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Operating Budget Data 

 ($ in Thousands) 
 
        

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change  

  Actual Working Allowance Change Prior Year  

        
 General Fund $35,703 $36,403 $36,336 -$67 -0.2%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 0 -53 -53   

 Adjusted General Fund $35,703 $36,403 $36,283 -$121 -0.3%  

        

 Special Fund 15,468 12,048 12,790 742 6.2%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 0 -20 -20   

 Adjusted Special Fund $15,468 $12,048 $12,770 $722 6.0%  

        

 Federal Fund 159,071 181,180 190,219 9,038 5.0%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 0 -269 -269   

 Adjusted Federal Fund $159,071 $181,180 $189,950 $8,770 4.8%  

        

 Reimbursable Fund 4,916 6,347 6,454 107 1.7%  

 Adjusted Reimbursable Fund $4,916 $6,347 $6,454 $107 1.7%  

        

 Adjusted Grand Total $215,157 $235,979 $245,457 $9,479 4.0%  

        

 

 

 After adjusting for a back of the bill reduction in health insurance, the fiscal 2017 allowance 

increases by $9.5 million, or 4.0%.  There is a $121,000 decrease in general funds, or 0.3%.  

Special funds increase by $722,000, or 6.0%, primarily due to changes in various contractual 

services.  Federal funds increase by $8.8 million, 4.8%. 
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Personnel Data 

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17  

  Actual Working Allowance Change   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Regular Positions 

 
1,251.19 

 
1,246.19 

 
1,232.09 

 
-14.10 

 
  

 Contractual FTEs 
 

141.26 
 

221.36 
 

79.08 
 

-142.28 
 
  

 
 
Total Personnel 

 
1,392.45 

 
1,467.55 

 
1,311.17 

 
-156.38 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Vacancy Data:  Regular Positions 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Turnover and Necessary Vacancies, Excluding New 

Positions 
 

45.27 
 

3.68% 
 

 
 
  

 Positions and Percentage Vacant as of 12/31/15 
 

22.00 
 

1.77% 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

 

 Regular positions decrease by a net of 14.10 in fiscal 2017.  Position abolitions include 

5.0 regular positions in the Office of Budget and Fiscal Services; 1.0 position in the Office of 

Human Resources; and 10.10 regular positions in the Division of Unemployment Insurance 

(DUI).  This reduction was slightly offset by the addition of 2.0 regular positions in the 

Workforce Development Program. 

 

 In fiscal 2017, there are 142.28 contractual full-time equivalents abolished with the most 

significant decreases in the Workforce Development Program and DUI. 

 

 After accounting for the position abolitions, there are only 8.0 vacant positions.  The fiscal 2017 

budget requires 45.0 vacancies to meet turnover.  It should be noted that the Department of 

Labor, Licensing, and Regulation disputes the number of vacancy positions (saying it is higher).  

Vacancy data is as received from the Department of Budget and Management.  
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Analysis in Brief 

 

Major Trends 
 

Adult Basic Education Students’ Advancement:  In fiscal 2014, there was a decrease in the number 

of general educational development (GED) test takers and high school diploma recipients through the 

Adult Basic Education program.  This is likely due to the new more rigorous, computerized GED test. 

 

Unemployment Cases Evaluated by Appeals Board:  There was a decline in the number of 

unemployment insurance cases pending before the Board of Appeals in fiscal 2015. 

 

 

Issues 
 

Progress of the Employment Advancement Right Now Program:  The Maryland Employment 

Advancement Right Now (EARN) program awarded 29 implementation grants in June 2014.  The 

average grant was $179,302.  The EARN program was established by Chapter 1 of 2013 and at this 

point should have quantifiable data available to assess the success of the program.  The Department 

of Legislative Services (DLS) recommends that the EARN 2016 annual report include retention 

data for programs where it is available, a breakdown of the quantifiable measures used to 

determine efficiency and effectiveness of strategic partnerships, and quantitative employment 

data received from each partnership.  DLS also recommends that the Business Economic and 

Community Outreach Network report that provided a performance evaluation of the program 

be submitted to the General Assembly. 

 

 

Recommended Actions 

    

1. Concur with Governor’s allowance.   

 

 

Updates 

 

Unemployment Insurance Modernization:  DUI is taking steps to modernize the technology associated 

with its three largest functions – benefits, contributions, and appeals.  Maryland is currently 

collaborating with West Virginia to develop the new system.  This update provides a progress report 

on the current status of this project. 

 

Unemployment Insurance: With the continued relatively favorable employment picture in the State 

and lower claims activity, the balance of the Unemployment Insurance Trust Fund is at a level that 

allows Maryland employers to pay from the lowest cost table in calendar 2016, a decrease from 

calendar 2015 tax rates.  Maryland’s unemployment rate improved to 5.1% from 6.3% a year ago.   



P00 – DLLR – Workforce Development 
 

 

Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 
4 

New Computer-based GED Testing:  In January 2014, the GED Testing Service rolled out a new 

assessment test to allow adult learners to earn high school credentials.  The new GED test aligns with 

the new Common Core State Standards and the Office of Career, Technical, and Adult Education 

recommendations.  The 2015 Joint Chairmen’s Report requested a report on new GED testing options 

and implementation.  This update summarizes the findings in the report. 
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Operating Budget Analysis 

 

Program Description 

 

 The Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation (DLLR) includes many of the State’s 

agencies and boards responsible for licensing and regulating various businesses, professions, and 

trades.  The department also administers a variety of employment service and adult learning programs.   

     

 This analysis focuses on the department’s administrative and workforce development units.  

The administrative offices include the Office of the Secretary, legal services, equal opportunity and 

program evaluation, the Governor’s Workforce Investment Board, appeals, budget and fiscal services, 

general services, information technology, and personnel.   

 

 The bulk of the department’s funding and personnel are within the following divisions: 

 

 Division of Workforce Development and Adult Learning (DWDAL) that operates 

workforce development programs including job services, Workforce Investment Act, and labor 

market information programs.  It also manages the newly aligned adult education programs 

including adult literacy programs and skills training for correctional institutions.  Its mission is 

to support the State’s economic growth though a workforce development, education, and 

training system that is responsive to the needs of adult learners, job seekers, employers, and all 

system partners.   
 

 Division of Unemployment Insurance (DUI) that operates the federally funded 

unemployment insurance (UI) programs.  Its mission is to provide prompt, temporary, partial 

wage replacement to eligible individuals who are unemployed, help facilitate their return to 

work, and collect unemployment insurance tax contributions from employers. 

 

 A separate analysis discusses business regulation and occupational licensing functions. 

 

 

Performance Analysis:  Managing for Results 
 

 

1. Adult Basic Education Students’ Advancement 

 

 The Office of Adult Education and Literacy Services within DLLR provides Adult Basic 

Education (ABE), general educational development (GED) testing, the Maryland External Diploma 

Program, and English as a Second Language services.  Within ABE, there are different levels of 

literacy, and students can receive a certificate for completing the “intermediate low” and “intermediate 

high” classes as well as the basic level literacy course.  As shown in Exhibit 1, in fiscal 2014, the 
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percentage of ABE students receiving a high school diploma, passing the GED, or advancing from 

one literacy level to another all fell compared to prior years.  This decline coincided with the 

implementation of the new more rigorous GED testing format.  While the number of high school 

diplomas issued decreased in fiscal 2015, the GED pass rate has increased while literacy level 

advancement dropped slightly. 

 

 

Exhibit 1 

Students GED, High School Diploma, and Advancing Literacy Level Rate 
Fiscal 2011-2017 Est. 

 

 
 

 
GED:  general educational development   

 
Source:  Department of Budget and Management 

 

 

 

2. Unemployment Cases Evaluated by Appeals Board 

 

 Exhibit 2 shows that the number of total cases being evaluated by the Unemployment Insurance 

Appeals Board has decreased steadily from 160 in fiscal 2011 to 120 in fiscal 2015.  There was a slight 

increase in the number of cases pending before the board at 73 in fiscal 2015 after a drop in pending cases 

of 51 in fiscal 2014. 
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Exhibit 2 

Cases Evaluated and Pending 
Fiscal 2011-2017 Est. 

 

 
 

 

Source:  Department of Budget and Management 

 

 

 

Fiscal 2016 Actions 
 

Cost Containment  
 

 The Administration’s fiscal 2016 cost containment strategy included a 2% across-the-board 

reduction in general funds.  The 2016 cost containment reduction for DLLR Workforce Development 

is $832,402, which includes:  

 

 $107,509 to the Employment Advancement Right Now (EARN) grants;  

 

 $225,000 due to the elimination of the Maryland Center for Construction Education and 

Innovation as a result of consolidation with the Governor’s Workforce Investment Board;  

 

 $328,256 in personnel costs; and  

 

 $171,637 in GED subsidies that parallels the decline in test takers in fiscal 2016. 
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Proposed Budget 
 

 As seen in Exhibit 3, after adjusting for a back of the bill health insurance reduction, the 

fiscal 2017 allowance increased by $9.5 million from the current working appropriation.  There is a 

$722,000 increase in special funds and an $8.8 million increase in federal funds that drive the increase. 

 

 

Exhibit 3 

Proposed Budget 
DLLR – Workforce Development 

($ in Thousands) 

 

How Much It Grows: 

General 

Fund 

Special 

Fund 

Federal 

Fund 

Reimb. 

Fund 

 

Total 

Fiscal 2015 Actual $35,703 $15,468 $159,071 $4,916 $215,157 

Fiscal 2016 Working Appropriation 36,403 12,048 181,180 6,347 235,979 

Fiscal 2017 Allowance 36,283 12,770 189,950 6,454 245,457 

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Amount Change -$121 $722 $8,770 $107 $9,479 

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Percent Change -0.3% 6.0% 4.8% 1.7% 4.0% 

 

Where It Goes:  

 Personnel Expenses  

  Retirement .......................................................................................................................   $1,994 

  Employee and retiree health insurance ............................................................................  1,517 

  Turnover ..........................................................................................................................  657 

  New positions (2.0 full-time equivalents (FTE)) .............................................................  199 

  Unemployment ................................................................................................................  162 

  Other fringe benefit adjustments .....................................................................................  54 

  Abolished positions (16.0 FTEs) .....................................................................................  -1,186 

  Regular earnings ..............................................................................................................  -3,235 

 Division of Unemployment Insurance   

  Unemployment Insurance Modernization Project  ..........................................................  14,568 

  Software licenses and maintenance .................................................................................  756 

  Training and consulting services  ....................................................................................  267 

  Grants...............................................................................................................................  -66 

  Materials and supplies  ....................................................................................................  -275 

  Processing equipment  .....................................................................................................  -463 

  Statewide cost allocation .................................................................................................   -634 

  Postage .............................................................................................................................  -910 

  Contractual employees  ...................................................................................................  -3,513 

    



P00 – DLLR – Workforce Development 
 

 

Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 
9 

Where It Goes:  

 Workforce Development and Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA)   

  Grants to Workforce Development areas based on the WIOA ........................................  1,689 

  Training and program development under the WIOA .....................................................  840 

  Maryland Workforce Exchange software ........................................................................   373 

  Literary Pro LACES system upgrades (compliance with the WIOA) .............................  329 

  Office equipment leasing for job centers .........................................................................   34 

  Reprinting literature because of the WIOA .....................................................................  25 

  Employment Advancement Right Now grants ................................................................  -156 

  Resource sharing agreement with One-stop Career Centers............................................   -250 

  Technical assistance and better coordination of One-stop Career Centers ......................  -700 

  Workforce Development Program contractual employees ..............................................   -1,596 

 Adult Education and Corrections Education  

  Teacher training and other instructor costs ......................................................................   38 

  Adult Corrections travel ..................................................................................................  -30 

  Maryland Correctional Enterprise ...................................................................................   -100 

  Pearson VUE for computerized general education development testing .........................   -177 

  Travel for adult education specialist positions ................................................................  -240 

  Adult education enrollment decline results in lower GED grants ...................................   -250 

 Data Management   

  Federal Accounting Report System (for the Office of Fiscal Services) ..........................  453 

  Veeam software licenses (for the Office of Information Technology) ............................  53 

  Compellent system storage ..............................................................................................   47 

  Contract for archived employment data housed at the University of Baltimore .............  28 

  Software upgrades ...........................................................................................................   28 

 Other Changes   

  Lower Appeals program increases ...................................................................................   111 

  New janitorial contract and elevator maintenance (Office of General Services) ............  101 

  Office of the Attorney General fees for legal services ....................................................   51 

  Utilities ............................................................................................................................   -120 

  Rent to the Department of General Services, subscriptions, and licenses .......................   -148 

  Other contractual employees ...........................................................................................   -216 

  Department of Budget and Management assigned charges .............................................   -269 

  Other miscellaneous changes ...........................................................................................   -361 

 Total $9,479 
 

 

Note:  Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 
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Across-the-board Reductions 
 

The fiscal 2017 budget bill includes an across-the-board reduction for employee health 

insurance, based on a revised estimate of the amount of funding needed.  This agency’s share of these 

reductions is $72,985 in general funds, $82,890 in special funds, and $282,858 in federal funds.  There 

is an additional across-the-board reduction to abolish positions statewide, but the amounts have not 

been allocated by agency. 

 

 Personnel and Regular Positions 
 

 There is a 14.10 reduction in regular positions in fiscal 2017 that results in savings of almost 

$1.0 million.  Position reductions include 5.0 positions in the Office of Budget and Fiscal Services; 

1.0 position in the Office of Human Resources; and 10.10 positions in DUI.  All 16.1 abolished 

positions were vacant.  The Workforce Development Program added 2.0 regular positions.  These 

positions are largely responsible for the management of the Maryland Eligible Training Provider List, 

which is maintained as a requirement of the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA). 

 

 Aside from abolished positions, there is also a $3.2 million decrease in regular earnings due to 

positions becoming vacant and being reclassified back to base levels.   

 

 DUI 
 

 Because there has been a decline in the number of claimants for unemployment, DUI has also 

reduced program costs to reflect current need.  In addition to the 10.10 reduction in regular employees, 

there is a 91.28 full-time equivalent reduction in contractual employees.  The reduction in contractual 

employees translates into a $3.5 million decrease in costs.  The contractual positions were also unfilled.  

There is also a $463,000 decrease in equipment, a $275,000 decrease in costs for supplies and materials, 

and a $910,000 reduction in postage.  More than offsetting these reductions is a $14.6 million increase 

in federal funds for the UI Modernization project, which will upgrade and consolidate current 

UI processes.  Additional information in this project is provided under the Updates section of this 

analysis.  

 

 Workforce Development and the WIOA 
 

 The WIOA is federal law that aligns the services provided by state and local governments in 

adult education, workforce development, and other employment centered services.  To better align with 

the standards of the WIOA, there is a $1.7 million increase in grants to local workforce development 

sites, an $840,000 increase for training and program development, a $329,000 increase for upgrades to 

the Literacy Pro LACES system, and a $25,000 increase for printing to update literature.  There was 

also a $373,000 increase for upgrades to the Maryland Workforce Exchange website.  Part of the 

transition to the WIOA standards includes a better coordination of the One-stop Career Centers, which 

results in a $250,000 decrease due to resource sharing, and a $700,000 decrease in technical assistance.  

More specifically, this reduction in cost is due to the closure of the One-stop Career Center in 

downtown Baltimore.  This center’s resources were transitioned to the two centers located in east and 
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west Baltimore.  These is also a $1.6 million decrease in contractual employees because of the 

expiration of projects and decrease in funding associated with Wagner-Peyser, which is the original 

legislation that created national employment offices.  The EARN program had a decrease of $156,000, 

which is a decrease in the distributed grant amounts for each of the partnerships.  This leaves 

$4.1 million for EARN grantees in fiscal 2017.  The Department of Legislative Services (DLS) 

recommends that DLLR explain the decision to cut funding for the EARN program.   
 

 Adult Education and Corrections Education 
 

 Adult Education experienced a decline in enrollment that parallels the improvement of the 

economy, which is a common historical trend.  As a result, there is a decrease of $250,000 in adult 

education grants for GED participants.  There is also a decrease of $240,000 for travel and $177,000 

for the computerized GED testing. 

 

 Data Management and Other Changes 
 

 There is a $453,000 increase in the Office of Budget and Fiscal Services for the new Federal 

Accounting Report System, which is data warehousing and financial reporting hardware and software.  

There is also a $216,000 decrease in contractual employees. 
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Issues 

 

1. Progress of the Employment Advancement Right Now Program  
 

 Chapter 1 of 2013 established the EARN program.  The purpose of the EARN program is to 

create industry-led partnerships to advance the skills of the State’s workforce, grow the State’s 

economy, and increase sustainable employment for working families.  Specifically, the program 

provides general fund grants on a competitive basis for:  

 

 an approved strategic industry partnership for development of a plan consistent with the purpose 

of the EARN program;  

 

 workforce training programs and other qualified programs that provide industry-valued skills 

training to individuals that result in a credential or identifiable skill consistent with an approved 

strategic partnership plan; and  

 

 job-readiness training and skills training that results in a credential or an identifiable skill.  

