249

51 311

229 241'

17 HO

119
197

191 .285

182
187

Th8
ill

119
251

15 155

98 78

0 0

0 0

161 168

MANDATORY

TRANSFERS

-.

0

\
1/4

10

13

6

34

10

I

0

22

51

0

49

14

33

1

1

9

32

2150

195

2

0

1

431

291

187

93

TOTAL EDUCATION

AND GENERAL

13,139

15,396

22,616

16,582

10,034

35,519

5,109

548

10,906

13,129

, 1,990

1,789

8,215

10,105
.

.

15,711` ,

10,198

12,956

10,216

519,192221

10,212

10,152

8,834

9,195

11,0'10

5,241

9,119

11,29'

,d

N,Yq,

'15

8,219

SOURCE: HECIS FINAIGIAL .STATISTICS or INTITUTICNS OF HINER EDUCATION F04 FISCAL MR 1982
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Tuition and fee revenues varied from $369 per FTES at the University of

Texas at Houston to $3,6(12 per FTES at the UniverSity of Michigan at Ann Arbor.

In Maryland, tuition and fee revenues averaged $1,693 which exceed the peer

average of $1,480 by almost 15 percent. Among the designated peers, state

appropriations per FTES ranged from $4,053 for the Michigan institutions to

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

Maryland averaged $4,528 in FY 1982. The average State support for the

designated peers-was $5,762, 27 percent greater than the University of Maryland.

Total expenditures per FTES at the University of Maryland were $8,219.

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

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

ranged from $9,119 for Wisconsin institutions to $16,582 for Calig.fornia

institutions.

Among expenditure categories, expenditures per FTES at the peer

institutions exceeded those at the University of Maryland with the exceptions of C

Student Services, Institutional Support and Physical Plaeft Maintenance. The

mean expenditure for Instruction among the peers was $4,067 per FTES. .Average

expenditures per FTES for instruction at the University of Maryland) 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 the peers clustered around $2,000 with the 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,\, were

far below peer expenditures of $850 per FTES. 4



'Tables 28 and 29 display data on the individual revenue sources as a

percent ofstotal revenues, and on expenditures by program area as a percent of

total educational and general expenditures. At the designated peers, tuition

and fees, on the average, provided 13.9 percent of total revenues, and state

appropriations provided an average share of 54.1 percent of total revenues. At

the University of Maryland tuition and fees provided 20.1 percent of revenues

and state appropriations accounted forti`i3.8 percent of revenues. Differences

among the colleges were significant. At the University of Texas at Houston,

tuition and fee revenues provided 0.9 percent of total revenues while state

appropriations provided 76.9 percent. At the University of 'Michigan at

Dearborn, tuition and fees provided, 39.7 percent of revenues, and state

ti

appropriations provided 53.9 percent. When expenditures by program area as a

percent of total expenditures are examined, th¢ University of Maryland's

,expenditure pattern is similar to the peer average. The most significant

difference occurs in the percent of total expenditures devoted to Public Service

activities, 3.65 percent at the University of Maryland compare with 7.56

percent among the peer institutions.

Tuition and Fees

Among the peer institutions studied in this report, different policies

govern the amount of tuition and fees charged to students. Table 30 displays

the FY 1983 tuition and fees for the peer institutions for full-time

undergraduates, graduates, medical, law, and dental students.

The institutions in the State of Texas have the lowest resident and non-

resident tuition and fee charges among the peer institutions. ,It-is the policy

in Texas higher education that tuition will be a low dollar amount per credit

hour (currently set by the Legislature at $4.00) and that certain other charges

may exist. Because graduate students generally enroll for fewer credit hours

than do undergraduate ;ptudents, graduate charges are less than undergraduate

4kP
charges.



