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Page 17 – Recommendation:

 DLS recommends reducing the fund balances of the USM and MSU by their proportionate share of the $4.2M HEIF shortfall in FY 2010.  Additionally, given the transparency and budgeting difficulties presented by the HIEF in its three-year history, DLS recommends against reauthorizing HEIF in FY 2011.
USM Response:

The USM worked with the Administration to establish an Allowance level that supports a minimal Current Services budget level as defined by DBM. 
The USM opposes the recommended reduction to its FY 2011 Allowance/Fund Balance.  We have had a series of conversations with the Administration regarding the use of fund balance in the current fiscal year.  The fund balance transfers, since FY 2009, will total $134M to reduce the State deficit.  The conversations and decisions were always mindful of the effects the transfers would have on our balance sheet strength and credit rating.  USM staff met with DLS staff in January to brief them on the fund balance issue communicating that we would not support additional draw down of the fund balance for the foreseeable future.  

The recommendation not reauthorizing the HEIF is also opposed by the USM.  Originally, the HEIF fund was recommended by the Governor, approved by the Legislature, and many in the business community supported increasing the corporate tax rate because a portion was to be dedicated to higher education. The HEIF was never intended to supplant general funds.  It is the case that during the recession this fund has helped protect higher education from critical reductions that would have further affected affordability, access and quality.  If approved, ultimately the goal is that the HEIF will provide for significant one-time enhancements in future budgets that will benefit both Higher Education and the State through student and economic improvements.

The University System of Maryland remains committed to advancing the priorities it shares with the state—excellence, access, affordability, and fueling the state’s economy and workforce. However, it is undeniable that the ongoing fiscal crisis is challenging the system’s ability to fulfill this commitment.  Since FY 2009 (including the 2011 Allowance) the USM budget has sustained state funding reductions of $59.3M, enacted furloughs to achieve savings of $68M and will transfer $134M in fund balance back to the State; all said a total of $261 million.  A strong and adequately supported public higher education system is necessary for a strong and competitive State of Maryland and we urge you to reject this recommendation.

Page 20 – Tuition:
 “The effect a 3% increase in tuition would have for MD residents … comment on balancing the economic conditions of the State with the viability of offsetting greater tuition increases.” 

USM Response:

Thanks to the generous support of the Governor and General Assembly, the USM has been able to maintain tuition rate increases well below most other states for the past four years.  The result is that Maryland has improved in the national rankings from the 6th highest tuition and fee rates to a projected 21st for FY 2011.  This has been a remarkable achievement and it has occurred at the same time in which the USM has provided access to 20,251 additional students (headcount).  
We believe that the 3% increase in tuition proposed in this budget represents an appropriate and well-balanced response to the needs of the state, institutions, students and their families.  A modest tuition increase of that level should help maintain the hard-won gains in affordability Maryland has achieved over the past four years, while at the same time helping to protect quality academic programs and student services.  At 3%, the tuition increase will mean an additional $251 on average per student, but it will provide $39 million in tuition revenue for our institutions and will go far to help offset the projected $70 million in mandatory costs increase they face this year.  To help close the current budget gap, the USM must continue the very successful Effectiveness and Efficiencies program and make further reductions.  While the USM is cognizant of the issues facing Maryland citizens and the State, the tuition increase is necessary in order to maintain the USM’s goals of affordability, access, and maintaining the quality of the institutions.

Page 25–Retention/Graduation-
Chancellor should comment on efforts to continue increasing retention and prevent the decline of six-year graduation rate.

USM Response:

Overall, the 6-year graduation rates have increased, and, although the rate has slowed in recent years, the graduation rates are still strong.  The decrease in 4-year graduation rates are concerning, but this might reflect temporary increased time-to-degree caused by a reduction in course offerings and financial aid availability during tight budget times. Recently, USM campuses have increased their efforts to address achievement gaps by implementing plans to reduce achievement differences.  Already, positive improvements have been achieved as noted by the increase in second-year retention rates. USM continues to monitor student success and remains hopeful that the increased retention rates will manifest in higher 4-year and 6-year graduation rates in the future.

Page 29- Melt Rate & Enrollment Demand:
Chancellor should comment on the pressures students have that could affect melt rates.