 

 Grant funds are awarded to support regional strategic industry partnerships in implementing 

workforce training plans designed to address industry workforce skill gaps and employ or advance 

workers within a targeted region or sector.  Under the program, a partnership submits an application 

for a planning grant.  The proposal must identify the members participating in the strategic industry 

partnership, include evidence of a shortage in skilled employment within a target industry, state a 

description of specific high-demand occupations, and outline specific training components that would 

result in individuals obtaining credentials or partnerships that maximize collaboration potential through 

direct financial or in-kind contributions from target industry members.  There were 29 strategic 

partnerships that received grant funds beginning in June 2014 with many being renewed for another 

two-year grant term from October 2015 to June 2017.  There are an additional 12 grantees that began 

receiving funding in April 2015. 

 

 Strategic industry partnerships are defined as a collaboration that brings together a regional 

group that may include employers, nonprofits, local governments, economic development entities, and 

a wide variety of other relevant partners to identify workforce needs for high-demand occupations 

within a target industry.  There has to be a lead applicant for each strategic industry partnership who 

will be the fiscal agent to receive the actual grant funds.  An eligible strategic industry partnership must 

have at least five employers from the target industry and representatives from two diverse entities.  

Each partnership must develop a workforce training plan with qualitative and quantitative data showing 

the shortage of positions, gaps in skills training, and large scale industry changes. 

 

Noncertification Partnerships 
 

 A major element of the EARN program is the ability to offer a certifiable or identifiable skill.  

While most programs offer one or more recognized certifications, there are currently seven funded 
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programs that do not offer any certifications or job placement.  Exhibit 4 outlines the programs that do 

not offer certifications, the amount of their award, and the format of the program.  DLS recommends 

that the agency comment on the process used to determine the effectiveness and value of 

noncertification partnerships. 

 

 

Exhibit 4 

Trainings That Do Not Provide Certifications 
 

Awardees Grant Awarded 

  

CyberWorks $366,682   

Specialized Nursing Bridge Program  216,500   

mHealth  150,000  

Welcome Back Behavioral Partnership 150,000   

Building Employer-led Alliances for Careers in Hospitality 142,521   

Bio Train  120,280   

Purple Line Skills Strategic Partnership 100,000   
 

 

Source:  Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation 

 

 

Manufacturing Partnerships 
 

 Exhibit 5 illustrates the breakdown of partnerships awarded funds by industry.  When compared 

to the current labor trends in Maryland, many of the industry partnerships are in industries that are 

projected to grow.  While this is true overall, it is important to note that there are seven manufacturing 

partnerships (17.5%), even though historically, manufacturing has been in decline in the State, and it 

has been projected by the U.S. Department of Labor (US DOL) that the manufacturing industry will 

continue to decline both in the short- and long-term labor market trends in Maryland.  While there has 

been a decline in manufacturing, it is important to note that these programs coupled with other 

initiatives like Manufacturing Development Zones currently being proposed in SB 181 could be seen 

as an effort to maintain and grow the manufacturing sector.  Exhibit 6 illustrates the historical decline 

of manufacturing employment in Maryland.  DLS recommends that, given trends in the 

manufacturing section, the agency comment on how to engage in manufacturing partnerships 

that result in long-term job opportunities for participants. 
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Exhibit 5 

EARN Partnerships by Industry 
 

 
 
EARN:  Employment Advancement Right Now 

 
Source:  Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation 

 

 

 

Exhibit 6 

Manufacturing Jobs in Maryland 
Fiscal 2005-2015 

(Numbers in Thousands) 

 

 
 
Source:  U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics 
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Certified Nursing Assistant Partnerships  
 

 The EARN program currently has the highest number of partnerships in health, which appears 

to be appropriate as the health care industry has grown significantly in the last 10 years and is projected 

to continue to do so, as shown in Exhibit 7.  Half of the health partnerships are Certified Nursing 

Assistant (CNA) programs.  Within the five partnerships, there is significant variation in the amount 

spent per student.  Exhibit 8 shows the significant variance in the cost per student for the programs.  

While it is the case that some of the programs offer additional certifications coupled with the CNA and 

Geriatric Nursing Assistant (GNA) that may increase the overall cost of the program, it is not evident 

from the provided data that the programs with additional certifications have increased costs that parallel 

the addition of certifications offered.  A random sample of CNA programs approved by the Maryland 

Board of Nursing have an average cost of $1,171 per student with many programs costing $1,000 

including books and uniform.  DLS recommends that the agency comment on the variance in cost 

of the programs that provide CNA and GNA training. 

 

 

Exhibit 7 

Health Care Positions in Maryland 
Fiscal 2005-2015 

(Numbers in Thousands) 

 

  
 

 
Source:  U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics 

 

  

0

50

100

150

200

250

300

350

400

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015



P00 – DLLR – Workforce Development 

 

 

Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 
16 

 

Exhibit 8 

Variance in the Cost Per Student for CNA/GNA Programs 
 

Awardee Certificates Offered 

Award 

Amount Participants 

Cost Per 

Student 

     
Healthcare Mentorship Baltimore CNA, GNA $150,000 18  $8,333 

Ready to Care CNA, GNA, Mental 

Health, First Aid 

140,598 30  4,687 

Southern Maryland Healthcare Alliance CNA, GNA 150,000 36  4,167 

Healthcare Partnership of 

Prince Georges and Charles Counties 

CNA, GNA, PCT 148,708 36  4,131 

Baltimore Healthcare Partnership CNA, GNA, PCT 368,868 216  1,708 

 

 

CNA:  Certified Nursing Assistant 

GNA:  Geriatric Nursing Assistant 

PCT:  Patient Care Technician 

 

Note:  Ready to Care trained 62 incumbents in mental health and first aid, which may slightly lower the cost per student.  

 

Source:  Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation 

 

 

Annual Report and Quantifiable Data 
 

 Chapter 1 required the reporting of outcome measures to determine the impact and success of 

the program.  These quantifiable measures have been outlined to the partnerships in their Solicitation 

for Implementation Grant Proposal guidelines.  All grantees are required to track and report on: 

 

 training participant outcomes;  

 

 industry return on investment metrics;  

 

 demography; and  

 

 training participants’ employment and wage status.  

 

 In addition, the EARN program, in partnership with Salisbury University (SU), developed a 

reporting outcome template.  SU also worked to provide a third-party audit of the EARN program 

through their Business Economic and Community Outreach Network (BEACON), which is housed in 

the Perdue School of Business. 
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 The EARN program submitted a 2015 annual report to the General Assembly on 

December 31, 2015, but the report does not include any quantifiable data that would illustrate the 

information received from the entry and exit templates that each partnership uses or feedback from the 

BEACON audit that could appropriately illustrate the strengths and challenges of the program. 

 

 To date, a request for this information has been made to the agency, and the information has 

not been received.  DLS recommends that the EARN 2016 annual report include retention data 

for programs where it is available, a breakdown of the quantifiable measures used to determine 

efficiency and effectiveness of strategic partnerships, quantitative employment data received 

from each partnership.  DLS also recommends that the BEACON report that provided a 

performance evaluation of the program be submitted to the General Assembly. 
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Recommended Actions 

 

1. Concur with Governor’s allowance.   
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Updates 

 

1. Unemployment Insurance Modernization 

 

 To accommodate the high number of unemployment benefit recipients, during the Great 

Recession, special measures were taken at the national level to maintain payment to families in need.  

This became a serious problem in Maryland because the technology currently being used for UI was 

not capable of making quick changes in UI formulas, payment dates, and other variables that were 

experienced as a part of those national actions.  Updates that effected the recipients of weekly UI took 

weeks and hundreds of man hours from highly specialized technicians to facilitate.  This adversely 

impacted UI recipients and their ability to receive proper payment in a timely fashion. 

 

 To circumvent any other unforeseen complications in payment and to update a 30-year-old 

system, DUI is taking steps to modernize the technology associated with its three largest functions – 

benefits, contributions, and appeals.  Maryland is currently collaborating with West Virginia to develop 

the new system.  This UI Modernization project is funded in large part by US DOL with $23 million in 

federal funds for fiscal 2017.  There is also $500,000 in special funds in the fiscal 2017 allowance for 

UI.  The contract for the new system was awarded in September 2015 with an expected implementation 

of the system by September 2019.  The new system would integrate the three systems that are currently 

used for benefits, contributions, and appeals.  The system would also allow for paperless processing of 

documents, enhanced security features, and a user friendly interface for employers, claimants, and 

appellants.  As shown in Exhibit 9, the fiscal 2016 cost was projected at $8,479,870 with a fiscal 2017 

allowance is $23 million. 
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Exhibit 9 

Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation 

Unemployment Insurance Modernization 
 

Project Status1 Implementation New/Ongoing Project: Ongoing 

Project Description: 

The Division of Unemployment (DUI) is taking steps to modernize the technology associated with its three largest 

functions:  benefits (paying claimants), contributions (collecting employer taxes), and appeals (dispute arbitration).  

Maryland has collaborated with West Virginia to jointly address undertaking new systems. 

Project Business Goals: 

Create a system that fosters claimant and employer self-service opportunities and improves the customer experience, 

is flexible enough to accommodate changes in law or policy, and has improved navigation for DUI staff. 

Estimated Total Project Cost1: $79,940,249 Estimated Planning Project Cost1: $  

Project Start Date: April 2011 Projected Completion Date: August 2019 

Schedule Status: The project is in the Systems Development Life Cycle phase 5. 

Cost Status:  

Scope Status:  

Project Management Oversight Status: Project manager assigned.  

Identifiable Risks: 

Organizational culture is high risk as staff will need to relearn how to perform work with the new technology.  

Implementation is also high risk because implementation process timing is still unclear. 

Additional Comments:  

Fiscal Year Funding ($ in Thousands) 

Prior 

Years FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 

Balance to 

Complete Total 

Personnel Services $0.0 $0.0 $0.0  $0.0 $0.0  $0.0 $0.0  $0.0 

Professional and Outside Services 22,705 23,048 24,058 10,129 0.0  0.0 0.0  79,940 

Other Expenditures 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0  0.0 

Total Funding $22,705.0 $23,048.0 $24,058.0 $10,129.0 $0.0  $0.0  $0.0  $79,940 

 

 
1 Initially, an agency submits a Project Planning Request.  After the requirements analysis has been completed and a project has completed all of the planning 

required through Phase Four of the Systems Development Lifecycle (Requirements Analysis), including a baseline budget and schedule, the agency may submit a 

Project Implementation Request and begin designing and developing the project when the request is approved.  For planning projects, costs are estimated through 

planning phases.  Implementation projects are required to have total development costs. 
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2. Unemployment Insurance 
 

 UI provides temporary, partial wage replacement benefits to persons who are unemployed 

through no fault of their own and who are willing to work, able to work, and actively seeking employment.  

Funding for the program is provided by employers through UI taxes paid to both the federal government 

for administrative expenses and to the states for deposit in their respective UI Trust Funds. 

 

 The UI Trust Fund and Outlook for Employer Taxes in Calendar 2016 
 

Legislation enacted in Maryland in 2005 altered Maryland’s UI charging and taxation system 

by creating a series of experience tax rate tables that are based on the balance in the Maryland UI Trust 

Fund.  An employer’s unemployment experience determines the rate charged within each table.  If the 

balance of the UI Trust Fund exceeds 5% of total taxable wages in the State (as measured on 

September 30 of the current year), the lowest tax rate table (Table A) is used to calculate employer 

rates for the following calendar year.  In Table A, employers pay a minimum of 0.3% (on the first 

$8,500 of annual wages of each employee) and a maximum of 7.5% ($25.50 to $637.50 per employee).  

The highest tax table (Table F) is used when the balance of the UI Trust Fund is not in excess of 3.0% 

of the total taxable wages.  In Table F, employers pay a minimum of 2.2% and a maximum of 13.5% 

($187 to $1,147.50 per employee). 

 

The federal unemployment tax under the Federal Unemployment Tax Act (FUTA) is assessed 

on the first $7,000 of annual wages of each employee.  The standard FUTA tax rate for employers is 

6.0%, but the rate is subject to an offset credit of up to 5.4% for employers who pay their state 

unemployment taxes on time.  Employers in states that have received but not repaid loans from the 

federal government (called “credit reduction states”) receive a lower offset credit and pay higher FUTA 

taxes.  Employers in Maryland (Maryland does not have an outstanding loan) receive the full 5.4% 

offset credit and pay a FUTA tax of 0.6%, which means that the maximum FUTA tax per employee 

per year is $42.00.  States are required to have their state taxable wage base at a level that is at least the 

same or higher than the federal taxable wage base.  States are also required to be in compliance with 

other federal requirements.  To the extent that the federal government increases the federal taxable 

wage base above $8,500, as has been discussed at the federal level, the General Assembly would have 

to increase the State taxable wage base and would likely have to make corresponding statutory 

adjustments to the tax tables. 

 

The balance of the State’s UI Trust Fund has fluctuated over the years, growing in good 

economic times to over $1 billion in each of calendar 2006 and 2007, and diminishing in bad economic 

times to a level that required the UI Trust Fund to borrow $133.8 million from the federal government 

in February 2010.  Despite an infusion of $126.8 million of federal modernization incentive funds in 

May 2010, with the repayment of the borrowed funds by December 2010, the balance of the UI Trust 

Fund remained at a level that required Maryland employers to pay from the highest tax table from 2010 

through 2012.  Due to the more favorable employment picture in the State and lower claims activity 

(resulting in a significantly increased balance of the UI Trust Fund), employers paid from Table C in 

calendar 2013, Table A in calendar 2014, and Table B in calendar 2015.  The September 30, 2015 

balance in the UI Trust Fund was approximately $984.0 million, meaning that employers will return to 

paying from Table A in calendar 2016. 
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It is worth noting that many other states were also required to borrow funds from the 

federal government to ensure solvency of their trust funds; at its peak, the outstanding balance reached 

as high as $41 billion across 29 states.  Although Maryland was able to repay its loan within a single 

fiscal year, many states required several years for repayment, and four states still owe a combined 

$6.8 billion on loans received in calendar 2008 or 2009. 

 

The State’s unemployment rate rose from 3.4% at year-end 2007 to 7.6% at year-end 2009, 

from which it has declined each year.  As of September 2015, Maryland’s unemployment rate 

was 5.1%.  Initial claims grew from about 222,000 in calendar 2007 (18,500 monthly average) to a high 

of over 416,000 in calendar 2009 (35,000 monthly average).  Initial claims began to fall in 

calendar 2010.  By fiscal 2015 (calendar year data not yet available), initial claims fell to about 219,000, 

for an approximately 18,250 monthly average. 

 

Exhibit 10 shows the recent history of Maryland’s seasonally adjusted unemployment rate, the 

UI Trust Fund balance used to calculate the tax rate table (the prior year’s September 30 balance), the 

tax rate table in effect, and the annual benefit payouts.  

 

 

Exhibit 10 

Maryland’s Unemployment Rate, UI Trust Fund Balance,  

And Annual Benefit Payouts 
Calendar 2006-2016 

 

Calendar 

Year 

Percentage 

Unemployment 

Rate 

at End of Year1 

UI Trust Fund Balance 

as of Prior 

September 30 

($ in Millions)2 

Tax Rate 

Table in 

Effect 

Annual 

Benefit Payouts3 

($ in Millions) 

       

2006 3.8 $883.1  B $383.5  

2007 3.4 1,032.5  A 433.3  

2008 5.8 1,057.8  A 785.2  

2009 7.6 895.4  B 1,068.8  

2010 7.4 301.7  F 900.7  

2011 6.9 273.4  F 795.7  

2012 6.8 460.2  F 778.5  

2013 6.1 794.5  C 736.2  

2014 5.5 934.9  A 623.2  

2015 5.1 904.6  B 336.8  

2016 n/a 996.24  A n/a  
 

 

DOL:  U.S. Department of Labor 

DLLR:  Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation 
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1 Data is from DOL:  Unemployment rate as of December of each year, 2015 is as of August 2015. 
 

2 Data is from DLLR:  Calendar 2010 includes $133.8 million in borrowed funds (February 2010) and $126.8 million in 

federal modernization funds (May 2010); borrowed funds were repaid in full by December 2010. 
 

3 Data is from DOL:  2015 payout amount is through July 31. 
 

4 Preliminary cash balance.  Final reconciliation is not complete as of October 8, 2015. 

 

Note:  The historic high unemployment rate for Maryland was 8.3% in August 1982, and the historical low was 3.3%, which 

has occurred several times. 
 

Source:  U.S. Department of Labor; Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation 

 

 

 

3. New Computer-based GED Testing 

 

 DWDAL is responsible for maintaining updates for GED testing in Maryland.  The 2015 Joint 

Chairmen’s Report required that a report be issued outlining GED testing and testing options to 

illustrate the changes that have taken place as a result of the recent updates.  The report was submitted 

on December 3, 2015.   

 

 Until January 2014, the GED test had only been available in a pencil and paper delivery format.  

The transition to a computerized format occurred because the national GED Testing Service began a 

new venture with the for-profit Pearson VUE.  There was concern that the addition of a for-profit 

partner would negatively impact the cost of GED testing and that the new format and more rigorous 

test would be problematic for the adult education community.  While the test is arguably more difficult, 

the increase in rigor coincides with the adoption of Common Core State Standards. 

 

 While it is difficult to compare direct costs from state to state because of the decentralized 

Adult Education model that many states use, the cost in Maryland has increased from $102 per test 

(with the student paying $45 and the State paying $57) under the paper and pencil method to $120 (with 

the student cost remaining the same and the State cost of $75 per test taker).  There was also a reduction 

in administrative costs because computerization reduced the need for test examiners and cut the cost 

associated with the transmission of answer sheets for scoring.  