TABLE A

"NM$H7
I\LV:oCc.) BY 5IUniL Az, A ILLaAl a LIAL RLVLNTL3

TUITION FEDERAL STATE

GRANTS, AND

FEDERAL

CONTRACTS

sTATE

INSTITUTION AND FEES APPROP, APPROP. UNREST. RESTRICT, UNREST: RESTRICT

CALIFORNIA:

BERKELEY ,t 13.13% .38% 55.79% 3.72% 19.55% 7.111 2.'t

DAVIS 9.67% .89% 61.11% 2.31% 14.35% 3. ,1%

SAN DIEGO ) 7.66% .00% 39.38% 6.19% 38.40% .06%

CENTRAL' 16.13% 8.57% 25:80% ,15% 9.40% 1.971

SUBTOTAL, CALIFORNIA 10.75% .81% 51.35% 3.83% 22.81% .12% 2.67%

ILLINOIS:

URBANA-CHAMPAIGN 9.28% 4.45$ 55.75% 5,03% 15.90% .23% 2.07%

MEDICAL CENTER' 5.08% 1,18% 73.45% 3.44% 9.25% .02% 2.05%

CHICAGO CIRCLE 18.70% .00% 65.72% 2.93% 9.29% .12% .54%

CENTRAL', 4.57% .00% 86.21% 1.33% 3.24% .02% f.96%

SUBTOTAL, ILLINOIS 9.48% 2.77% 62.93% 4.16% 12.72% .15% 1.83%

MICHIGAN:

ANN ARBOR 27.13% 36.83% 6.11% 18.85% .04% :30%

FLFNT 27.49% .03% 62.20% .00% 6.37% .00% .15%.

BEARBORN 39.70% .02% 53.89% .00% 4.60% .00% .04%

MICHIGAN STATE 23.40% .02% 46.94% .05% 21.80% .00% 1.31%

SUBTOTAL, MICHIGAN 25.95% .05% 3.48% 19.48% .02% .69%

NORTH. CAROLINA:

CHAPEL HILL 8,56$ / .00% 55.83% 4.79% 19,97% .05% 1.09%

NORTH CAROLINA STATE 9.31% 8.23% 63.61% 2.76% 8.22% .18% 1.40%
SUBTOTAL, NORTH CAROLIN. 8.87% 3.43% 59.37% 3.94% 15.07% .10% 1.22%

TEXAS:

A AND M 10.47% 7.06% 69.34% 25% 5.91% .19% .28%

AUSTIN 6.78% .00% 56.26% 2.81% 17,51$ .07% 1.17%

HOUSTON .86$ .0ot 76.93% 3.27% 13,14% .03% .54%

SUBTOTAL, TEXAS 7.43% 2.89% 1.83% 12,11$ .11% .71

VIRGINIA:

UNIVERSITY OF VIRGINIA 16.865 .00% 50.38% 4.14% 17.68% .01% .05%

VPI 15.61% 5.62% 55.03% 2.15% 10.11% .14% 1.91%

SUBTOTAL, VIRGINIA 16.22$ 2.86% 52.75% 3.12% 13.82% .07% 1.00%

WISCONSIN: .'

MADISON 16.32% 1.08% 46,62% 6.58% 22.45% .00$ .21$

MIL4AGKEF 25.63% .00% 64,36% 1.80% 6.59% .00% .03%

SUBTOTAL, WISCONSIN 18.06% .88% 49.95$ 5.68% 19.48$ .00% .18%

TOTAL, PEERS 13.89% 1.73% 54.09% 3.64% 17,16% A% 1.30%

MARYLAND:

COLLEGE PARK 24.87$ .45% 49.801 3.83% 16.201 .00% "4,

BALTIMORE CITY 0,15% .09% 59.28% 3.38% 19.71% .24% ,6:;%

EASTERN SHORE 13.79% 11.52% 62,04% 1.44% 8.30% .00% .08%

BALTIMORE COUNTY 26.20% '.74% 61.52% 1.78% 6.45% .00% .05%

UNIVERSITY COLLEGE 87.815 .00% .00% .00% 11.00% .00% .03%

CEES ,005 .00% 64.29% 6.33% 17.87% .00% .10%

CES AND AES .00% 24.88% 66.61% .00% 1.80% 5.94% .64%

TOTAL, MARYLAN5 20,121 2.08% 53.80% 3.19% 15.26% .90%

:1LT:171 N5 1,i- HrliF.P. lay :,1k!

