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Chairwoman McIntosh, Vice Chair Gaines, and members of the committee . . . as USM Board of Regents Vice Chairman Barry Gossett noted, SB 1052—The University of Maryland Strategic Partnership Act of 2016—represents an admirable idea: Enhancing and expanding the partnership between the University of Maryland, College Park (UMCP) and the University of Maryland, Baltimore (UMB) to take fuller advantage of the educational, economic, and quality of life impact of these to great institutions.  Certainly unleashing this potential—MPower on steroids as I have heard some people call it—has the ability to benefit the state, the system, these universities, and the students we serve.  

However, as Vice Chairman Gossett also noted: SB 1052 is very complex and would have far-reaching implications that would be felt not just in Baltimore and College Park, but literally throughout the system and across the state.  Most importantly, as Vice Chairman Gossett pointed out, there is ambiguity as to the status of these two institutions that needs to be resolved.  Simply put, there is a significant body of law behind the concept of the institution—one president, one appropriation, separate accreditation structure—that relies on the institutional definition.

Several of the issues we raised in the Senate hearing earlier this month have been addressed.  Key principles have been reaffirmed, imprecise language has ben clarified, and necessary changes have been made.  These reaffirmations, clarifications, and changes have moved the bill significantly closer to legislation the USM can support.  

But a number of important concerns remain and will require attention before USM’s support can move from conceptual to concrete. 
First, as was noted in my previous testimony, some 70 percent of USM students attend institutions other than UMCP & UMB.  And in terms of in-state students, that number is even higher.  So there needs to be some protection for these students built into this legislation.  We cannot elevate this new “mega” flagship at the expense of other institutions and other students.  To that end, significant progress toward the established funding guidelines should specifically be included in this legislation, with the eventual goal set at 100 percent.  In addition, the phrase “funding peers” needs to be clarified throughout the legislation.   “Funding peers” are not to be confused with the official System-approved peers for the institutions. 
Second, I want to underscore the fact that the stated purpose of this legislation is “creating a strategic partnership between certain higher education institutions to be called the University of Maryland. “ Given the fact that there already exists a thriving strategic partnership, the word “creating” in the purpose language needs to be changed to “enhancing” or “expanding” or something similar.

Third, the current version of the legislation, specifically the list of “constituent institutions” (Page 10), indicates that the number of USM institutions is reduced by one—from 11 to 10—with UMCP and UMB “fused” into a single entity: the University of Maryland, with two locations/divisions.  Since this is not intended to be a merger, the two institutions need to maintain their separate and independent standing.  As you know, the USM studied the pros and cons of a merger in 2011 and determined that such a move would not be in the best interests of the System, the State, our institutions, and our students.  
Retaining the same number of entities means there is not a merger, but would still allow the remaining elements of the bill to proceed—with a strong UMCP/UMB partnership and with each institution able to keep its independence and able to maintain its own presidency.  This amendment would solidify the elements of a “partnership” or “alliance” of two entities rather than a merger from two entities into one. 
Fourth, language should be added that explicitly gives the presidents of UMCP and UMB the power to act locally and independently within their communities. 

Fifth, given that the USM Board of Regents is THE governing board for the entire system, the Board of Regents needs to have the primary role in the execution of this legislation if it is ultimately approved.  
Finally, there is one additional, smaller item that requires clarification or attention. Section “E” (page 17 / Line 1) notes that the strategic partnership between UMCP and UMB is not intended to restrict other collaborations or coordination with other USM institutions.  UMBC and the University of Maryland Medical System (UMMS) should specifically be referenced in that statement.

Let me close by reiterating that the USM is incredibly supportive of the concept provided in the bill.  An enhanced strategic partnership between UMCP and UMB—essentially a more expansive and impactful version of MPower—is a positive idea with significant potential.  We just need to proceed thoughtfully and deliberately so that potential negative impacts are identified and addressed.

As Regent Gossett noted, as this legislation worked its way through the process in the Senate, it was much improved.  If we can make additional improvements through the House process, I believe we can end up with an approach that achieves the stated goals while also protecting each institution’s unique character, the important role of the Board of Regents, and the interests of ALL students attending USM institutions. 

Thank you for this opportunity to testify.
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