 

 The increased difficulty of the new GED test coupled with the increased cost has been cited as 

cause for states to explore other testing options to determine high school equivalency.  Both HiSET and 

the Test Assessing Secondary Completion (TASC) have been used by some states to test high school 

equivalency.  Both tests are relatively new and have been aligned to some degree with Common Core 

Standards.  Both tests also have lower associated costs than the new GED test.  The HiSET test costs 

between $50 and $52 per test taker for the test and scoring, but states have been charging students $90 to 

also cover administrative costs.  TASC also costs about $52 without accounting for administrative costs.  

While there is comparative data showing which states use which tests and the associated costs, more 

research would need to be done to develop a cost benefit analysis to determine the potential use of HiSET 

or TASC instead of, or in conjunction with, the current computerized GED test. 
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 Appendix 1 

 

 

Current and Prior Year Budgets 

 

Fiscal 2015

Legislative

   Appropriation $35,786 $11,220 $169,815 $12,431 $229,252

Deficiency

   Appropriation 0 0 0 0 0

Cost

   Containment -751 0 0 0 -751

Budget

   Amendments 700 5,151 19,276 -5,768 19,359

Reversions and

   Cancellations -32 -903 -30,020 -1,747 -32,701

Actual

   Expenditures $35,703 $15,468 $159,071 $4,916 $215,157

Fiscal 2016

Legislative

   Appropriation $35,513 $11,968 $178,144 $6,347 $231,972

Budget

   Amendments 891 80 3,036 0 4,007

Working

   Appropriation $36,403 $12,048 $181,180 $6,347 $235,979

Current and Prior Year Budgets

Fund FundFund

Reimb.

Fund Total

($ in Thousands)

Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation – Workforce Development

General Special Federal

 
 

 

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  Numbers may not sum to total 

due to rounding. 
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Fiscal 2015 
 

 The 2015 legislative appropriation for DLLR – Workforce Development decreased by 

$14,094,193.  Cost containment decreased general funds by $751,388.  Budget amendments increased 

general funds by $699,654 including:  

 

 $525,156 for a cost-of-living adjustment (COLA); 

 

 $141,891 for a realignment of the Office of Information Technology funds; 

 

 $158,790 for salary realignments;  

 

 -$130,244 for the Voluntary Separation Program (VSP); and  

 

 $4,061 for telecommunications. 

 

As a result of prolonged vacancies within the department, $31,674 was reverted back to the General 

Fund. 

 

 The special fund appropriation increased by $4,248,252.  Budget amendments increased special 

funds by $5,150,914 including:  

 

 $42,545 for a COLA;  

 

 $1,040,828 for a realignment of Office of Information Technology funds;  

 

 $1,950,295 for an increase in unemployment insurance payments from US DOL; 

 

 $269,832 as a part of the Energy Performance Project; 

 

 $847,414, which was a special distribution from US DOL in fiscal 2013, specifically for 

fiscal 2015; and  

 

 $1,000,000 in response to the civil unrest in Baltimore City from April 27 to May 6, 2015, as a 

result of the death of Freddie Grey.  In response to the unrest, DLLR has requested this funding 

for Baltimore City’s YouthWorks summer jobs program, which matches youth between the 

ages of 14 and 21 with six-week work experiences with various employers.   

 

There was a special fund cancellation of $902,662 for revenue left over from UI and payments for 

employment training and computerized GED testing. 
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 The federal fund appropriation decreased by $10,744,343.  Budget amendments increased 

federal funds by $19,275,103 including: 

 

 $595,739 for a COLA;  

 

 $38,628 for the realignment of Office of Information Technology funds; 

 

 $233,976 for the Second Chance Act Technology Careers Training Project Awards; 

 

 $8,093,271 for an increase in UI payouts; and  

 

 $10,314,059 for the newly awarded Job Driven National Emergency Grant, which enhances 

services to Maryland’s long-term unemployed dislocated workers.  

 

There was a federal fund cancellation of $17,234,075 from the VSP and an overestimation for legal 

services, DWDAL, the Office of the Secretary, the Office of Employment Training, the Adult and 

Literacy Program, and UI. 

 

 The reimbursable fund decreased by $7.5 million:  $5,767,823 through budget amendment 

because of a reduction of funds for the Office of Information Technology and $1.7 million in 

cancellations. 

 

 

Fiscal 2016 
 

 To date, the 2016 legislative appropriation has increased by $4,006,884 including a general fund 

increase of $890,795, a special fund increase of $79,752, and a federal fund increase of $3,036,337 to 

restore the 2% pay cut.  
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Appendix 2 

 

 

Audit Findings (Unemployment Insurance) 

 

Audit Period for Last Audit: February 1, 2011 – February 23, 2014 

Issue Date: February 2015 

Number of Findings: 5 

     Number of Repeat Findings: 1 

     % of Repeat Findings: 20% 

Rating: (if applicable) n/a 

 

Finding 1: Certain target matches were not always performed timely, and match results were 

not always fully investigated. 

 

Finding 2: Certain delinquent benefit overpayment accounts were not always referred to the State’s 

Central Collection Unit. 

 

Finding 3: DUI stored sensitive personally identifiable information within a database in clear text. 

 

Finding 4: Controls over a database were not sufficient to protect sensitive data. 

 

Finding 5: Reimbursable employer accounts were not always fully collateralized and delinquent 

accounts were not always pursued. 

 
 

*Bold denotes item repeated in full or part from preceding audit report. 
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Object/Fund Difference Report 

DLLR – Workforce Development 

 

  FY 16    

 FY 15 Working FY 17 FY 16 - FY 17 Percent 

Object/Fund Actual Appropriation Allowance Amount Change Change 

      

Positions      

01    Regular 1,251.19 1,246.19 1,232.09 -14.10 -1.1% 

02    Contractual 141.26 221.36 79.08 -142.28 -64.3% 

Total Positions 1,392.45 1,467.55 1,311.17 -156.38 -10.7% 

      

Objects      

01    Salaries and Wages $ 98,399,427 $ 106,622,490 $ 107,126,160 $ 503,670 0.5% 

02    Technical and Spec. Fees 5,950,660 8,931,812 3,607,462 -5,324,350 -59.6% 

03    Communication 4,055,915 5,128,922 3,897,966 -1,230,956 -24.0% 

04    Travel 484,660 1,037,276 696,539 -340,737 -32.8% 

06    Fuel and Utilities 909,919 1,016,908 897,157 -119,751 -11.8% 

07    Motor Vehicles 261,324 228,494 240,095 11,601 5.1% 

08    Contractual Services 18,462,875 31,652,996 47,333,770 15,680,774 49.5% 

09    Supplies and Materials 1,383,541 1,766,086 1,476,664 -289,422 -16.4% 

10    Equipment – Replacement 589,269 453,369 719,088 265,719 58.6% 

11    Equipment – Additional 335,875 498,430 74,246 -424,184 -85.1% 

12    Grants, Subsidies, and Contributions 80,711,832 74,188,368 75,145,945 957,577 1.3% 

13    Fixed Charges 3,612,195 4,453,563 4,584,247 130,684 2.9% 

Total Objects $ 215,157,492 $ 235,978,714 $ 245,799,339 $ 9,820,625 4.2% 

      

Funds      

01    General Fund $ 35,702,750 $ 36,403,372 $ 36,336,105 -$ 67,267 -0.2% 

03    Special Fund 15,467,761 12,047,938 12,790,103 742,165 6.2% 

05    Federal Fund 159,070,922 181,180,492 190,218,781 9,038,289 5.0% 

09    Reimbursable Fund 4,916,059 6,346,912 6,454,350 107,438 1.7% 

Total Funds $ 215,157,492 $ 235,978,714 $ 245,799,339 $ 9,820,625 4.2% 

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 
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Fiscal Summary 

DLLR – Workforce Development 

      

 FY 15 FY 16 FY 17   FY 16 - FY 17 

Program/Unit Actual Wrk Approp Allowance Change % Change 

      

01 Executive Direction $ 6,751,700 $ 6,279,783 $ 6,360,627 $ 80,844 1.3% 

02 Administrative Adjudication 371,201 420,246 438,932 18,686 4.4% 

05 Legal Services 3,603,653 4,019,515 4,285,423 265,908 6.6% 

08 Equal Opportunity and Program Equity 328,170 325,567 342,894 17,327 5.3% 

09 Governor’s Work Force Investment Board 631,161 533,848 543,571 9,723 1.8% 

11 Appeals 1,360,940 1,437,347 1,436,643 -704 0% 

12 Lower Appeals 6,067,293 6,751,599 6,288,501 -463,098 -6.9% 

03 Office of Budget and Fiscal Services 5,582,072 5,907,744 6,279,384 371,640 6.3% 

04 Office of General Services 6,202,071 6,357,108 6,552,273 195,165 3.1% 

05 Office of Information Technology 6,674,397 7,360,099 7,709,948 349,849 4.8% 

06 Office of Personnel Services 2,123,880 2,209,239 2,013,978 -195,261 -8.8% 

07 Workforce Development Program 67,545,324 70,034,570 70,863,445 828,875 1.2% 

12 Adult Education Program 3,332,057 4,115,312 4,361,469 246,157 6.0% 

13 Adult Corrections Program 18,023,203 19,441,381 19,640,791 199,410 1.0% 

14 Aid to Education 15,188,150 16,161,958 15,911,958 -250,000 -1.5% 

01 Office of Unemployment Insurance 70,070,897 76,143,528 69,721,851 -6,421,677 -8.4% 

02 Major Information Technology Development Projects 1,301,323 8,479,870 23,047,651 14,567,781 171.8% 

Total Expenditures $ 215,157,492 $ 235,978,714 $ 245,799,339 $ 9,820,625 4.2% 

      

General Fund $ 35,702,750 $ 36,403,372 $ 36,336,105 -$ 67,267 -0.2% 

Special Fund 15,467,761 12,047,938 12,790,103 742,165 6.2% 

Federal Fund 159,070,922 181,180,492 190,218,781 9,038,289 5.0% 

Total Appropriations $ 210,241,433 $ 229,631,802 $ 239,344,989 $ 9,713,187 4.2% 

      

Reimbursable Fund $ 4,916,059 $ 6,346,912 $ 6,454,350 $ 107,438 1.7% 

Total Funds $ 215,157,492 $ 235,978,714 $ 245,799,339 $ 9,820,625 4.2% 

      

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 
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Business Regulation 
Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation 

 

 
 
Note:  Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 
 
For further information contact:   Sierra S. Boney Phone:  (410) 946-5530 
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Operating Budget Data 

 ($ in Thousands) 
 
        

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change  

  Actual Working Allowance Change Prior Year  

        
 General Fund $8,657 $8,833 $8,917 $84 1.0%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 0 -20 -20   

 Adjusted General Fund $8,657 $8,833 $8,897 $65 0.7%  

        

 Special Fund 104,077 122,974 158,827 35,853 29.2%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 0 -63 -63   

 Adjusted Special Fund $104,077 $122,974 $158,764 $35,790 29.1%  

        

 Federal Fund 4,923 5,226 5,174 -52 -1.0%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 0 -14 -14   

 Adjusted Federal Fund $4,923 $5,226 $5,160 -$66 -1.3%  

        

 Reimbursable Fund 1,269 1,457 1,305 -152 -10.4%  

 Adjusted Reimbursable Fund $1,269 $1,457 $1,305 -$152 -10.4%  

        

 Adjusted Grand Total $118,926 $138,490 $174,127 $35,637 25.7%  

        

 

 There is a $35.6 million increase in the fiscal 2017 allowance, 25.7%, after accounting for a 

back of the bill reduction for health insurance.  General funds increase by $65,000, 0.7%.  

Special funds increased $35.8 million, 29.1%, due to an increase in Video Lottery Terminal 

revenues.  Federal funds decrease by $66,000, 1.3%.  Reimbursable funds decrease $152,000, 

10.4%. 
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Personnel Data 

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17  

  Actual Working Allowance Change   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Regular Positions 

 
353.10 

 
357.10 

 
357.10 

 
0.00 

 
  

 Contractual FTEs 
 

49.35 
 

68.24 
 

64.50 
 

-3.74 
 
  

 
 
Total Personnel 

 
402.45 

 
425.34 

 
421.60 

 
-3.74 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Vacancy Data:  Regular Positions 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Turnover and Necessary Vacancies, Excluding New 

Positions 
 

10.96 
 

3.07% 
 

 
 
 

 
 Positions and Percentage Vacant as of 12/31/15 

 
32.50 

 
9.10% 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

 The fiscal 2017 allowance for regular positions remains the same as the working appropriation.  

The fiscal 2017 allowance reduces the contractual full-time equivalent positions by 3.74, which 

were largely administrative positions that are no longer necessary. 

 

 The budgeted turnover is 3.07% which requires that 10.96 positions remain vacant.  As of 

December 31, 2015, the department has reported 32.5 vacant positions.  
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Analysis in Brief 

 

Major Trends 
 

Worker Classification:  The number of worker classification referrals and the number of workers found 

to be misclassified increased in fiscal 2015.  There was an increase in the number of referrals in 

fiscal 2015.  The actual number of workers misclassified also increased. 

 

Occupational and Professional Licensing Complaint Resolution:  The Department of Labor, 

Licensing, and Regulation (DLLR) has historically had difficulty resolving and closing complaints.  As 

a result of an effort to close old cases, there has been a significant decrease in the average number of 

days to resolve cases and a subsequent increase in the percentage of cases closed within 180 days.  The 

Department of Legislative Services (DLS) recommends that the department comment on the 

continuing effort to resolve and close cases on behalf of Maryland consumers.  
 

 

Issues 
 

Reduction in Licensing Fees:  The department, through the Division of Financial Regulations and the 

Division of Occupational and Professional Licensing, operates boards and commissions to license, 

regulate, and monitor 24 different professions and trades and regulate financial services.  The Governor 

has ordered a reduction of licensure and other fees that affect revenues in several special funds which 

support the operations of these divisions.  While there is currently enough money available to make 

these reductions, it is not clear if these fee reductions are sustainable and if there will be an impact on 

the ability of each board and commission and other programs to continue their work at their current 

capacity.  DLS recommends that the agency comment on the current special fund balances and 

projected fund revenues and expenditures for each fund impacted by reduced fees. 

 

Debt Management Services Fund:  Statute requires that all debt settlement services providers register 

with the Office of Financial Regulation within DLLR and maintain a two-year registration.  Debt 

settlement services providers represent consumers in their efforts to negotiate the compromise of the 

consumers’ debt with various credit providers.  The Commission of Financial Regulation in 

consultation with the Consumer Protection Division of the Office of the Attorney General reported on 

the efficacy and effectiveness of the Debt Settlement Services Act and provided recommendations 

specifically regarding if debt settlement service providers should have a licensure requirement and if 

there should be a cap on the amount that the service providers should charge consumers.  The legislation 

is set to sunset at the end of fiscal 2016.  SB 471 has been introduced and would extend or eliminate 

the sunset.  However, the fiscal 2017 allowance includes spending supported by the Debt Management 

Services Fund.  The Debt Management Services Fund also currently has a negative fund balance.  The 

Debt Management Special Fund currently is the depository for all sums collected by the Division of 

Financial Regulation from persons applying for and licensed as Debt Management Services providers 

and also those persons registered as Debt Settlement Services Providers.  DLS recommends that the 

agency comment on the use of funds from the Debt Management Services Fund proposed in the 

fiscal 2017 allowance.  
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Recommended Actions 
 

  Funds  

1. Increase turnover expectancy to 4%. $ 232,634  

 Total Reductions $ 232,634  
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Operating Budget Analysis 

 

Program Description 

 

The Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation (DLLR) includes many of the State’s 

agencies and boards responsible for licensing and regulating various businesses, professions, and 

trades.  DLLR also administers a variety of federally funded employment service programs.  This 

analysis focuses on the following DLLR business regulation divisions: 

 The Division of Labor and Industry is responsible for safety inspections of boilers, elevators, 

amusement rides, and railroads.  The division also enforces certain protective labor laws and 

administers the Maryland Occupational Safety and Health Act.  The division’s mission is to 

protect Maryland citizens’ health, safety, and employment rights. 

 

 The Division of Occupational and Professional Licensing establishes boards and 

commissions to license, regulate, and monitor 26 different professions and trades.  The 

divisions’ mission is to ensure that regulated occupations and professions have practitioners 

that are competent and compliant with State laws, regulations, and standards.  This oversight 

seeks to ensure that commercial services are conducive to the health, safety, and welfare of 

Maryland consumers.  

 

 The Division of Racing, which houses the Maryland Racing Commission, regulates 

thoroughbred and harness racing tracks across the State.  The division’s responsibilities include 

assigning racing days, regulating wagering on races, collecting the wagering tax, licensing all 

racetrack employees, and operating a testing laboratory.  The division also pays the salaries and 

stipends of all racetrack employees that are appointed by the Maryland Racing Commission.  

 

 The Division of Financial Regulation regulates commercial banks, trust companies, credit 

unions, mortgage lenders and originators, collection agencies, and consumer loan companies.  