Loc4 PRIVATE

UNREST. RESTRICT UNREST. RESTRICT ENDOWMENTS TOTAL

.01% .05% .24%

.00% 2.75% .80%

.00% .64 %' .49%

.00% .03% .01%

.00% .99% .40%

.00% .04 .31%

.00%. .00% .16%

.00% .00% .22%

.00% .00% .39%

.00% .00% .27%

.00% .34% .99%

.00% .00 %. .00%

.00% .00% .00%

.00% .00% .00%

.00% .19% .56%

.00% .00% .38%

.00$ .12% .98%

.00% .05% .63%

.00% .01% .84%

.00% ;op% 1.42%

.00% .39% .32%

.00% .06% 1.02%

.01% .00% .54%

.00% 2,84% .71%

,01% 1,45% .62%

.00% .03% .09%

.01% .04% .14%

.00%, .03% .10%

.00% '.39% .52$

,015 .00%

,00%' ,28% 1,23%

.00% :00% .59%

.00% .00% .01%

.00% .00% .00%

.00% .00% .00%

.00% .00% .00%

.01% .08% .61%

17.°

VEST COPY PANist,u.

4.25%

4.82%

5.23%

1.23%

4.545,

2.040367i

5.30%

7.17%

2.42%

1.75%

5.94%

6.48%

7.83%

4.91$

6.61%

5.26%

5.24%

4.35%

5:12%

6.29%

5.46%

5.87%

5.80%

1,35%

4.97%

.0o% 100. 00%

.00% 100.00%

.00% 100.00%

36.65%. 100.00%

1.73% 100.00%

.55% 100.00%

.33% 100.00%

.02$ 100.00 %,

.20% 100.00%

.4o% 100,00%

2.15% 100.00%

1.34% 100.00%

.00%

.55% 100.00%

1.46% 100.00%

1.51% 100.001

.28% 100.00%

1.00$ 100.00%

.40% 100.00%

8 73% 100.00%

7$ 100.00%

$ 100.00%

14% 100.00%

. 3% 100.00%

2.20% 100.001

,

.81% 10,100.001

.04% 100.00%

.67% 100.00%

5.46% 1.74%

2,42%

2.56%

1.26%

1.24%

1,14%

6.41%

.13%

2.23%

.281

.45%

.00$

.01%

.02%

.00%

.04

.27%

.00%

1p0.00%

100.00%

100.00%

100,00%

100,001

100.008

100.00%

100.00%
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TABLE 21)

EXENUIVME BY PROURAM r) A PERCENT OF TOTAL EXPENDITUHL1

PULIC ACADEMIC,' TTUDENT INSTIL PLANT ;;CHOLABaIr MM. TOTAL

TIO!1 RE:',EAB(11 APBOHT LIBBARY ',ABBOT (MAIM UNfiEJ. bLIT, TOANLOEB . ANB G

-EN-,HAL

A. '17

5 t 5

.
1 5

5 0.H1 5 .11 5

t 1.111 1 1 1

1i!IIA 1 .".7t, S S

A.ng 5
1,

S 7.11 s

11 'J,47 %

9,1 % i.Y42 % %

7.N % 1.k.0 % 1.11 % 0,48

N.f11; % 4.1 7 5 5 7.`)11 5

7,TI 5

7.00 5

.1`) %

S

1,1 t

1.7o

J01 S

11.1;:i S '1 ,0 ,' i 5 1,161, :,.61 5

1,
%

4, 1.), 5 .t,()

1', 1. 5 i11 5 0 5 5 1 .H1 5 1.77 %

I. 1 1t .B1 I . % 1.
g

1.11 ,1'' !I..' 5 1).10 % Jn 1 1.'6 % 7.775 % 1,66 5

.1'.
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1 11,' 5

1111.'1:

10_110 5

1 1'"

S
1

1

11 1

JIl±', $ 11,:A q.71,

1:

1 ,

1' 10 S
11.I1 t

1,"