USM Response:

There are two levels of explanation for the “melt rates” at USM institutions. At its simplest, melt rate can be reduced by raising the cost of placing a deposit and then forfeiting part or all of that deposit for non-attendance. UMCP doubled the deposit required from 2008 to 2009 with the explicit purpose of reducing the “melt.” However, this impact is clearly secondary to the specific market that each institution operates within. For example, UMCP continues to have a higher melt rate than UMBC, despite the lower cost of “melting” at UMBC    In addition, the mission of each institution drives different institutions to accept higher or lower melt rates as part of their routine enrollment practice. While melt rate can be affected by a range of factors, the USM, for obvious reasons, sees the current economic downturn as the greatest threat to the ability of some students to attend our institutions despite the fact that they have applied, been accepted, and, may even have received a significant aid offer.   

We continue to see considerable demand for higher education and are committed to delivering a quality higher education to as many students as we can. The patterns of enrollment and the yield rates (as discussed in the overview) provide ample evidence of this demand. Rapid growth is going on wherever students are able to find enrollment, particularly at UMUC and community colleges, but also by transferring to other USM institutions in substantial numbers. At the same time, the slightly lower yield rates of accepted students suggest that the students are hedging their decisions by applying to multiple schools or choosing to begin their careers at community colleges.  We recognize the care that students are taking in their decisions and have undertaken a number of initiatives over the past four years to try to reduce the financial burden on our families. We have held in-state tuition flat over the past four years, and this year we are asking for a very modest 3% increase. We have increased the amount of our need-based aid going to USM students by 74 percent since 2004. We have sought to increase affordable housing for our students by boosting by the number of beds on or near our campuses.  We have created policies and programs designed to reduce the costs of textbooks and other supplies and ameliorate increases. 

 Page 33 – TU Educational Facility at Harford Community College
“Despite numerous requests, DLS has yet to receive a copy of the MOU.”
USM Response:

Towson has complied with the request of a copy of the MOU.
“It appears that by forming a public-private partnership with MEDCO, HCC and TU found a way to circumvent the policies and procedures governing the oversight of the establishment of a regional higher education center or branch and will offer four-year programs on a community college campus.” 
USM Response:

TU and HCC are not circumventing policies and procedures. The facility has not been constructed at this point. Towson will present a lease to the Board of Regents as appropriate.  The proposed lease arrangement is not the establishment of a Regional Higher Education Center. TU is proposing to lease space off-campus to offer undergraduate programs, just as is done at various other sites in Maryland. 
The differences here are that Towson is securing a 10-year lease (in which TU will seek BOR approval at the appropriate time) and that this space is on a community college campus instead of an office park or strip mall. To make a wise economical decision, if TU cannot fill the space day one we will lease space to another institution to cover the costs.  It is not good business sense to leave space empty when you are paying for it. The intent has never been to create a regional higher education center. 

“To date, TU has not received formal approval from the Board of Regents regarding the construction or administration of the new facility.”  
USM Response:

As the next lines, state there is no approval necessary at this point. USM and BOR have been briefed on this project. 

“The Chancellor should comment on TU’s plan to construct a regional higher education center on HCC’s campus.” 
USM Response:

Towson is not constructing a regional higher education center. Additionally, TU has been working with HCC for years.  Together they are addressing a shortage of bachelors’ degree offerings in northeast Maryland.  As degree programs evolve and TU meets the threshold of offering 1/3 of the upper division courses for a degree off-campus we will then seek MHEC approval per COMAR regulations.  

Page 36 – Educational Longitudinal System:
Secretary should comment on college readiness efforts and the timeline for implementing the College Success Task Force’s recommendations.
USM’s offered comments:

· Status – We have submitted a $13 million dollar federal grant to build a statewide P-20 LDS. The design of this system was a consensus effort of all the impacted agencies and segments.

· Policy questions – This is a system designed to meet the big policy questions, which are important to everyone working in education, as opposed to a technical data tracking system looking for purpose. It will yield research to inform policy decisions and the practice of education in a very practical way.

· Privacy – All linking will be done and then all files will be stripped of any identifying ID number except for a random system one. The plan specifically charges professional research staff to use nationally accepted standards to ensure against revealing any individual data (for example: not providing information on the 1 female Pacific Islander attending Garret Community College). The Maryland AG has provided legal advice that the current plan will satisfy Federal Privacy requirements.




















































































































































































































































































































































PAGE  
1