The division’s mission is to protect financial services consumers, ensure appropriate licensing, 

and maintain safety and soundness in Maryland’s financial services industry.  

 A separate analysis discusses the department’s Division of Workforce Development and Adult 

Learning, Division of Unemployment Insurance, and administrative units. 
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Performance Analysis:  Managing for Results 
 

 

1. Worker Classification 

 

Exhibit 1 shows the increase in the number of referrals concerning workers being misclassified 

as contractors when they should have been classified by their employers as full-time employees.  There 

was an increase in the number of referrals from 125 in fiscal 2014 to 177 in fiscal 2015.  The number 

of workers found to be misclassified increased in a similar pattern from 342 in fiscal 2014 to 531 in 

fiscal 2015.  Misclassifications can occur for a variety of reasons:  the definition of a contractor vs. a 

regular employee is not always clear; and when the economy is weak, misclassifications often occur 

because companies try to save money by hiring contractors who do not get the benefits package 

customary for regular employees.  In an effort to combat this issue, the Worker Classification Unit in 

the Division of Labor and Industry investigates complaints of misclassification as does the Division of 

Unemployment Insurance housed in the Division of Workforce Development. 

 

Exhibit 1 

Worker Misclassification 
Fiscal 2011-2017 Est. 

 

Source:  Department of Budget and Management 
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2. Occupational and Professional Licensing Complaint Resolution 

 

The Division of Occupational and Professional Licensing handles consumer complaints about 

individuals or companies that are or should be licensed by the department.  The goal of the division is 

to protect the public’s health and safety through the efficient review, resolution, and adjudication of 

consumer complaints.  As a result of an effort to close old cases, there has been a significant decrease 

in the average number of days to resolve cases and a subsequent increase in the percentage of cases 

closed within 180 days.  This has been a past problem for the division as shown in Exhibit 2, in 

particular during fiscal 2014, but the fiscal 2015 data indicates that the measures taken to resolve the 

issue have been effective and projections show a trend toward decreasing the average number of days 

that it takes to resolve a complaint. 

 

 

Exhibit 2 

Occupational and Professional Licensing 

Complaint Resolution 
Fiscal 2011-2017 Est. 

 

 
 

Source:  Department of Budget and Management 
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The division seeks to close 70% of complaints within a 180-day timeframe.  Some of the 

strategies used since fiscal 2014 to reach this goal are:  

 hiring a new executive director and new inspector for cosmetology and barbering and 

developing standard operating procedures to improve uniformity and efficiency.  Consequently, 

open complaints in this area dropped from a high of 672 in November 2013 to 71 in 

August 2014; 

 

 the home improvement division, which had over 800 complaints per month for all of fiscal 2013 

and the first half of fiscal 2014, hired a new investigator and worked to administratively close 

as many old complaints as possible.  The average home improvement complaint takes 14 to 

19 months to close due to a lengthy hearing process; and 

 

 the division also implemented an alternative dispute resolution process in order to avoid 

hearings. 

 

As a result of these combined strategies, the percent of complaints resolved by mediation 

increased from 38% in fiscal 2014 to 40% in fiscal 2015, and the percent of complaints closed within 

180 days increased from 47% to 65%, which is just slightly below the 70% agency target.  In addition 

to the increase in complaints resolved in 180 days, the average length of time to resolve complaints 

dropped 44% from 534 days in fiscal 2014 to 235 days in fiscal 2015.  The agency estimates that they 

will reach their 180-day resolution target by the end of fiscal 2017. 
 

 

Fiscal 2016 Actions 
 

Cost Containment  
 

 The Administration’s fiscal 2016 cost containment strategy includes a 2% across-the-board 

reduction in general funds.  The fiscal 2016 cost containment reduction for Business Regulation is 

$121,598, which includes a salary realignment, as well as a reduction in administrative, personnel, and 

nonpersonnel costs. 

 

 

Proposed Budget 
 

 As seen in Exhibit 3, after accounting for back of the bill reductions in health insurance, the 

fiscal 2017 allowance increases $35.6 million, or 25.7%, from the working appropriation.  A 

$34.9 million increase in Video Lottery Terminal (VLT) revenue contributes significantly to the 

increase. 
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Exhibit 3 

Proposed Budget 
DLLR – Business Regulation 

($ in Thousands) 
 

 

How Much It Grows: 

General 

Fund 

Special 

Fund 

Federal 

Fund 

Reimbursable 

Fund 

 

Total 

Fiscal 2015 Actual $8,657 $104,077 $4,923 $1,269 $118,926 

Fiscal 2016 Working Appropriation 8,833 122,974 5,226 1,457 138,490 

Fiscal 2017 Allowance 8,897 158,764 5,160 1,305 174,127 

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Amount Change $65 $35,790 -$66 -$152 $35,637 

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Percent Change 0.7% 29.1% -1.3% -10.4% 25.7% 

 

Where It Goes: 

 Personnel Expenses  

  Employees’ Retirement System ..........................................................................................  $501 

  Miscellaneous adjustments .................................................................................................  356 

  Regular earnings .................................................................................................................  290 

  Employee and retiree health insurance ...............................................................................  236 

  Turnover adjustments .........................................................................................................  251 

  Other fringe benefit adjustments .........................................................................................  -25 

 Gaming and Racing  

  Share of video lottery terminal revenue for local impact grants .........................................  23,979 

  Maryland Racing Commission purse enhancements ..........................................................  8,921 

  Grants for racing facility redevelopment  ...........................................................................  2,053 

  Laboratory services in racetrack operations .......................................................................  69 

 Occupational and Professional Licensing   

  Fixed charges (rent, insurance, and subscription costs) ......................................................  109 

  Contractual employees  .......................................................................................................  102 

  Expert witnesses .................................................................................................................  20 

  Applications hearings and allocations ................................................................................  -262 

 Labor and Industry   

  Office supplies and materials for MOSH ............................................................................  -27 

  Apprenticeship contractual employees ...............................................................................  -42 

  Motor vehicle purchase for MOSH .....................................................................................  -44 

  Communications and travel for MOSH ..............................................................................  -51 

  Safety inspection vehicle ....................................................................................................  -99 
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Where It Goes: 

  Apprenticeship grant ...........................................................................................................  -140 

 Financial Regulation  

  Financial regulation travel ..................................................................................................  -54 

  Financial regulation contractual employees ........................................................................  -146 

  Foreclosed Property Registry and the Notice of Intent to Foreclose website upgrades ......  -200 

  Other ..................................................................................................................................  -160 

 Total $35,637 
 

 

DLLR:  Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation 

MOSH:  Maryland Occupational Safety and Health 

 

Note:  Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 

 

 

Across-the-board Reductions 
 

The fiscal 2017 budget bill includes an across-the-board reduction for employee health 

insurance, based on a revised estimate of the amount of funding needed.  This agency’s share of these 

reductions is $19,533 in general funds, $62,834 in special funds and $14,331 in federal funds.  There 

is an additional across-the-board reduction to abolish vacant positions statewide, but the amounts have 

not been allocated by agency. 

 

Personnel 
 

 In personnel, there are increases of $501,000 for retirement, and $236,000 for health insurance 

in fiscal 2017.  There is also an increase of $290,000 for regular salaries because of the movement of 

4.0 regular positions from the Workforce Development section of DLLR, and $356,000 for 

miscellaneous adjustments for reclassifications.  The turnover adjustment included in the fiscal 2017 

allowance provides turnover relief of $251,000, reducing the necessary vacancy rate to 3%, or 

10.96 positions.  As of December 2015, there were 32.5 positions vacant or a vacancy rate of 9.1%.  

The Department of Legislative Services (DLS) recommends that the turnover expectancy be 

increased by $232,000, increasing the turnover rate to 4.0% and requiring 14.28 positions to be 

held vacant. 
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Division of Racing  
 

VLT Special Funds 

 

Business Regulation has a fiscal 2017 increase of $35.0 million in VLT special funds: 

 

 $23,979,000 increase for local impact grants; 

 

 $8,921,000 increase for the Racing Commission; and 

 

 $2,053,000 increase for Racetrack Facility Redevelopment. 

 

 The VLT revenue allocated to the Racing Division is broken down by percentage and 

distributed to each fund for its statutorily designated purpose, as follows: 

 

 $58.0 million, 7.0% of VLT revenues, to a purse dedication account to enhance horse racing 

purses and breed funds.  The percentage of VLT revenue dedicated to purses falls to 6.0% once 

the sixth facility opens, likely mid-year fiscal 2017; 

 

 $62.9 million, 5.5% of VLT revenues, and beginning in fiscal 2017, 5.0% of table game 

revenue, for local impact grants.  Revenues are statutorily authorized to be used to the benefit 

of the horse racing industry and the jurisdictions that contain the gaming facilities.  There are 

currently five VLT facilities, located in Allegany, Anne Arundel, Cecil, and Worcester counties 

as well as Baltimore City.  A sixth facility in Prince George’s County will open in mid-year 

fiscal 2017.  Exhibit 4 shows the breakdown of VLT local impact grant funds for fiscal 2017 

as well as the increase from the fiscal 2016 appropriation; and 

 

 $8.9 million, 1.0% of VLT revenues, to a racetrack renewal account for racetrack facility capital 

construction and improvements.  Racetracks are able to apply for funding directly from the 

Racing Division within DLLR.  Chapter 1 of the 2012 special session lowered the amount of 

the revenue from 1.75% to 1.0% when a license was issued to Baltimore City.  The legislation 

also lowered the cap on the account from $40 million to $20 million and any unencumbered 

funds will be allocated to the Education Trust Fund. 
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Exhibit 4 

Gaming Revenue for Local Impact Grants 
Fiscal 2016-2017 

 

County  

Working Appropriation 

Fiscal 2016 

Allowance 

Fiscal 2017 

$  

Change 

    
Allegany County $1,316,253 $1,475,441 $159,188 

Anne Arundel County 18,012,776 23,995,681 5,982,905 

Baltimore City 10,695,086 21,604,283 10,909,197 

Cecil County 3,828,142 4,090,435 262,293 

Prince George’s County 1,000,000 8,403,570 7,403,570 

Worcester County 4,024,718 3,286,710 -738,008 

Total $38,876,975 $62,856,120 $23,979,14

5  

 

Source:  Department of Budget and Management 

 

 

The increases in these grant programs total approximately $34,953,000, which is responsible 

for about 98% of the increases from fiscal 2016 to 2017 for the agency.   

 

Racing Revenue 

 

The horse racing special fund is comprised of taxes on wagering and a variety of fees.  One of 

the mandated uses of the fund is to provide local aid to specific municipalities and counties that are 

impacted by horse racing.  Since fiscal 2014, revenues for the fund have been insufficient to provide 

local impact aid.  As a result, the fiscal 2016 working appropriation and the fiscal 2017 allowance do 

not include any funds for local impact aid. 

 

 Division of Occupational and Professional Licensing 

 

 The Division of Occupational and Professional Licensing is responsible for the licensing boards 

that regulate a variety of nonhealth professions.  The division has a $109,000 increase in fixed charges, 

which includes rent to the Department of General Services, insurance to the State Treasurers Office, 

and subscriptions and dues paid to relevant associations.  There is also an increase of $102,000 for a 

contractual investigator for tax preparers, and an administrative specialist for the Real Estate 

Commission.  There is a $262,000 decrease for statewide application hearing and allocations costs. 

 

 Division of Labor and Industry 
 

 The Division of Labor and Industry had a total of $221,000 in decreases comprised of reductions 

in office supplies, travel, and communications.  There is also a $42,000 decrease in contractual 

employees and a $140,000 decrease in grant funds in the Maryland Apprenticeship and Training 
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Program because of lack of funding in the special funds that support the program.  These special funds 

come from contractors and subcontractors that contribute.  The fund fluctuates because, instead of 

contributing directly to the fund, contractors can choose to participate directly in an apprenticeship 

program or contribute to an organization that has a registered apprenticeship program. 

 

 Office of Financial Regulation 
 

 In the Office of Financial Regulation there are decreases including $146,000 for a contractual 

administrative specialist and $200,000 in one-time expenses associated with the website upgrades for 

the Foreclosed Property Registry and the Notice of Intent to Foreclose website. 
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Issues 

 

 

1. Reduction in Licensing Fees  
 

 The department, through the Division of Financial Regulations and the Division of 

Occupational and Professional Licensing, establishes boards and commissions to license, regulate, and 

monitor multiple professions and trades and regulate financial services.  In September 2015, the 

Governor ordered a reduction of licensure fees that affect revenues in several special funds.  Exhibit 5 

outlines the licenses affected, as well as the original and reduced fees.  Fiscal 2017 projected revenue 

losses are illustrated in Exhibit 6. 
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Exhibit 5 

Fee Reductions for Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation 
 

 

Fee Name/Description 

License 

Term* 

New 

Fee 

Most Recent 

Fee 

Previous 

License 

Term* 

Previous 

Fee 

Affected 

Fund Type 

       
Housing Counseling and Foreclosure Mediation Fund 

Foreclosure – Prefile Mediation 

(Application)  

n/a $1 $350 n/a Est. 2012 

No changes 

SF 

MHIC Guaranty Fund 

Assessment (Renewal)  

2 125 150 2 $200 Guaranty Fund 

Commission of Real Estate Appraisers, Appraisal Management Companies, 

    and Home Inspectors Fund 

Appraisal Management Company 

(Original Registration)  

1 1,750 2,250 n/a Est. 2012 

No changes 

SF/GF 

Appraisal Management Company 

(Annual Registration)  

1 2,000 2,500 n/a Est. 2012 

No changes 

SF/GF 

Mortgage Lender-Originator Fund 
Mortgage Loan Originator – 

Employer/Name Change 

(License Amendment)  

n/a 20 75 n/a Est. 2005 

No changes 

SF 

Mortgage Loan Originator 

(Application Investigation) 

1 1 100 n/a Est. 2005 

No changes 

SF 

Affiliated Insurance Producers – 

Mortgage Loan Originators – 

Employer/Name Change 

(License Amendment)  

n/a 20 75 n/a Est. 2009 

No changes 

SF 

Affiliated Insurance Producers –  

Mortgage Loan Originators – 

(Application Investigation)  

1 1 100 n/a Est. 2009 

No changes 

SF 

Mortgage Lenders 

(Application Investigation)  

1 1 100 n/a Est. 1997 

No changes 

SF 

Real Estate Commission Fund  
Broker License (Initial)  2 190 210 2 95 SF 

Broker License (Renewal)  2 170 190 2 95 SF 

Associate Broker License (Initial) 2 130 150 2 65 SF 

Associate Broker License 

(Renewal)  

2 110 130 2 65 SF 

Salesperson License (Initial) 2 90 110 2 45 SF 

Salesperson License (Renewal)  2 70 90 2 45 SF 

 

* In years. 
 

GF:  General Fund 

MHIC:  Maryland Home Improvement Commission 

n/a:  not applicable 

SF:  special fund 
 

Source:  Department of Legislative Services 
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Exhibit 6 

Projected Revenue Loss from Fee Reductions 
Fiscal 2017 

 

 
 
Source:  Department of Legislative Services 

 

 

 The Real Estate Commission Fund 
 

 The fees for obtaining a license as a real estate broker, associate real estate broker, or real estate 

sales person and all license renewals are collected in the State Real Estate Commission Fund.  These 

fees were reduced as shown in the exhibit.  The estimated fiscal impact of this series of fee reductions 

is a decrease of $203,940 in fiscal 2016 and a reduction of $407,820 in the fund for fiscal 2017 and 

thereafter.   
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State Commission of Real Estate Appraisers, Appraisal Management 

Companies, and Home Inspectors Fund 
 

 There were fee reductions for the appraisal management company for application review, 

original registration, and annual registration with the Commission of Real Estate Appraisers, appraisal 

management companies, and the Home Inspectors Commission as seen in Exhibit 5.  These fees reduce 

special fund revenues by approximately $39,500 in fiscal 2016 and by $79,000 annually thereafter. 

 

 Mortgage Lender-Originator Fund 
 

 The Mortgage Lender-Originator Fund collects the fees for mortgage lenders, which is anyone 

that brokers, makes, or services a loan or other extension of credit secured by a lien on residential real 

property.  A person may not engage in the business of a mortgage lender in this State without first 

obtaining a license from DLLR. 

 

 There was a reduction in the investigation fee for a mortgage lender license applicant from 

$100 to $1, which is expected to reduce funds to the Mortgage Lender-Originator Fund by 

$49,401 annually. 

 

 There was a reduction of the investigation fee for mortgage loan originator applicants and 

affiliated insurance producer-mortgage loan originator applicants as well as a reduction for the license 

amendment fee for mortgage loan originators and affiliated insurance producer-mortgage loan 

originators.  The reductions for each fee can be seen in Exhibit 5.  These fees are also collected in the 

Mortgage Lender-Originator Fund and are projected to decrease the fund by $381,590 annually. 

 

 It should be noted that SB 88 is currently proposing to consolidate the 

Mortgage Lender-Originator Fund, the Debt Management Services Fund, and the Money Transmission 

Fund into the Nondepository Special Fund.  This will be discussed with more detail in the Debt 

Management Services Fund Issue. 