?Jill S

:1.(17

;1:1 1 ; 1. j.' 1 .17 % %

Y:iT - 1 1J 1 ' A S J,cr, A 7 ,,J) 5 J;,00 % 1J1J 5 J.1

ALL

1', . 1 44 1 ,7, $ :111 7.7 1 nj,, I I 41 5 1,11 1

; :".g1 1 1' Y,1 5 1 ').11 1 11.1.,' 5 ;
1; '112 LP'; :.1147 .'.I 5

'' 11 1 " / .1 1 TH1 I 1 OH ''14

''T- 7 ) t I . iL 1 '.7) I

H
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1 111 1 :7 1. 1, 11, 1 1,"1 0 .1'1 5

t 1 .1! S 1,i' 5 )H' ')L 1 .1 .

111

17

t 11; 1 .,2'1 r' 5 1.,.7 I

%

4.1,, I

1. .1 5

HO,

11_1: ; 1.'j1 t

11' I. 5 5 +,T) t 11.11 ; ;, 11,

;I - 5 'v 1 1 1- 0') 5 1 I 1 ,4.(4') )

ii
.. 1': 5 ' 1 i :, r,11 1 i 0 5 10. 11, 1 1 ,, : 1 1 ,' 7!) 5

H ;J, i ., 11 1 0. 7'1 5 : . 1. ; '''1 1 .41J 5

: ,, . "i Li . :
1

1I' s H !i. iL 5 i.'iI 1 iii. I0 5 1'. H t 1.'1 1
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7.6i % , 140,04

% On 100.005
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1.67 S 1 106.005

1 :),jj 1 1,11))11,1

17' 5 .0 5 1'P L)01

1.17 S ,; t 100.005

4.'1 1 .11' 1 10111_00%

,00 1 .0 5 100.00%

,00 1 1 5
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North Carolina does not differentiate between undergraduate and graduate

-
ostudent nharges. Thus, graduate and undergraduate charges are the same, and are

the second lowest among the peer institutions. The University or (faliFornia has

adopted the policy of "no tuition" to rr:;ident 1.12,irnts% As a result, all of

the charges irtoth University of California system are called "fees," and may

not be used in lieu ut tuition. This policy serve: i to make the in state charges

1, tnr- p, or <-.1.3 1,110 .intistFy, a trrIrr,,t1:2 Lu

lhl lo Ltic 1 vl luw

1_

. pc,

.,t

.1 1

.,L:1r,N.411cr thol

1, - L, V 1 t.<3 1 1 <3 t 1.,

. < It I

t 1..11.

at V'') prrr, ,1 p lr1 ,:lpoi,n1hir For generatine, a certain

m,,,unt of AN51 the Bonrd of Vinitocn for each institution aetually sets

thr Ihc f SUIUI cevt--,cule requirement: ,range from 30 to 35

,,r,t

tdr r IL ;..)

t

A 1 o A l 1 A .

A 1 ,. t 1 . 1 ..1,,,I.... . .1 ll , 71 1,1. L, 1 , I,A.LA

, 1
,

I. ' ' I £ 1 1 1 4 . . I

n t 1. L . - - U,,1 v , . . t 1 . l , . , I. 1 1 1 ...,

r ,1 1.1' '' C. ll 1 1 tban 11 -1,-, 11,41.0.,



The University of Michigan and Michigan State Univcf".i.tv iiive had the

policy of differentiating charges by level of enrollment for several years.

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

less than graduate students. Non-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 crisis, tuition charge:lit the University of

Michiga and Michigan State th,lvccILy have dr,Am1L1,2,Ally inurea:cied In recent

t, prwildc icv,h,c0 f,,^ the L,

thr, 111.,t_cuuLlol, of

r- /St t o l t,

1 1,1-11":1.101, p1,1.7) pl, i,t, olLc14e.3

-IL I co1.,,ruAls...

y, p 1-1 1 in .1(7:1,C!CM1filfIg cvoL-

ltc 31.d_ L le L1,1 . , 11 11

Anotructluu ,tnd non-r,

p,!,1,:e.ut -1 the undergraduate coot of

undcgradusItu:3 pay 100 percent of cost. Resident

gra(luatre st1ldlit:1 pay 20 percent of the graduate cost instruction while non-

r,,cadwoi, ,tud,ait pay (0 puriiieni Lflo r;r,t,lu,tttc

I I, .)ntit% het, II 1 t 1.11 .t,1 1...y put..1 1.. Lout yo-1r

,h,d upp,,rt.

t SU

tilltium a f, A harRor, or, more 1.1,.111 p(!, 1witituttoml In North

Carolina and Texl:s .di-nit the :lime 1:1 these in C:iliFornia. At tiw graduate

level, inotitutionl in 111noi:i, Minhigm, and Wi:leensin have higher charges

than does the Mniverr,itv of r-tirvi,irvi.



Guidelines

The two previous sections outlined the financial resources currently

available to the University of Maryland and its peers. The funding rFlelp that

exist are the product of/ wNe range of budget prOcesses used by the various

states, and to a significant extent the historic funding levels' of each of the

. Institutions. It 13 clear from the data that the. University .of Maryland is less

well funded Chall peer lnntitutlonzs. An important' issue that this study

attempted addico:5 1J ..hether the existing budget guidelines used in Maryland

1%,:ot..1 t r_.:3

,(.1c,A",1t, level ,f rIndhel4 al if fully

.1 L)L,,,to

,1 operalln, uua

M,,,yini,] focus on puodu,: lvity
3ritirAJ.,

f

by eatlmatlng the nuat<1 of students to be serv,d and the nature of the services

to be provided. The guidelines focus on total expenditures and enable

comparisons to he made among similar programs at different institutions.

The gi ideline;1 are a set of mathematical formulas that provide a method of

"itably runis to lastitations in nil equal manner for performing

nulde11 lu..o we c dct lvcd t, represent they civet level of

, f.. r' Klven ,1L<, leAidell.e0

_ f I )tikIJL1,1,741 ,_,Ap,i101t-Ur e Uuldelincs

c, dcv 1 I. ti 01 p nal A <-11.(:c1=1. ll, 111 y 11,,, 1 L1.1 ons

Inht,etIon, LI,:aly Admint:,tration, '',tudent [-)ervices, Physical Plant Operation

And Maintenance, and bnblio llaCoty. FurAinr leVetn for other programs are

evAtuated Independently.

For the purpohen of thin study, an effort, wra made to calculate guldellne

uht. III,- '.1inpuri,,n t.lr t ,are 10:11f),11,11.,1 )1 the Urllvnrrllt.y ut Maryland:

the UnlverA!ry of C;tMV,,rrilA Rorke10y, the UniverAIty of III 1r101:1 At Urbana-

Chdmpdlg,n, the bnivoraity of Michlryin - Ann Arbor, And the Unlverhity or Foxah

lh dald to rnn the ;hill'; Tyild011110:1 were provided to the :,toff oh

their via r r t thehe ,,mpaach, Ib f r rTrIkr, da,,h omparihonh t r the other

Wi'r'e I 1:11,

J' ,f



Table 31 displays informatiOn on the percentage distribution of credit

hours by level of instruction for each of the campuses. Among the campuses,

variations in' the distribution of credit houri exist. The University of

a

Michigan at Ann Arbor had the highest percentage of graduate and graduate

research credit hours, 32.6 percent, while the University of Maryland at College

Park had the lowest p4reentage or graduate and gracWte research credit hours,

7.1 perent

based u4uh Lh, Lcol ovalidblc lotocmation, the btnit staff ,aJculated

,_1,111, "utlineo She ihelc arc ..31611.1VICant

,lfr li,lum ,o, p1 0vIdcd Ly v,i1cly ,1

4,
dates A 1,1 , .iner than

.h(",",iole the ,_;,11,,u1a,1,,,o5 for peer instiLutl,ns should

be viewedAL rough estimates and U3Cd only as an indicator of re4ative standing.