 

 Housing Counseling and Foreclosure Mediation Fund 
 

 Chapter 156 of 2012 established a process through which a secured party (a person who has an 

interest in real property secured by a lien, including a mortgage and the holder of a note secured by a 

deed of trust) and a homeowner may participate in mediation conducted by the Office of Administrative 

Hearings before an action is filed to foreclose a lien on owner-occupied residential property.  The Act 

authorized a secured party to pre file mediation and established procedures for a homeowner to elect to 

participate in pre file mediation.  As seen in the exhibit, the fee to pre file mediation was reduced.  This 

reduction is expected to decrease revenues in the Housing Counseling and Foreclosure Mediation Fund 

by $2,268 annually. 

 

 As shown in Exhibit 7, there is also currently proposed legislation (HB 459) that would reduce 

fees for the Maryland Home Improvement Commission.  It is currently unclear what the long-term 

fiscal effects of the proposed fee cuts will be.  DLS recommends that the agency comment on the 
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current special fund balances and projected fund revenues and expenditures for each fund 

impacted by reduced fees and the fiscal effects of the proposed HB 459. 

 

 

Exhibit 7 

Proposed Fee Reductions for the  

Maryland Home Improvement Commission 
(HB 459) 

 

License Current Fees Proposed Fees 

   

Contractor  $250 $225 

Contractor Renewal 250 225 

Subcontractor  150 125 

Subcontractor Renewal  150 125 

Salesperson  100 75 

Salesperson Renewal 100 75 

Application Processing Fee  20 15 
 

 

Source:  Department of General Services 

 

 

 

2. Debt Management Services Fund  
 

 The Maryland Debt Settlement Services Act (DSSA) requires that all debt settlement service 

providers engaging in the business of providing debt settlement services must register with the Office 

of Financial Regulation within DLLR and maintain a two-year registration.  It is important to 

distinguish debt service programs with the debt collectors.  Debt settlement service providers, or 

programs, are defined in Financial Institutions Article Section 12-1001 (d) (1) from the Code of 

Maryland Regulations and are generally those persons who on behalf of a consumer attempt to 

renegotiate, settle, reduce or in any way alter the terms of payment or the terms of debt between a 

consumer and one or more unsecured creditor or debt collector.  In order to maintain their registered 

status, debt service programs must submit an application to the commissioner and pay a 

$1,000 nonrefundable fee with a $1,000 renewal registration fee.  The application and renewal fees are 

placed in the Debt Management Services Fund with the sole purpose of providing funds related to the 

cost of the program. 

 

 The original DSSA was a temporary measure set to expire on June 30, 2015.  Through 

Chapters 276 and 277 from the 2014 regular session, the DSSA was extended to June 1, 2016, and 

amended to include a reporting requirement.  Specifically, the Office of the Commissioner of Financial 
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Regulation of DLLR and the Office of Consumer Protection of the Office of the Attorney General 

(OAG) were to evaluate the efficacy and effectiveness of the DSSA including:  

 

 whether to transition from a registration requirement to a licensure requirement for debt 

settlement services providers; and  

 

 whether capping debt settlement services fees charged to consumers by companies would be 

beneficial to consumers and fair to the debt settlement services industry.   

 

 While both the commissioner and OAG agreed that licensure is not necessary for debt 

settlement companies, there are divergent opinions on the continuation of the registration program and 

whether the fees charged by debt settling companies should be capped.  The commissioner was of the 

position that the registration should not continue and the DSSA should sunset as it is currently written 

because the number of complaints received did not justify the cost of the registration system.  The 

commissioner also asserted that there should not be a cap on debt settlement services because it could 

adversely affect smaller debt settlement companies as 61% of registrants have less than 1,000 accounts 

and, because of the low number of complaints received, it is undemonstrated that a cap in fees would 

benefit consumers.   

 

 Should the DSSA not be allowed to sunset, the commissioner recommended that the 

requirement for registrants to file an annual report and profit and loss statement be eliminated.  OAG 

asserted that fees for debt settlement services should be based on the percentage of debt that the 

company is able to save the consumer on debts.  OAG also noted that because most consumers do not 

have all of their debts settled, without a cap on the fee they could end up in a worse financial position 

than they were in prior to the use of debt settlement services. 

 

 The Debt Management Services Fund showed a deficit at the end of fiscal 2015 and currently 

in fiscal 2016.  Despite the deficit, the fiscal 2017 allowance has a $10,000 increase in spending from 

the fund, $119,448 in total.  There is currently proposed legislation (SB 471) that will repeal the sunset 

provision and continue the registration of debt settlement services providers by the Office of the 

Commissioner of Financial Regulation.  There is also legislation that proposes changes to the language 

so that funds will be collected in the Nondepository Special Fund (SB 88).  The legislation would 

consolidate the Debt Management Services Fund, the Mortgage Lender-Originator Fund, and the 

Money Transmission Fund into a single fund.  This will allow the agency to reduce administrative 

resources used to manage three separate funds.  Exhibit 8 compares the existing special fund balances 

and proposed consolidated Nondepository Special Fund using fiscal 2015 data.  DLS recommends 

that the agency comment on the proposed legislation (SB 88 and SB 471).  The agency should also 

comment on the net revenue of the three special funds and the ability of the revenue in the 

proposed Nondepository Fund to support proposed expenditures in the long term. 
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Exhibit 8 

Comparison of Existing Special Fund Balances and 

New Consolidated Nondepository Special Fund Using Fiscal 2015 Data 
 

 
Mortgage Lender-

Originator 

Money 

Transmission 

Debt 

Management 

Consolidated 

Nondepository 

  

Special Fund Balance Carried 

Forward on July 1, 2014  $5,311,168   $40,284  $32,631  $5,384,083  

  

Revenue  

Licensing and Investigation Fees $5,186,629 $326,000 $18,792 $5,531,421  

Examination Fees 310,497 34,380 6,962 351,839  

Miscellaneous Income/Other 26,409 -1 -173 26,235  

BRFA Transfer -3,000,000 0 0 -3,000,000 

Total Revenue $2,523,535 $360,379 $25,581 $2,909,495  

     

Expenditures  

Salaries and Benefits $3,102,605 $163,750 $85,113 $3,351,468  

Technical and Special Fees 283,029 0 0 283,029  

Communication 63,105 1,653 913 65,671  

Travel/Training 45,571 18,529 9,432 73,532  

Lease Expense, Parking Facilities  27,720 1,848 924 30,492  

Contractual Services 84,716 8 4 84,728  

Supplies and Materials 44,598 112 0 44,710  

Equipment  25,015 0 0 25,015  

Fixed Charges, Rent 160,833 3,547 0 164,380  

Administrative Expenses 541,205 26,326 16,585 584,116  

Total Expenditures $4,378,397 $215,773 $112,971 $4,707,141  

     

Net Revenue for Fiscal 2015 -$1,854,862 $144,606 -$87,390 -$1,797,646 

     

Special Fund Balance Carried 

Forward on July 1, 2015 $3,456,306 $184,890 -$54,759 $3,586,437  
 

 

BRFA:   Budget Reconciliation and Financing Act 

 

Note:  Chapter 489 of 2015, more commonly known as BRFA, required the transfer of $3 million from the Mortgage 

Lender-Originator Special Fund to the general fund in fiscal 2015. 
 

Source:  Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation 
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Recommended Actions 

 

  
Amount 

Reduction 

 

 

1. Increase turnover from 3% to 4% because the 

fiscal 2017 budgeted turnover is significantly lower 

than the actual vacancy rate. 

$ 75,285 

 124,124 

 33,225 

GF 

SF 

FF 

 

 

 

 Total Reductions $ 232,634   

 Total General Fund Reductions $ 75,285   

 Total Special Fund Reductions $ 124,124   

 Total Federal Fund Reductions $ 33,225   
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 Appendix 1 

 

 

Current and Prior Year Budgets 

 

Fiscal 2015

Legislative

   Appropriation $9,366 $129,037 $5,015 $1,627 $145,046

Deficiency

   Appropriation 0 -4,074 0 0 -4,074

Cost

   Containment -380 0 0 0 -380

Budget

   Amendments -279 -717 -5 0 -1,001

Reversions and

   Cancellations -50 -20,169 -87 -358 -20,664

Actual

   Expenditures $8,657 $104,077 $4,923 $1,269 $118,926

Fiscal 2016

Legislative

   Appropriation $8,480 $122,672 $5,164 $1,457 $137,773

Budget

   Amendments 353 302 62 0 717

Working

   Appropriation $8,833 $122,974 $5,226 $1,457 $138,490

Current and Prior Year Budgets

Fund FundFund

Reimb.

Fund Total

($ in Thousands)

Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation – Business Regulation

General Special Federal

 
 

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  Numbers may not sum to total 

due to rounding. 
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Fiscal 2015 
 

 The 2015 legislative appropriation for Business Regulation decreased by $26,119,602.  Cost 

containment decreased general funds by $380,037.  Budget amendments decreased general funds by a 

net $278,919 including a $51,518 increase for a cost-of-living adjustment (COLA), offset by decreases 

of $141,891 for the realignment of the Office of Information Technology funds, $158,790 for a salary 

realignment, and $29,756 for the Voluntary Separation Program. 

 

 There was a general fund reversion of $50,059 from extended vacancies.   

 

 The special fund appropriation decreased by $24,960,413.  A deficiency appropriation 

decreased general funds by $4,073,964 as a result of reduced VLT revenue for local impact grants.  

Budget amendments decreased special funds by $717,155 including an increase of $148,918 for a 

COLA, $155,172 for contractual positions in Banking/Credit Union, Mortgage and Foreclosure 

Property registry programs, and $19,663 for unanticipated expenses in the Railroad Safety program.  

This was offset by a decrease of $1,040,828 for the realignment of the Office of Information 

Technology funds. 

 

 There was a special fund cancellation of $20,169,374 from vacancies and revenue shortfalls.    

 

 The federal fund appropriation decreased by $91,971.  Budget amendments decreased 

federal funds by $5,412 including an increase of $31,681 for a COLA and a decrease of $37,903 for 

the realignment of the Office of Information Technology.  There was a federal fund cancellation of 

$86,559.37 that was appropriated for travel and vacancies.   

 

 The reimbursable fund appropriation decreased by $358,223.  The funds were canceled because 

of an overestimation of reimbursement expenses.   

 

 

Fiscal 2016 
 

 To date, the fiscal 2016 legislative appropriation has increased by $717,000.  The General Fund 

increased by $352,918 to restore the 2% pay cut.  

 

 The special fund appropriation increased by $302,248 for the restoration of the 2% pay cut and 

the federal fund appropriation increased by $61,897, also for the restoration of the 2% pay cut.  
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Object/Fund Difference Report 

DLLR – Business Regulation 

 

  FY 16    

 FY 15 Working FY 17 FY 16 - FY 17 Percent 

Object/Fund Actual Appropriation Allowance Amount Change Change 

      

Positions      

01    Regular 353.10 357.10 357.10 0.00 0% 

02    Contractual 49.35 68.24 64.50 -3.74 -5.5% 

Total Positions 402.45 425.34 421.60 -3.74 -0.9% 

      

Objects      

01    Salaries and Wages $ 28,042,654 $ 30,423,144 $ 32,128,933 $ 1,705,789 5.6% 

02    Technical and Spec. Fees 2,315,026 3,000,026 2,932,828 -67,198 -2.2% 

03    Communication 640,398 720,743 629,772 -90,971 -12.6% 

04    Travel 867,733 1,051,261 929,130 -122,131 -11.6% 

06    Fuel and Utilities 5,587 2,294 5,398 3,104 135.3% 

07    Motor Vehicles 233,530 384,537 243,117 -141,420 -36.8% 

08    Contractual Services 5,141,666 5,198,211 4,771,271 -426,940 -8.2% 

09    Supplies and Materials 301,927 318,499 277,756 -40,743 -12.8% 

10    Equipment – Replacement 105,565 155,097 147,847 -7,250 -4.7% 

11    Equipment – Additional 72,715 43,770 43,770 0 0% 

12    Grants, Subsidies, and Contributions 79,802,435 95,817,812 130,629,972 34,812,160 36.3% 

13    Fixed Charges 1,396,842 1,374,692 1,483,875 109,183 7.9% 

Total Objects $ 118,926,078 $ 138,490,086 $ 174,223,669 $ 35,733,583 25.8% 

      

Funds      

01    General Fund $ 8,656,969 $ 8,832,695 $ 8,916,895 $ 84,200 1.0% 

03    Special Fund 104,076,838 122,974,171 158,826,995 35,852,824 29.2% 

05    Federal Fund 4,923,002 5,226,146 5,174,425 -51,721 -1.0% 

09    Reimbursable Fund 1,269,269 1,457,074 1,305,354 -151,720 -10.4% 

Total Funds $ 118,926,078 $ 138,490,086 $ 174,223,669 $ 35,733,583 25.8% 

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 
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Fiscal Summary 

DLLR – Business Regulation 

 

 FY 15 FY 16 FY 17   FY 16 - FY 17 

Program/Unit Actual Wrk Approp Allowance Change % Change 

      

01 Division of Financial Regulation $ 9,350,780 $ 10,144,589 $ 10,535,623 $ 391,034 3.9% 

01 Division of Labor and Industry 16,802,207 19,689,565 19,745,226 55,661 0.3% 

01 Division of Racing 82,529,467 98,293,340 133,437,193 35,143,853 35.8% 

01 Division of Occupational and Professional Licensing 10,243,624 10,362,592 10,505,627 143,035 1.4% 

Total Expenditures $ 118,926,078 $ 138,490,086 $ 174,223,669 $ 35,733,583 25.8% 

      

General Fund $ 8,656,969 $ 8,832,695 $ 8,916,895 $ 84,200 1.0% 

Special Fund 104,076,838 122,974,171 158,826,995 35,852,824 29.2% 

Federal Fund 4,923,002 5,226,146 5,174,425 -51,721 -1.0% 

Total Appropriations $ 117,656,809 $ 137,033,012 $ 172,918,315 $ 35,885,303 26.2% 

      

Reimbursable Fund $ 1,269,269 $ 1,457,074 $ 1,305,354 -$ 151,720 -10.4% 

Total Funds $ 118,926,078 $ 138,490,086 $ 174,223,669 $ 35,733,583 25.8% 

      

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 

P
0

0
C

 –
 D

L
L

R
 –

 B
u

sin
ess R

e
g

u
la

tio
n

 

A
p
p
en

d
ix

 3
 



Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 
55 

Department of Public Safety and 

Correctional Services 

Fiscal 2017 Budget Overview 

Department of Legislative Services 

Office of Policy Analysis 

Annapolis, Maryland 

January 2016 



Q00 

Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 
Fiscal 2017 Budget Overview 

 

 

Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 
56 

Agency Description 
 

The Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services (DPSCS) helps to keep 

Maryland communities safe and provides services to victims of crime.  The department strives to 

ensure the safety, security, and well-being of defendants and offenders under its supervision and 

to provide criminal justice agencies with access to timely, accurate information about defendants 

and offenders. 
 

 

Departmental Reorganization 
 

 Shortly after the start of fiscal 2016, DPSCS implemented a departmentwide 

reorganization.  Between approximately September 2012 and April 2015, the department’s 

functional units (parole and probation, corrections, and detention) were organized regionally in an 

effort to improve successful offender re-entry and lower recidivism.  However, the department has 

now returned to its former organizational structure of individual agencies for each function, which 

includes the Division of Correction (DOC), the Division of Parole and Probation (DPP), the 

Patuxent Institution, and the Division of Pretrial Detention (DPD).  Maryland Correctional 

Enterprises (MCE) is now organized within DOC, and the Warrant Apprehension Unit (previously 

under the Office of the Deputy Secretary for Operations) is organized within DPP.  Other units, 

boards, and commissions remain largely unaffected by the reorganization. 
 

 

Fiscal 2016 
 

 Budget Overview 
 

 Deficiencies 
 

 There are 16 deficiency appropriations, which add a net $31.9 million in general funds to 

the fiscal 2016 working appropriation.  The deficiencies are outlined in Exhibit 1 and will be 

discussed in further detail in their respective agency analyses. 
 

Fiscal 2016 deficiency appropriations for DPSCS include nearly $6.7 million in general 

funds to implement cell phone managed access systems at the Baltimore Central Booking and 

Intake Center (BCBIC) and the Maryland Reception, Diagnostic, and Classification Center 

(MRDCC).  The department originally received funding to expand implementation of cell phone 

managed access to these facilities in the fiscal 2015 legislative appropriation, in accordance with 

a recommendation from the 2013 Special Joint Commission on Public Safety and Security in State 

and Local Correctional Facilities.  However, the funding was removed as part of the department’s 

fiscal 2015 2% general fund reduction.  
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Exhibit 1 

Fiscal 2016 Deficiency Appropriations 
 

Item  Funding 

   
Custodial employee overtime  $13,186,951  

    
Cell phone managed access systems at BCBIC and MRDCC  6,680,000  

    
Emergency maintenance and powerplant upgrades  5,102,565  

    
Replacement radio system at BCBIC  3,050,000  

    
Accrued leave payout  2,900,000  

    
Replacement and purchase of food service vehicles  1,006,845  

    
Total Fiscal 2016 Deficiencies  $31,926,361   

 

 

BCBIC:  Baltimore Center Booking and Intake Center 

MRDCC:  Maryland Reception, Diagnostic, and Classification Center 

 

Source:  Department of Legislative Services; State Budget 

 

 

Cost Containment 

 

The department’s fiscal 2016 legislative appropriation included a 2% across-the-board 

general fund reduction totaling $24.4 million.  The department allocated the reduction in the 

following ways: 

 

 $6.0 million for increased vacancies; 

 

 $5.6 million for reduced inmate medical and food costs associated with a decreasing inmate 

population; 

 

 $4.5 million for elimination of roll call and implementation of a 10-hour correctional 

officer shift; 

 

 $2.4 million for salary savings associated with a 50-position reduction; 

 

 $1.9 million for savings in maintenance, overtime, and other costs associated with the 

closure of the Baltimore City Men’s Detention Center (MDC); 
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 $1.6 million for reclassification of vacant positions and elimination of contractual full-time 

equivalents (FTE);  
 

 $1.5 million for revised lease-financing schedules for information technology (IT) and 

dietary equipment; 
 

 $500,000 for expiration of the Public Safety Compact; and 
 

 $400,000 for delayed enhancements to the electronic medical records system. 
 