For purposes of comparing calculated guideline amounts, the total estimates

generated were divided by full-time equivalent students. Full-time equivalent

students were -calculated by taking the sum of the total undergraduate credit

Alql4c.1 Ly thlity, Lhc total 6lautiate credit hours divided by twenty - four',

n.1 the Lot.,1 6induol, rci.icat,A1 evedit hours divided by sixteen. ('or the

Unl -1 at LL, KUldcllii, pcl wo calculated

c1111 ,11,( eel G-AD

i U..ly /oily uf in- 6uidclicc

45, 15U, fu. Lt,c llul vu. airy Uf- Michigan at A_Li Au tic, the

amount w55 $7,0oi pc. FTES, and for the University of Texan at. Austin the amount

wan $4,75G. The calculated guideline amount per FTE:l for the UnivernIty of

Maryland at College Park wan $4,000, which in significantly lens thzill the

guideline cost at any or the peer institutions.

The dliforoncon in calculated guideline entimaheu are attributable to a

number of Caetoru, but primarily to dIrrereneen in enrollment patterns by level

and typo of program, and dirroronces in the total slv.o or facilities at, the

ampun. For example, An inntitution with A higher level or enrollment at. the
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ITC1.)(2,1:T ;IS

INSTRUCTION GUIDELINE:

A. Adjusted 37'6
dollars) + matrix (1_,62 credit

. t, 11Z-7 t.. I .3 5% I : . , , 0
(..ti 1 di L A (aver aje of FiU 1.1

1

,J / 7., , .,12u .:1 ,....., c,0i

:,;,,I 30 11 2.', , 331 1150 ,., I '_, .:10 't0

Medium hi,_{. 4,J.15 12U.13 240.5)3 3 21_ 23

iii,jt, 10)3 13v 3t:)...:3 301 . 1...3 4u1 u
IP

A,, 1 --1. 1 t ,,,t ; ...,1,,,,,11 1 --, itu ,,t t1. ,.,:ii,...t, ,Jell,.. ; ct it23, iht! lu;,,tiu ,4,.,1,1,-1 1 ue ,,Ink..,,,,,,t

1 1 titi,t'c 5 0 1 L1-.1. 1141..

...10 1 / I r 1 . 1,1 1 L. '1 ,

1 . .1 t ) t Ivt. , t3 / S.;
X 1 tiU sill 1'033 uh fur credit. a

,(! 190() .1...1 1 t tto ) 1 5 ar,d
y2.,.11101 1c.,ccs1t ud1t

:,AtTh',TY 0 101.1_.1111'3, .

OHMINI,,TF11'I'Ic'O ;15 I 051, 1 ru:

1

+ `;,111 , t ( or kin I. ,t(245..).Alr,O.

5173,5)07 1 vr 1 ' ) ,,nd 1 11( 1 ( )irlt ),
or ric-)11--,Itl 11.1w..., 1,1(0 11.101);

I.I1DENT hr.PV I II)1:1,1;11::

''.,0`4,1')') (nuittl,(.1 ()I I wo)
Pmo rTE!;).

PLANT TI'PA'N )1! AMP 1,1A 1 IITI:t1ANCI LI:LINT.:

'!Vr ,

, 1 I fis L ( 11 t. )11 , 'r A«.
,1

(:( )%; , 1)41 1 1 ( AV, t, I I' 131 .tin ) 0-err, \
( 1)v)11--,Iox I 11,11 y I



graduate and graduate research level will generate not only more ;dollars for

Instruction but will also generate a greater library support requirement. An

institution with a high volume of research funding will also generate a higher

level of library support.

In the area of physical facilities, the greater number of GSF that exist in

non-auxiliary facilities, the more dollars generated for Physical Plant

Mol.tenance all,] Operation anAl Public Safety programs. This is without regard to

ally Q11013'310 Of gree regnlrewents The support reflects all the non-auxiliary

1,111iloa t. t. exl,t 1.,.;111110 cyu1, cl Cu SUPpucC Lt.c k:uuvctil.

upc..aLiwAo.

ILt tskA1,111t1c c Llmalc p r e'i1 et UMW' 1- of tL Itiat.11"11,."0

-latad beoauso UMCP his fiom J,000,000 t- 5 000,000 fewer u$1 of non-

auxiliary space than any of the other institutions, despite the factthat its

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

has the lowest proportion of its students enrolled at the_graduate and graduate

rcocalch levei3, fewer dollars are generated for Instruction and Libraries.

analyols persuaded Inc SbHE staff that the existing budget guideilnos
A

01rrIkACIALly IICAlbIC Co i'oaommend Cho relatively high levels or support

Ly o aua). IOJcat t. ""lvo.oily pi,o61..11, and rool.Alt1,, al a ILI

now_v lLe isulJalAne Jo uot ,Aovi.Ao LAnds to allow an lnstltuilon to

initiate new programs or to reconfigure its existing programs to generate those

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

not fully funded in Maryland, compounding the problem of attaining adequate

support.



CONCLUSION

This report was written to provide information on a wide variety of areas

for which comparison among institutions/systems can be made. It is clear that

the UnIycrity of' Maryand reulve In :_itcft. :tuport per VMS and In Total

.nlIppyLL pC1 rIEL) lhaa the it nib, Ia ,:l eat' that In
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However, Lhc UolvculLy Of Maryland c:ump.., cb favorably with 1t:3 p,cf-J in terms

of the quality nt 1t.i graduate programs.

1 h 10 papt.t (LL.;11 r1111,1 k from whia'N thc,

1.. to..
ol,-1t1.7.. In the et tAly be



APPENDIX A

PEERS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF MAP.YLANP' DEjlONATED PEERS.

Among the institutions that were Designated as peers or the University of

Maryland, several have identified a set at institutions as their "pe,ers." That

is, ether iostiLuLions employ, the peer concept In disslonS, presentations,

of lodeseC., f,,2o1Ly
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dlary in,rea]!ses. The eight institutions listed for the Berkeley campus include

those urliver-1tIcO with which the UnIvcc:Jlty of California-Berkeley competes for

faculty memt,t.u.s.
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.11NIVERSIT 1 01 CAI, 1 VOliN

Included in thi s itudy jir,, three ,;t10,-)1]:;._- of the qniversiiy. of ,Cal

APPENDIX B

Berkeley, Dayi:-;, and :Tan ty Cal i Corn has a0 central

adMini3trat, [ye reported vol'int,ari ly on a separate

FIEGIS finance Form. 5 H Ni Cont,e1... C.or Education Statistics

allocate revenues Aryl, vtil H h. n.ent.rti.1 admini:-ttratiVe unit to each of

the Urviyersity of f.'11 To allocate expenditures NCES
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the Berkeley Lawrence Hall were reported in the Univer'sity of,California -

Berkeley report. State funds for the Hail of Science also were included. The

Scripps Institute was includOd in the Sari Diego cathpus expenditure and revenue

data.
a

On the Survey of Faculty Salaries, Fringe Benefits and Tenure, the

University of Californ campuses report no faculty ,holding ,the rank of

"instructor". but do report faculty holding the rank of "lecturer." UC staff

Oointed out that these ranks are equivalent in the University of California

system.

UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS

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

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

HEGIS universe. Beginning in FY 1983, the two campuses in Chicago, the Medical

Center and Chicago Circle, will be combined into one campus called the

University of Illinois at chHago. The combination of the two campuses into lie

wih'a name very simila: to LI current "Chicago Circle" will not effect the FY

1983 survey forms, buL become a problem in future years in longitudinal

studies.

Allocation of the costs of Central Administration of the University of

Iklinois has been made to the campuses by LACES based on campiA enrollment.

Unlike the University of California, the UniversitA,of Illinois staff stated

that this allocation was incorrect because the actual costs' Were not related to

the number of studerits. The, Medical,Center had costs of administration that

430
.

were not related tn the number of students, but rather to the number -bf patients

and the number of granta, The University of Illinois included-all of the costs

of administrative yomputlg and tAtninessand finance- in Centrl, Administration

expenses. Thus, the Institutional SUpport expenditure s reported fcr. ea('h Of the

three r-Impuse were understated compa:-ed to other univer:11 ty,campiy-ieg in other

8,1
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Since -internal documents have been kept. on. the bacis of the total

University of Oichigani since 19$0 the University.has reported to NCES revenues

and expenditures that represent the same percentages of total expenditures and-

revenues for each campus that existed in 1080. .Although the total Ajar amount

for the University is ,coreeet, reported allocations to eabh campus may not
et

'k
accurately reflect actual revenues and expendituAbs.