The department was unable to meet the January 2016 schedule set by the Department of 

Budget and Management for negotiating the elimination of roll call and the implementation of a 

10-hour correctional officer shift.  The implementation of a 10-hour shift would also require 

legislation, which to date has not been introduced.  All $4.5 million in anticipated overtime savings 

is returned to the department as part of the fiscal 2016 overtime deficiency appropriation of 

$13.2 million.  The department also received deficiencies for overtime and facility maintenance, 

negating the $1.9 million in anticipated savings associated with the closure of MDC.  The 

department should comment on whether it still plans to pursue negotiations related to 

eliminating roll call and implementing an extended shift in facilities. 
 

 

Fiscal 2017 
 

 The department’s fiscal 2017 allowance totals just more than $1.4 billion after adjusting 

for a fiscal 2017 across-the-board reduction for health insurance.  Approximately 87.0% of the 

department’s allowance is general funds.  In comparison to the fiscal 2016 working appropriation, 

accounting for the $31.9 million in deficiencies, the allowance reflects growth of 1.6%.  Absent 

the fiscal 2016 deficiencies, the department’s fiscal 2017 allowance reflects growth of 

approximately $54.7 million, or 4.0%. 

 

Budget Overview 
 

 DPSCS can be categorized into five functional areas:  administration, boards and 

commissions, detention, corrections, and parole and probation.  As seen in Exhibit 2, the largest 

functional unit is the corrections function, which is responsible for the physical confinement and 

control of inmates incarcerated by Maryland’s judicial system and includes the operation of 

18 State prison facilities.  The corrections function also includes the MCE, as well as the Security 

Operations Unit within the Office of the Deputy Secretary for Operations.  The corrections 

function accounts for 62.6%, or $889.7 million, of the department’s $1.4 billion fiscal 2017 

allowance. 

 

 The next largest functional area is the detention function, which is responsible for everyone 

arrested in Baltimore City or arrested on a warrant from Baltimore City, as well as operation of 

the federal Chesapeake Detention Facility (CDF), for which the State receives federal 



Q00 – DPSCS – Fiscal 2017 Budget Overview 
 

 

Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 
59 

reimbursement.  It includes CDF, BCBIC, the Baltimore Pretrial Complex (BPC, formerly the 

Baltimore City Detention Center (BCDC)), and the Metropolitan Transition Center (MTC).  

Operation of these detention facilities accounts for 15%, or $213.7 million, of the department’s 

allowance in fiscal 2017. 

 

 

Exhibit 2 

Fiscal 2017 Allowance by Function 
($ in Millions) 

 

 
 

Source:  Department of Legislative Services; State Budget 

 

 

The parole and probation function includes the Pretrial Release Services Program, the 

Central Home Detention Unit, the Warrant Apprehension Unit, and the regional units responsible 

for supervising offenders under criminal supervision via probation or parole, and individuals 

assigned to the Drinking Driving Monitor Program (DDMP).  The parole and probation function’s 

fiscal 2017 allowance is $115.1 million, or 8.1%, of the total DPSCS allowance. 

 

The administrative function accounts for 8.7% of the department’s fiscal 2017 allowance 

and is composed of most of the units within the Office of the Secretary, including the Intelligence 

and Investigative Division, General Administration, Capital and Facilities Management, and the 

IT and Communications Division.  The administration function also includes units within the 

Parole and 

Probation,

$115.1,

8.1%

Detention,

$213.7,

15.0%

Boards and 

Commissions,  

$80.6,

5.7%

Administration, 

$123.1,

8.7%

Corrections, 

$889.7,

62.6%
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Office of the Deputy Secretary for Operations, as well as General Administration units for the 

DOC and DPD.  The administrative units coordinate and support the activities of the other 

functions.  The administrative function’s fiscal 2017 allowance is $123.1 million. 

 

 The final functional area is the boards and commissions function, which includes the 

Criminal Injuries Compensation Board (CICB), the Maryland Parole Commission (MPC), the 

Inmate Grievance Office (IGO), the Emergency Number Systems Board (ENSB), the Maryland 

Commission on Correctional Standards (MCCS), and the Police and Correctional Training 

Commissions (PCTC).  CICB, IGO, and ENSB receive the majority of their operating revenue 

from special funds.  CICB provides the administrative support to victims who wish to be 

compensated for injuries and damages sustained as a result of criminal activity.  MPC hears cases 

for parole release and revocation and is authorized to parole inmates sentenced to a term of 

confinement of six months or more.  ENSB develops policy and provides financial support for the 

State’s 9-1-1 emergency system.  MCCS develops and audits compliance with the standards for 

all public and private correctional and detention facilities in the State.  PCTC develops the training 

standards for all law enforcement and correctional officers in the State.  The boards and 

commissions’ functional area aggregate fiscal 2017 allowance is approximately $80.6 million, or 

5.7% of the total DPSCS allowance. 

 

Exhibit 3 provides an overview of the fiscal 2017 allowance by agency compared to the 

fiscal 2016 working appropriation.  The most significant dollar increase occurs in DOC, although 

the actual percentage growth is minimal.  The allowance for DPD decreases by $17.0 million, or 

6.1%, from the working appropriation largely due to the removal of one-time deficiency 

appropriations.  The allowance for DPP increases by $6.2 million in comparison to fiscal 2016 

spending, almost entirely as a result of personnel expenses. 

 

The total general fund appropriation for the department reflects growth of $17.7 million, 

or 1.5%.  Absent the fiscal 2016 deficiency appropriations and including the fiscal 2017 

across-the-board health insurance reduction, general fund growth is 4.5%.  Given that more than 

four-fifths of the department’s operations are funded via general funds, this reflects minimal 

growth in fiscal 2017 and suggests likelihood for underfunding in the Governor’s allowance. 

 

The department’s special fund appropriation increases by 0.7%, or $1 million.  This 

increase is largely driven by personnel and miscellaneous spending increases within MCE, which 

is a self-sustaining agency. 

 

The $3.8 million (13%) increase in federal funds is primarily driven by grant funding for a 

new major IT project to replace the Computerized Criminal History system, as well as additional 

federal revenue for the operation of CDF in Baltimore City.  This facility houses federal detainees 

awaiting trial in Maryland and is operated by the State on behalf of the federal government. 
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Exhibit 3 

DPSCS – Total Funds by Program 
Fiscal 2016-2017 

 

 

Working 

Approp. 

2016 

Deficiencies 

2016 

Revised 

Working 

Approp. 

2016 

Allowance 

2017 

$ Change 

2016-17 

% 

Change 

2016-17 

       
Operating 

  Programs       

       DPSCS  

  Administration $199,718,356 $3,728,163 $203,446,519 $204,672,678 $1,226,159 0.6% 

       Division of  

  Correction 728,383,762 4,719,798 733,103,560 762,167,966 29,064,406 4.0% 

              Parole Commission 5,924,710  5,924,710 5,948,171 23,461 0.4% 

       Patuxent Institution 52,074,911  52,074,911 54,735,690 2,660,779 5.1% 

       Inmate Grievance 

  Office 1,081,869  1,081,869 1,162,349 80,480 7.4% 

       
Police/Correctional   

  Training  

  Commissions 10,388,928  10,388,928 10,719,151 330,223 3.2% 

       
Criminal Injuries  

  Compensation  

  Board 5,196,273  5,196,273 5,250,766 54,493 1.0% 

       
Maryland  

  Commission  on 

  Correctional  

  Standards 531,104  531,104 558,683 27,579 5.2% 

              Division of Parole  

  and Probation 108,553,567  108,553,567 114,777,978 6,224,411 5.7% 

       Division of Pretrial  

  Detention 252,223,629 23,478,400 275,702,029 258,751,815 -16,950,214 -6.1% 

       Total $1,364,077,109 $31,926,361 $1,396,003,470 $1,418,745,247 $22,741,777 1.6% 

       
       Funds       

       General Fund $1,185,099,329 $31,926,361 $1,217,025,690 $1,234,735,495 $17,709,805 1.5% 

       Special Fund 143,739,050  143,739,050 144,781,898 1,042,848 0.7% 

       Federal Fund 29,149,767  29,149,767 32,946,201 3,796,434 13.0% 

       Reimbursable Fund 6,088,963  6,088,963 6,281,654 192,691 3.2% 

       Total $1,364,077,109 $31,926,361 $1,396,003,470 $1,418,745,248 $22,741,778 1.6% 
 

 

DPSCS:  Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 
 

Note:  One across-the-board reduction is made to spending for statewide employee health insurance costs.  
 

Source:  Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services, Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2017 
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 Exhibit 4 provides additional detail on how the department’s operating expenses in the 

fiscal 2017 allowance increase by $22.7 million, when adjusted for the fiscal 2016 deficiency 

appropriations and fiscal 2017 back of the bill reductions. 

 

Personnel expenses increase by a net $29.3 million.  Employee and retiree health insurance 

accounts for most of the increase, at $18.2 million, followed by the employee retirement system at 

$15.1 million.  These increases are partially offset by reductions for accrued leave payouts and custodial 

overtime.  Employee overtime decreases by $4.0 million in the allowance, when accounting for the 

$13.2 million fiscal 2016 deficiency.  A total of 11 vacant positions are either abolished or transferred 

to other Executive Branch agencies in the allowance, accounting for a decrease of $865,000. 

 

The department’s allowance includes three areas of new funding, including $1 million in 

general funds to implement three recommendations of the Lieutenant Governor’s Heroin and Opioid 

Emergency Task Force, another $1 million in general funds to install drone detection software at 

two correctional facilities, and funds for partial year operation of the new Baltimore City Youth 

Detention Center (YDC).  The allowance does not include additional positions for the operation of the 

new Baltimore City YDC, but does include a total of $777,000 for operational costs, primarily 

consisting of utilities and supply and material purchases. 

 

 

Exhibit 4 

Proposed Budget 

DPSCS – Budget Overview 
($ in Thousands) 

 

Where It Goes: 

 Personnel Expenses  

  Employee and retiree health insurance ................................................................................  $18,211 

  Employee retirement system................................................................................................  15,066 

  Turnover ..............................................................................................................................  6,145 

  Abolished/transferred positions ...........................................................................................  -865 

  Workers’ compensation premium assessment .....................................................................  -1,826 

  Accrued leave payouts .........................................................................................................  -2,900 

  Employee overtime ..............................................................................................................  -4,030 

  Other fringe benefit adjustments .........................................................................................  -454 

 Information Technology  

  Computerized criminal history replacement (Major IT Project) .........................................  2,300 

  MCE Enterprise Resource Program (Major IT Project) ......................................................  750 

  IT contracts ..........................................................................................................................  673 

 Heroin and Opioid Emergency Task Force Recommendations  

  Day reporting center in Baltimore City ...............................................................................  540 

  Outpatient addictions aftercare at MTC ..............................................................................  358 

  Expansion of segregated addictions program ......................................................................  138 
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Where It Goes: 

 Inmate Variable Costs  

  Inmate medical expenses .....................................................................................................  2,507 

  Inmate food purchases and contractual food services .........................................................  -1,479 

 Facility Operation, Maintenance, and Security  

  Fuel and utilities ..................................................................................................................  1,160 

  Drone detection systems at ECI and WCI ...........................................................................  1,000 

  Partial year operation of new Baltimore City Youth Detention Center ...............................  777 

  Replacement radio system at BCBIC ..................................................................................  -3,050 

  Facility repairs and maintenance .........................................................................................  -4,545 

  Cell phone managed access systems at BCBIC and MRDCC .............................................  -6,680 

 Other  

  MCE supply and material purchases ...................................................................................  2,172 

  Contractual full-time equivalents ........................................................................................  297 

 Vehicle replacements and purchases ...................................................................................  -1,125 

  Emergency Number System Board grants (county fee)  .....................................................  -2,500 

  Other ....................................................................................................................................  103 

 Total $22,742 
 

 

BCBIC:  Baltimore Central Booking and Intake Center 

ECI:  Eastern Correctional Institution 

IT:  information technology 

MCE:  Maryland Correctional Enterprises 

MTC:  Metropolitan Transition Center 

MRDCC:  Maryland Reception Diagnostic and Classification Center 

WCI:  Western Correctional Institution 

 

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation reflects deficiencies.  The fiscal 2017 allowance reflects back of the bill and 

contingent reductions to the extent that they can be identified by program. 
 

 

Underfunding Concerns 
 

Exhibit 5 compares the department’s actual general fund expenditures versus the legislative 

appropriation for the past six fiscal years.  On average, general funds account for 85% of the 

department’s budget.  General fund deficiencies were provided in each of the past five fiscal years, 

with the gap between the legislative appropriation and actual expenditures, and therefore, the size of 

the deficiency generally growing.   

 

 Fiscal 2015 was the first year since fiscal 2011 that actual spending was below the legislative 

appropriation.  Although this may be attributable to the department’s fiscal 2015 2% general fund 

reduction of $23.5 million, Exhibit 5 shows that the department’s actual spending was only $8.0 million 

below the legislative appropriation.  Additionally, funding for one-time general fund reductions that 

were made in order to meet the 2% reduction goal, such as the $7.2 million for implementing cell phone 
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managed access systems in Baltimore City facilities, has been appropriated to the department since the 

close of fiscal 2015.  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation for general funds exceeds the legislative 

appropriation by $44.0 million when adjusting for fiscal 2016 deficiencies, negating the $24.4 million 

2% reduction applied in the legislative appropriation. 

 

 

Exhibit 5 

Six-year Underfunding Trend 
Fiscal 2012-2017 

($ in Millions) 
 

 
 

* Working Appropriation includes deficiencies 

 

Source:  Department of Legislative Services; Department of Budget and Management 
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One habitual area of underfunding within the department’s budget is employee overtime.  

Exhibit 6 shows DPSCS employee overtime spending from fiscal 2012 through the fiscal 2017 

allowance overlayed with the correctional officer vacancy rate.  Overtime expenses totaled 

$41.0 million in fiscal 2013, the lowest it has been in the past four years.  Although overtime decreased 

slightly between fiscal 2012 and 2013 by $1.3 million, or 3.1%, the $9.0 million deficiency in 

fiscal 2014 and continued increase in overtime spending in fiscal 2015 demonstrated that the reduction 

was unsustainable.  With the fiscal 2016 deficiency, the fiscal 2016 overtime budget reflects a decline 

of 9.5%, or $5.4 million from fiscal 2015 spending.  This is surprising given the department’s increasing 

vacancy rate over the past couple of years, as well as the implementation of increased annual in-service 

training hours for correctional officers.  The fiscal 2017 allowance includes even less funding for 

overtime than fiscal 2015 actual spending, by nearly $9.5 million, or 16.5%.  Employee overtime is 

likely again underfunded in both the working appropriation and the allowance. 

 

 

Exhibit 6 

DPSCS – Employee Overtime 
Fiscal 2012-2017 

($ in Millions) 
 

 
DPSCS:  Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 

 

Note:  Vacancy data is from January of each fiscal year.  

 

Source:  Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 
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Staffing Overview 
 

 Exhibit 7 illustrates the department’s fiscal 2017 regular position complement delineated into 

each of the five functional areas.  Since the delivery of correctional services is very staff intensive, the 

position complement closely mirrors departmental spending.  The corrections function accounts for 

60.7% of all DPSCS personnel with 6,910 regular positions.  The detention function has 17.8% of the 

department’s employees.  The parole and probation function has 11.1% of all employees, despite 

accounting for only 8.0% of the fiscal 2017 allowance.  Personnel in the department’s administrative 

units make up 8.3% of the position complement, with 948 positions.  The boards and commissions 

function requires only 2.0% of the department’s personnel but 5.7% of its budget. 

 

 

Exhibit 7 

DPSCS – Regular Position Complement by Function 
Fiscal 2017 

 

 
 

 

DPSCS:  Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 

 

Source:  Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 
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 Exhibit 8 provides additional detail on the regular position complement by agency, providing 

the net impact of position changes in fiscal 2015 through 2017.  As a whole, the fiscal 2017 allowance 

reduces DPSCS by 11 regular positions from the fiscal 2016 working appropriation.  Eight of these 

positions come from the Administration, primarily as a result of vacant positions transferred to the 

Department of Information Technology as part of the statewide consolidation of information 

technology services.  The remaining 3 positions are from DPP; 2 DDMP positions and 1 program 

manager position are abolished.  Between fiscal 2015 and the fiscal 2017 allowance, however, DPSCS 

positions decline by an additional net of 43 positions, primarily due to the legislative reduction of 

50 positions in order to generate part of the 2% general fund reduction.  The department reduced these 

positions largely from vacant entry level correctional positions. 