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

All of the costs of the medical sdbdol were included in reports, 'including -the

costs of medical _residents. However, no salareselated to patient care were

included among the expenditurps.

the University of Michigan has a foundatipn that serves as the fundraising

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

were received by the. Foundation were not reported .on the HEOIS survey.

NORTH CAROLINA

ThetOniversity 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 revenuer at he University of North Carolina at Chapel

Hill included cosa and funds att utable to regional health educat'ion centers

that are located around the state. However,-central administrative costs,of the
e

University of North Carolina 14yre not allocated to the campuses, nor ,Teported,on

any HEGIS, survey.

Chapel Hill included in the HEGIS reports its Nedical .school and hospital

while North Csrolina.L.Otate is the land-grant institution in North Carolina and

`included the ,osts' of AgrioultUral Extension and the Cooperative Poctension

7,ervino. rxtcn-lion enrolltentq were in,-ludPd in the oompus reports-



Y

TEXAS

,

Included in this-Study were two campuses oC the'UnlversiNty of Texas,,Austin

.41
. . ,

":i;

and Houston, and Texas A and M. The UniVe,rsity- of Texas at Houston includes a

1
''

heilth science center and hospi4i1, while the .A and M campus,' as the land grant

4 I

campus, includes the Agrulture Experiment Station, the Cooperative tension

1

.
.

.

Service, Engineering Extension and Axperiment.Station, aid the Transportation
4

Institute, Revenues and expenditures for these subunits were reported as a part.

of the HEGIS universe. System administration costs are not qncluded,for either
1

the University of Texas or Texas A arad M.
0

Several years ago the State of Texas began to pay the 'employees'

contribution to FICA these
4 amounts were not reported in salary data, nor were

.

supplements to salaries for chairs or other add on grants reported on the

.

.0 .

4

faculty salary form. onsequently, at the full profesor level; average faculty

4 salaries were understated by $1,000, on the average at the University or Texas

at Austin. Fringe henefiT are r nn y for those benefits for which

direct appropriations Ire 3 part of ,he izItitutions budget. Amounts reported

are a small part of the total ,ost:3;a

HEGIS finance form.

r,-m,?rt costs are rant includetin the

'Faculty salary date a'e hase on budr.,te, m:)t'actal, expenditure levels,

Consequently, the nUmber faeilltv

positions are assumeH

:Theurity row,rams.

P. of

-werestimated because'_ 1 luagi.eter!

AL,Instlt.utionr, have separately budgeted

e reported on Line.8



VIRGINIA ,

The University of Virginia. at Charlottesviike and,Virginia Polytechnic

ItiStitute and ;St4te University were the two Virginia institutions included in

this study..- The University of Vtrginia does include a medical school; VPI is

the land -grant - institution in Virginia and included a School of Veternary

) ,.,
\

Medicine, Cooperative. Extension; and a satellite teaching center in its reports.

The University of VTrginia 'aljb. included the revenues d expenditures related

to continuing edupationsin its HEGIS finance survey.
a

WISCONSIN

two ca s of the University of Wisconsin system, MadisOn and Milwaukee,

were included A this stUdy.. Central administrative costs were not allocated to

the c4mpuses, and were not repord onbany H.EGIS finance form. The University.

of Wisca4sin at Madison includes a medical school and reports revenues and

expenditures of t14,hospl,tal on the HEGIS finance form. Appropriations' of state

Ciinds to the hospital are included on Line 3, Part A of the form. The

o .

University of Wisconsin is the land grant institution in Wisconsin, and includes

enditures for the Cooperative Extension Se*Ice .in its reports.

ai

4