 

 

Exhibit 8 

DPSCS – Regular Positions by Program 
Fiscal 2015-2017 

 

 

Actual 

2015 

Wrkg 

Approp. 

2016 

Change 

2015-16 

% 

Change 

2015-16 

Allowance 

2017 

Change 

2016-17 

% 

Change 

2016-17 

       
Operating Programs       

       
DPSCS 

Administration 1,054.5 1,054.5 0.0 0.0% 1,046.5 -8.0 -0.8% 

        Division of Correction 5,848.5 5,816.5 -32.0 -0.5% 5,816.5 0.0 0.0% 

        Parole Commission 72.0 72.0 0.0 0.0% 72.0 0.0 0.0% 

        Patuxent Institution 458.0 457.0 -1.0 -0.2% 457.0 0.0 0.0% 

        Inmate Grievance 

Office 7.0 7.0 0.0 0.0% 7.0 0.0 0.0% 

        Police/Correctional 

Training 

Commissions 94.8 94.8 0.0 0.0% 94.8 0.0 0.0% 

        Criminal Injuries 

Compensation 

Board 11.0 11.0 0.0 0.0% 11.0 0.0 0.0% 

        Maryland Commission 

on Correctional 

Standards 4.0 4.0 0.0 0.0% 4.0 0.0 0.0% 

        Division of Parole and 

Probation 1,204.0 1,201.0 -3.0 -0.2% 1,198.0 -3.0 -0.2% 

        Division of Pretrial 

Detention 2,314.6 2,307.6 -7.0 -0.3% 2,307.6 0.0 0.0% 

        Total 11,068.4 11,025.4 -43.0 -0.4% 11,014.4 -11.0 -0.1% 
 

 

DPSCS:  Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 
 

Source:  Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services; Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2017 
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 The entire department’s contractual FTE complement decreases in fiscal 2017 by 2.7 FTEs, as 

shown in Exhibit 9.  However, DPSCS gained a net 100.2 contractual FTEs between fiscal 2015 and 

the fiscal 2017 allowance.  The department’s fiscal 2016 legislative appropriation increased contractual 

FTEs by less than 5.0, meaning the department has since added more than 95.0 contractual FTEs.  These 

positions are largely focused in DPD, which gained approximately 85.0 contractual FTEs in the 2016 

working appropriation over the legislative appropriation as a result of terminating contractual food 

service in Baltimore City and providing the service in-house in September 2015.  DPSCS 

Administration also gained nearly 12.0 contractual FTEs in the 2016 working appropriation. 

 

 

Exhibit 9 

DPSCS – Contractual FTEs by Program 
Fiscal 2015-2017 

 

 

Actual 

2015 

Wrkg 

Approp. 

2016 

Change 

2015-16 

% 

Change 

2015-16 

Allowance 

2017 

Change 

2016-17 

% 

Change 

2016-17 

        
Operating Programs        

        
DPSCS 

Administration 80.9 92.8 11.9 14.7% 92.8 0.0 0.0% 

        Division of Correction 45.6 45.4 0.2 3.1% 45.4 0.0 0.0% 

        Parole Commission 2.1 1.8 -0.3 -13.8% 1.8 0.0 0.0% 

        Patuxent Institution 2.2 2.3 0.1 6.4% 2.3 0.0 0.0% 

        Inmate Grievance 

Office 0.5 1.6 1.1 41.5% 0.8 -0.9 -54.3% 

        Police/Correctional 

Training 

Commissions 20.1 20.5 0.4 2.0% 20.5 0.0 0.0% 

        Criminal Injuries 

Compensation 

Board 3.0 4.3 1.3 43.9% 4.3 0.0 0.0% 

        Maryland Commission 

on Correctional 

Standards 2.5 3.2 0.7 26.1% 3.2 0.0 0.0% 

        Division of Parole and 

Probation 68.6 69.6 1.0 1.4% 69.6 0.0 0.0% 

        Division of Pretrial 

Detention 40.2 125.5 85.3 207.9% 123.6 -1.8 -1.5% 

        Total 265.6 366.9 101.3 37.9% 364.1 -2.7 -0.7% 
 

 

DPSCS:  Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 

FTEs:  full-time equivalents 
 

Source:  Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services; Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2017 
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Across-the-board Reductions 
 

The fiscal 2017 budget bill includes an across-the-board reduction for employee health 

insurance, based on a revised estimate of the amount of funding needed.  This department’s share of 

these reductions is $3.3 million in general funds, $78,308 in special funds, and $65,485 in federal funds.  

There is an additional across-the-board reduction to abolish positions statewide, but the amounts have 

not been allocated by agency. 
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Issues 
 

1. Justice Reinvestment Coordinating Council 
 

Background 
 

 In January 2010, the Council of State Governments (CSG) Justice Center, in partnership with 

the Pew Center on the States, the Federal Bureau of Justice Assistance, and the Public Welfare 

Foundation, hosted a national summit on justice reinvestment.  According to CSG, “[j]ustice 

reinvestment is a data-driven approach to improve public safety, reduce corrections and related criminal 

justice spending, and reinvest savings in strategies that decrease crime and reduce recidivism.”  The 

Justice Reinvestment Initiative (JRI) was brought to Maryland by Chapter 42 of 2015, an emergency 

measure that established Maryland’s Justice Reinvestment Coordinating Council (JRCC) in the 

Governor’s Office of Crime Control and Prevention (GOCCP).  JRCC was tasked with (1) convening 

an advisory stakeholder group including organizations with expertise in certain criminal justice issues; 

(2) conducting roundtable discussions to seek public input; (3) using a data-driven approach, develop 

a statewide framework of sentencing and corrections policies to further reduce the State’s incarcerated 

population, reduce spending on corrections, and reinvest in strategies to increase public safety and 

reduce recidivism; and (4) requesting technical assistance from the CSG Justice Center and the Public 

Safety Performance Project of Pew to develop the policy framework.  The council’s December 2015 

final report includes several recommendations relating to DPSCS operations and offender populations. 

 

Recommendations and Population Projections 
 

 The council reviewed State criminal justice data and research on sentencing and corrections 

practices in order to develop policy recommendations.  Based on its review and research, the council 

developed 19 recommendations and six reinvestment strategies.  Recommendations include: 

 

 sentencing reform for drug possession and felony theft; 

 

 expansion of earned compliance credits and in-prison good behavior/incentive credits; 

 

 expansion of alternatives to incarceration and alternative dispute resolution; 

 

 implementation of a validated risk and needs assessment tool for supervision; 

 

 swift, certain, and proportional sanctions for violations of probation and parole; 

 

 focus of parole hearings on serious, violent offenders and noncompliance nonviolent offenders; 

 

 expansion of eligibility and use of geriatric and medical parole;  
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 creation of a performance-incentive grant program for local correctional systems; and 

 

 establishment of  an oversight council to track performance. 

 

The council’s reinvestment priorities include substance abuse and mental health treatment, a 

county performance-incentive grant, restitution collection processes for victims of crime, reentry 

initiatives, beds for medical parolees, and training for criminal justice decision makers.  Many of the 

council’s recommendations relating to DPSCS operations could be implemented without legislation.  

DPSCS should comment on whether it has begun, or has plans to begin, implementing any JRCC 

recommendations. 

 

CSG and the Pew Charitable Trusts, which provided technical support to Maryland’s JRCC, 

project that if implemented, Maryland’s justice reinvestment package would result in prison bed savings 

of $3.2 million in the first year, and escalating amounts in each year thereafter as shown in Exhibit 10.  

Prison bed savings were calculated using the difference between the projected State prison average daily 

population (ADP) in future years without any reform and the projected prison ADP with implementation 

of all reforms recommended by JRCC.  The difference in the ADP projections was then multiplied by the 

inmate variable cost (which largely consists of inmate medical and food costs), adjusted in the out-years 

for inflation.  The projection with reforms shows the ADP reaching a minimum of about 17,400 offenders 

in fiscal 2023, and then rising slightly through fiscal 2026.  Without reforms, the projection shows the 

ADP will decrease minimally through fiscal 2021, before beginning to increase again. 
 

 

Exhibit 10 

JRCC Projected ADP Savings 
Fiscal 2017-2026 

 

 
 

 

ADP:  Average Daily Population JRCC:  Justice Reinvestment Coordinating Council 
 

Source:  Justice Reinvestment Coordinating Council 
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 Part of the reform efforts to shift offenders out of incarceration would also increase the offender 

population under criminal supervision.  The supervision population projections were not completed 

with and without reforms, but instead estimate the number of additional offenders that would be under 

supervision each year through fiscal 2026 with implementation of the reform package.  These estimates, 

and corresponding costs (based on the average cost of supervision) are shown in Exhibit 11.  Unlike 

the average variable cost used to project prison bed savings, the average cost of supervision includes 

all supervision spending, which is largely made up of personnel costs.  Estimates indicate that the 

reforms would increase the number of offenders by a maximum of just under 1,600 in fiscal 2022.  This 

is almost 50% of the prison bed savings projected for that same year. 

 

 

Exhibit 11 

JRCC Estimated Increase in Offenders Under Supervision 
Fiscal 2017-2026 

($ in Millions) 

 
 

Source:  Justice Reinvestment Coordinating Council 
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Justice Reinvestment in Other States 
 

CSG has been involved in developing JRI strategies for 24 states, 11 of which are currently 

planning or implementing strategies.  Additional states have planned or implemented JRI strategies 

with assistance from organizations other than CSG.  The Urban Institute, in partnership with the 

U.S. Bureau of Justice Assistance, published a report in January 2014 entitled Justice Reinvestment 

Initiative State Assessment Report, which reviews the status of JRI strategies implemented in 17 states. 

 

The Urban Institute reported that of eight states that had policies in effect for at least one year, 

two states exceeded their offender population reduction projections, three states met their population 

projections, and three states did not meet their population reduction goals.  The success in meeting 

population projection goals directly correlates to whether states achieve the predicted savings.  Hawaii, 

for example, implemented JRI in July 2012 and saw only about half of the predicted reductions in the 

prison population through calendar 2013 that was estimated.  Kentucky implemented JRI in 

March 2011.  The population initially increased above the projected baseline population (without JRI), 

before beginning to return to the population level prior to JRI in calendar 2013.  North Carolina’s JRI, 

implemented in December 2011, was more successful and the state saw a decline in the prison 

population below the JRI projection through calendar 2013.  The Urban Institute attributed the varying 

results to post-JRI policy changes that diminished or negated JRI strategies, as well as implementation 

challenges. 

 

The Urban Institute report also compared the success states had in reinvesting savings as 

initially planned.  Some states, such as Hawaii and South Dakota, chose to invest anticipated savings 

at the start of JRI implementation.  Other states calculated savings to be reinvested after implementation 

of strategies.  The Urban Institute notes that for some states, identifying savings for reinvestments has 

been challenging.  For example, New Hampshire accrued $225,000 in fiscal 2012 savings that were 

deposited in the general fund and were not reinvested in public safety priorities.  A couple of states, 

including Oregon and Pennsylvania, have created JRI funds or accounts in an attempt to separate out 

JRI funds. 

 

Areas of Concern 
 

The final JRCC report includes recommendations that DPSCS should take certain actions that 

would require some amount of funding, such as conduct substance abuse screenings or assessments on 

all drug possession offenders, develop an automated application for the tracking and awarding of earned 

compliance credits, and handle an increased criminal supervision population.  The report does not 

identify a potential source of revenue or a funding mechanism to enable the department to achieve these 

goals, and the Governor’s allowance does not include any funding to implement JRCC 

recommendations.  Without funding to begin implementation of recommendations, the State likely will 

not realize the prison bed or cost aversion savings as projected.  This is particularly troubling given that 

DPSCS is a habitually underfunded department.   

 

Additionally, the JRCC cost estimates for the increased number of offenders under supervision 

shown in Exhibit 11 likely do not reflect the true cost need.  The average cost of supervision used for 

the estimate includes all supervision spending, which is primarily personnel costs.  A December 2015 
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DPSCS Parole and Probation Agent Workload Study conducted by the University of Baltimore 

Schaefer Center for Public Policy found that the department is understaffed by at least 100 supervision 

agents to handle the current caseload.  The cost of the increased supervision staff is not reflected in the 

JRCC supervision cost estimate; therefore, the JRCC supervision cost estimate is likely too low.  

DPSCS should comment on the additional resources it would need in order to comply with JRCC 

recommendations. 

 

The council’s recommendations to reinvest funding identified as savings could also be 

dangerous for DPSCS.  The savings identified are the result of costs averted due to fewer offenders 

entering State prison facilities.  There is no way of accurately identifying how many individuals would 

have entered the prison system without reforms, or how many individuals did not enter the prison 

system because of reforms.  The JRCC savings are more accurately described as cost avoidance.  Any 

reduction made to DPSCS’s budget due to anticipated cost avoidance from reforms has the potential to 

exacerbate the department’s underfunding issues.  The Department of Legislative Services (DLS) 

warns against preparing future budgets based on the assumption that savings will be realized. 
 

 

2. Staffing Plan 
 

 Correctional Officer Staffing Needs in Facilities 
 

Pursuant to committee narrative in the 2015 Joint Chairmen’s Report, in January 2016, DPSCS 

submitted a biannual post-by-post staffing analysis identifying the minimal number of positions needed 

to safely and securely staff the State’s correctional and detention institutions.  The department identified 

6,422 regular positions (5,719 nonsupervisory and 703 supervisory) in State correctional and 

Baltimore City detention facilities.  According to its analysis, the department needs an additional 

455 regular positions to achieve the minimum standard of staffing. 

 

This is the third staffing analysis DPSCS has submitted since fiscal 2010.  In fiscal 2010, 

DPSCS identified the need for an additional 377 regular positions statewide (364 nonsupervisory and 

13 supervisory) to provide the minimum standard of staffing and 833 regular positions statewide 

(766 nonsupervisory and 67 supervisory) to achieve the ideal standard of staffing.  The General 

Assembly’s fiscal 2014 budget bill language directed the Administration to provide DPSCS with the 

377 additional correctional officer positions needed to minimally staff the State correctional facilities 

at a rate of 100 per year, beginning in fiscal 2015.  In January 2014, DPSCS submitted its second 

biannual staffing analysis to the budget committees, indicating the department needed 523 additional 

positions (146 positions over the amount identified in fiscal 2010) to minimally staff its facilities. 

 

 The number of positions required to staff facilities has fluctuated based on the number of Special 

Assignment Posts (SAP) and the departmental relief factor.  The relief factor is the multiplier used by 

the department to determine the number of permanent staff positions required for appropriate coverage 

of a post for a given year.  When the department is determining its necessary security position 

complement, it must inflate the number beyond the number of identified posts in order to account for 

all of the variables that may result in the need for more than one employee to staff a post.  This can 



Q00 – DPSCS – Fiscal 2017 Budget Overview 

 

 

Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 
75 

include weekends; sick, annual, and administrative leave; and training.  A higher relief factor because 

an employee is unavailable for work means more positions are required to cover those posts.   

 

The department’s relief factor increased between the fiscal 2014 and 2016 staffing analyses due 

to an increase in unavailable for work categories, including sick leave, compensatory leave, annual 

leave, and personal leave usage, as well as the departmentwide increase in training hours.  Concurrently, 

DOC decreased its utilization of SAPs by 68 posts.  Some of this decrease was the result of temporary 

posts no longer needed for the Maryland House of Correction deconstruction project.  The department 

has also closed the Baltimore Pre-Release Unit, the Baltimore City MDC, and the Jessup Pre-Release 

Unit (JPRU), and opened part of the Dorsey Run Correctional Facility since the last staffing analysis, 

which affected the number of SAPs utilized. 

 

Vacancies 
 

 Although the number of additional positions needed to safely staff facilities decreased between 

fiscal 2014 and 2016, the number of authorized regular positions assigned to correctional and detention 

facilities also decreased during that time period by 85 positions.  Additionally, the quarterly 

departmentwide vacancy rate has generally increased over the past three years, from a low of under 5% 

in January 2013 to more than tripling by January 2016, as shown in Exhibit 12.  The number of filled 

correctional officer positions has decreased by more than 700, from 6,879 in January 2013 to 6,158 in 

January 2016, as shown in Exhibit 13.  The fiscal 2017 allowance includes an across-the-board 

reduction to abolish 657 positions statewide.  The amounts have not been allocated by agency.  Due to 

the high number of vacancies DPSCS currently has, it is likely that a large amount of the positions to 

be abolished will be reduced from DPSCS. 
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Exhibit 12 

DPSCS – Quarterly Positions and Vacancies 
January 2012 – January 2016 

 

 
 

 

DPSCS:  Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 

 

Source:  Department of Legislative Services; Department of Budget and Management 
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Exhibit 13 

DPSCS – Quarterly Correctional Officers Positions and Vacancies 
January 2012 – January 2016 

 

 
 

 

DPSCS:  Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 

 

Source:  Department of Legislative Services; Department of Budget and Management 
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facilities, the department has identified 270 regular positions in Baltimore City facilities that can be 

moved to other functions.   

 

 DPSCS plans to reallocate the largest number of positions to support operation of food services 

in Baltimore City (140 positions), the provision of which was moved from a contractual basis to an 

in-house service in September 2015, and the operation of the second Dorsey Run Correctional Facility 

(DRCF) compound (118 positions), scheduled to open in fiscal 2017.  DPSCS plans to reallocate 

smaller amounts of positions to operations at the Maryland Correctional Institution – Hagerstown 

(7 positions) and the Internal Investigation Division (5 positions). 

 

 Currently, DPSCS is operating Baltimore City food services with contractual staff, some of 

whom were hired from the previous contractual food service provider.  Most dietary officers at facilities 

aside from those in Baltimore City are regular, not contractual, positions.  DOC facilities and the 

Patuxent Institution have an average of one nonsupervisory dietary correctional officer position per 

78 inmates.  The facilities that now comprise DPD in Baltimore City had an average daily population 

of 5,226.  In order to reach a ratio of 80 offenders per nonsupervisory dietary position, the region only 

needs a total of 65 positions.  However, the Baltimore City region will not be able to rely on inmate 

labor for food service as much as other regions because of the transient nature of the detention 

population.  DLS recommends adding budget language limiting the number of correctional officer 

positions that may be reclassified to 80. 
 

 

3. Departmental Facilities Plan 
 

Dorsey Run Correctional Facility 
 

 DRCF is located within the Jessup Correctional Complex on a parcel of land between the former 

site of the Maryland House of Correction and the now closed Jessup Pre-Release Unit.  The department 

is completing the project in two phases, each consisting of two two-story, 280-bed dormitory style 

housing units; a support services building; a strip search room; recreation yard; parking lot; and a 

perimeter security system with sallyport, utilities, and lighting.  In total, the project will provide 

1,120 new minimum security beds at a cost of $55.1 million, $20.0 million of which is federal funding. 

 

 Phase I is complete and was occupied by inmates previously housed at JPRU in 

November 2013.  The operating costs associated with the first compound were funded by closing the 

JPRU facility and transferring all staff, inmates, and appropriations to the new DRCF.  Construction of 

the second phase of the project began in July 2014 and the department estimates the compound will be 

ready for occupancy by the end of the current fiscal year.  Although DRCF was originally intended to 

eliminate temporary nonconventional beds, it will now be used to allow the department to shift inmates 

out of Baltimore City while constructing the new Baltimore City jail.  The new DRCF compound will 

be staffed with correctional officer positions previously assigned to Baltimore City facilities.   

 

 During the 2015 legislative session, the budget committees added budget bill language 

restricting funds for operation of DRCF Phase II until the department submitted a report outlining an 
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updated facility plan.  The budget committees are in receipt of the facility plan, and DLS 

recommends releasing the associated restricted funds for operation of DRCF Phase II. 
 

Baltimore City 
 

 Men’s Detention Center 

 

 Between July and August 2015, DPSCS depopulated the Baltimore City MDC and transferred 

detainees to other State correctional and detention facilities.  As a result, the department adjusted the 

missions of facilities in Baltimore City in order to absorb the shift of the detention population.   

 

All six DPSCS facilities in Baltimore City, half of which previously housed only sentenced 

inmates, are now organized within DPD.  The depopulation of MDC did not substantially affect the 

federal CDF, BCBIC, or the Baltimore City Correctional Center (BCCC).  Most of the 764 detainees 

depopulated from MDC were transferred to MRDCC, or other buildings that now comprise BPC, 

formerly BCDC.  A small amount of detainees were also relocated to MTC to perform dietary work. 

 

DPSCS also orchestrated the transfer of 832 sentenced inmates between facilities across the 

State in order to depopulate MDC, transfer the pretrial population from MDC to housing separated 

from the sentenced inmate population, and maintain comparable programming for transferred inmates.  

Short-term sentenced inmates were primarily transferred to other buildings that now comprise BPC.  

Sentenced inmates previously housed at MTC (581 inmates) were transferred to facilities in Jessup and 

Hagerstown, as well as BCCC and MRDCC.  Smaller numbers of sentenced inmates were also 

transferred from Brockbridge Correctional Facility in Jessup and BCCC to various facilities across the 

State. 

 

Prior to the depopulation of MDC, parole violators from the Baltimore City region were held at 

MRDCC.  Seventy-eight parole violators were moved to facilities in Hagerstown and Jessup while 

others remained in the city.  Parole violators held in Baltimore City are now held at MTC. 

 

Youth Detention Center 

 

The new Baltimore City YDC is scheduled to open partway through fiscal 2017.  The new 

facility will have 60 beds for youth charged as adults in the Maryland Criminal Justice System and was 

designed to remedy issues with the previous facility not meeting U.S. Department of Justice sight and 

sound separation and program and educational space requirements for youth charged as adults.  Once 

YDC construction is complete, the youth population will be relocated from the BPC Wyatt Building, 

where they are currently detained.  The allowance does not include funding for additional positions to 

operate the facility, but does include about $777,000 for operational costs. 
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Recommended Actions 

 

1. Add the following language:  

 

Provided that no more than 80 correctional officer positions may be reclassified in this 

appropriation. 

 

Explanation:  This action is intended to limit the number of correctional officer positions that 

can be reclassified, primarily for dietary service in Baltimore City facilities. 
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Appendix 1 

 

 

Current and Prior Year Budgets 
 

Fiscal 2015

Legislative

   Appropriation $1,170,635 $140,763 $27,293 $6,356 $1,345,048

Deficiency

   Appropriation 12,800 400 0 0 13,200

Cost

   Containment -24,188 0 0 0 -24,188

Budget

   Amendments 15,072 1,676 563 838 18,149

Reversions and

   Cancellations -11,690 -13,613 -954 -1,145 -27,403

Actual

   Expenditures $1,162,630 $129,226 $26,902 $6,049 $1,324,806

Fiscal 2016

Legislative

   Appropriation $1,173,019 $143,255 $28,584 $6,036 $1,350,894

Budget

   Amendments 12,080 484 566 53 13,183

Working

   Appropriation $1,185,099 $143,739 $29,150 $6,089 $1,364,077

Current and Prior Year Budgets

Fund FundFund

Reimb.

Fund Total

($ in Thousands)

Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services

General Special Federal

 

 
Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  Numbers may not sum to total 

due to rounding. 
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Fiscal 2015 
 

General Fund  
 

General fund spending for fiscal 2015 was approximately $1.2 billion, a decrease of 

$8.0 million from the legislative appropriation.  Cost containment actions approved by the Board of 

Public Works in July 2014 and January 2015 reduced the department’s general fund appropriation by 

a combined $24.2 million.  These reductions were more than offset by deficiency appropriations of 

$12.8 million and budget amendments totaling $15.1 million.  DPSCS received general fund deficiency 

appropriations for inmate medical ($6.5 million), custodial overtime ($3.0 million), food purchases 

($1.8 million), and utilities ($1.5 million).  The department’s fiscal 2015 general fund budget 

amendments primarily allocated funding for the cost-of-living adjustment (COLA) and annual salary 

review ($6.3 million), and employee overtime ($10.0 million), as well as a $1.5 million reduction for 

the Voluntary Separation Program.  The department reverted nearly $11.7 million in general funds, 

largely for inmate wages, vacant positions, utilities, and food purchases.  The department also reverted 

$3.5 million for health insurance, $413,000 for the over-accrual of inmate medical funds in prior years, 

and $300,000 for IT contracts. 

 

Special Fund  
 

Fiscal 2015 special fund expenditures totaled $129.2 million, reflecting an $11.5 million 

decrease from the legislative appropriation. The special fund appropriation was increased by a $400,000 

deficiency appropriation for vehicle purchases, as well as $1.7 million in budget amendments.  The 

department’s fiscal 2015 budget amendments appropriated funding for the COLA ($243,000), 

increased revenue from criminal record checks ($1.1 million), and funding for activities related to the 

spring 2015 unrest in Baltimore City ($320,000).  DPSCS canceled a total of $13.6 million in special 

funds, $11.1 million of which was due to the timing of projects related to the 9-1-1 Emergency Fund.  

Canceled funds roll over to the fiscal 2016 appropriation for the 9-1-1 fund.  Other unexpended funds 

resulting in the cancellation of funds included the Inmate Welfare Fund, MCE, CICB fees, and the 

DDMP.  

 

Federal Fund  
 

The department’s fiscal 2015 federal fund appropriation totaled $26.9 million, a decrease of 

nearly $400,000 from the legislative appropriation. Federal funds increased $563,000 due to two budget 

amendments. Approximately $133,000 was provided to fund a COLA and $430,000 was the result of 

increased reimbursement from the U.S. Department of Justice for housing federal prisoners in CDF.  

Federal fund cancellations totaled 954,000.  Most notably, the department cancelled $361,000 from the 

CICB, which receives federal funds to assist victims of crime, $271,000 from CDF, which houses 

federal detainees, and $250,000 from the Police and Correctional Training Commissions, which receive 

federal funds for participation from federal agencies.  
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Reimbursable Fund  
 

Reimbursable funds decreased by $308,000 from the legislative appropriation, with actual 

expenditures totaling $6.0 million. Eight budget amendments increased the legislative appropriation by 

a total of $838,000, all of which was funding for grants the department received from the GOCCP for 

activities such as polygraph examiner training, cell phone interdiction and intelligence gathering, and 

cross-jurisdictional record sharing.  Cancellations for reimbursable funds totaled $1.1 million, largely 

due to the appropriation for projects within the IT and Communications Division exceeding actual 

funds expended. 

 

 

Fiscal 2016 
 

 The fiscal 2016 working appropriation has increased by $13.2 million from the legislative 

appropriation.  The general fund increase of $12.1 million, special fund increase of $484,000, and 

federal fund increase of $266,000 are largely attributable to a budget amendment restoring employee 

salaries.  Federal funds increased an additional $300,000 as a result of a federal grant to support a 

criminal record IT project. 
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Operating Budget Data 

 ($ in Thousands) 
 
        

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change  

  Actual Working Allowance Change Prior Year  

        
 General Fund $119,066 $129,575 $133,532 $3,957 3.1%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 3,728 -316 -4,044   

 Adjusted General Fund $119,066 $133,304 $133,217 -$87 -0.1%  

        

 Special Fund 55,105 67,292 65,189 -2,103 -3.1%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 0 -2 -2   

 Adjusted Special Fund $55,105 $67,292 $65,187 -$2,105 -3.1%  

        

 Federal Fund 577 1,200 4,600 3,400 283.3%  

 Adjusted Federal Fund $577 $1,200 $4,600 $3,400 283.3%  

        

 Reimbursable Fund 2,018 1,651 1,669 18 1.1%  

 Adjusted Reimbursable Fund $2,018 $1,651 $1,669 $18 1.1%  

        

 Adjusted Grand Total $176,768 $203,447 $204,673 $1,226 0.6%  

        

 

 The Office of Deputy Secretary for Operations has two fiscal 2016 general fund deficiency 

appropriations:  $2.9 million for accrued leave payouts and $828,000 for replacement vehicles. 

 

 When accounting for the fiscal 2016 deficiencies and the fiscal 2017 across-the-board reduction 

for health insurance, the Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services (DPSCS) 

Administration’s fiscal 2017 general fund allowance decreases by $87,000, or 0.1%, under the 

working appropriation, primarily due to the removal of one-time deficiency appropriations and 

regular positions transferred out of the department. 

 

 The Administration’s fiscal 2017 special fund allowance decreases by $2.1 million, or 3.1%, 

under the working appropriation, largely due to a reduction in Emergency Number System 

Board grants.  



Q00A – DPSCS – Administration 
 

 
 

Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 
85 

 The fiscal 2017 federal fund allowance for the Administration increases by $3.4 million over 

the working appropriation, to $4.6 million, primarily as a result of increased grant funding for 

a Computerized Criminal History project. 

 

 
 
 

 

Personnel Data 

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17  

  Actual Working Allowance Change   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Regular Positions 

 
1,054.50 

 
1,054.50 

 
1,046.50 

 
-8.00 

 
  

 Contractual FTEs 
 

80.88 
 

92.75 
 

92.75 
 

0.00 
 
  

 
 
Total Personnel 

 
1,135.38 

 
1,147.25 

 
1,139.25 

 
-8.00 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Vacancy Data:  Regular Positions 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Turnover and Necessary Vacancies, Excluding New 

Positions 
 

41.55 
 

3.97% 
 

 
 
 

 
 Positions and Percentage Vacant as of 12/31/15 

 
 

 
166.50 

 
15.79% 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

 The Administration’s fiscal 2017 personnel allowance decreased by 8.0 regular positions from 

the fiscal 2016 working appropriation. Seven of these positions are removed from the 

department’s Information Technology (IT) and Communications Division for the statewide 

consolidation of IT services.  The remaining position is transferred from the Office of the 

Deputy Secretary of Operations to the Department of Disabilities. 

 

 As of the end of calendar 2015, the Administration had 166.5 positions vacant, more than 

four times what is needed on average to meet budgeted turnover.  The unit with the largest 

number of vacancies is Security Operations, which provides canine interdiction, intelligence, 

and other special operations for high risk transports, courtroom security, and disturbance 

responses.  Fifty of the vacancies within Security Operations are for correctional officer 

positions.  Vacancies within General Administration units account for an additional 

38.5 positions, while 39 positions are related to information technology functions.  DPSCS 

should comment on the effect the high vacancy rate has had on its ability to carry out its 

mission, as well as the plan to fill vacant positions.   

 

 Between fiscal 2015 and the fiscal 2016 working appropriation, the Administration gained 

almost 12.0 contractual full-time equivalents.  Nearly all of the increases occurred in the Office 

of the Secretary for various functions including fiscal, human resources, information 

technology, and capital project support.    
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Analysis in Brief 

 

Major Trends 
 

Polygraph Unit:  Pursuant to Chapter 407 of 2015, DPSCS is now required to polygraph all correctional 

officer applicants.  Over a three-month period beginning in September 2015, the Internal Investigation 

Division administered 125 polygraph exams to detective, polygrapher, and correctional officer 

applicants.  DPSCS should comment on whether the addition of the polygraph examination in the 

application process has affected its ability to fill vacant correctional officer positions in a timely 

fashion. 
 

Commitment Unit:   The number of incorrectly released offenders increased for the second year in a 

row, to seven offenders in fiscal 2015.  DPSCS should comment on whether all incorrectly released 

offenders have been returned to custody and the steps taken to avoid similar mistakes in the 

future. 

 

Canine Contraband Finds:  The rate of contraband finds by the Canine Unit significantly increased 

between fiscal 2013 and 2015, from 0.42 to 1.09 finds per 100 scans.  Although cell phone finds 

accounted for more than half of all finds in fiscal 2013, they account for less than 5% of all finds in 

fiscal 2015. 

 

 

Issues 
 

Inmate Banking Accounts:  DPSCS has had a history of audit findings related to unreconciled inmate 

banking accounts.  The current statewide unreconciled amount is down significantly from the 

$309,000 amount identified during the 2011 Office of Legislative Audits report, yet an unreconciled 

balance remains, and the department’s reconciliations have not been completed at regular intervals and 

are not up to date.  DPSCS should comment on the status of actions taken to correct the 

reconciliation of accounts.  The Department of Legislative Services recommends adding budget 

bill language restricting $100,000 in general funds until DPSCS submits quarterly reconciliation 

reports beginning in July 2016, including indication of corrective actions to be taken for any 

identified differences. 
 

Offender Case Management System:  A variety of issues relating to accuracy, reliability, and use of 

the department’s Offender Case Management System have been documented in recent audit reports, as 

well as a Parole and Probation Agent Workload Study conducted by the University of Baltimore 

Schaefer Center for Public Policy.  DPSCS should comment on improvements that need to be made 

in order to allow for efficient use of the system and whether the department can accomplish 

necessary modifications with existing resources. 

 

Computerized Criminal History Major IT Project:  The Governor’s allowance includes $2.3 million 

in one-time federal grant funding to begin planning the new Computerized Criminal History project.  
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The department will need general fund appropriations totaling $5 million in future years to complete 

the project.  DPSCS should comment on the need for and timeliness of this project. 

 

 

Recommended Actions 

    

1. Add language restricting funds until submission of monthly inmate banking account 

reconciliation reports. 
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Operating Budget Analysis 

 

Program Description 

 

The Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services (DPSCS) Administration includes 

the functions within the Office of the Secretary and the Office of the Deputy Secretary for Operations.  

The Office of the Secretary provides overall policy and operational direction and coordination for the 

activities of the operating units of the department.  It establishes policy, sets priorities, and provides 

central support services and oversight for the constituent agencies.  The office administers the State’s 

emergency numbers program and plans, develops, and implements the capital program for the 

department’s custody facilities.  Additionally, it is responsible for maintaining the Criminal Justice 

Information System that State, local, and federal law enforcement rely on for accurate and timely 

information.  The Deputy Secretary for Operations is responsible for the oversight of the three main 

functions:  corrections, parole and probation, and pretrial detention.  This unit is responsible for the 

coordination of all departmental programs and services, including the operations of the canine, central 

transportation, and Central Home Detention units. 

 

 

Performance Analysis:  Managing for Results 
 

1. Polygraph Unit 

 

 Chapter 407 of 2015 requires DPSCS to polygraph all correctional officer applicants.  The 

department initially received a fiscal 2014 appropriation of $347,000 to establish a Polygraph Unit for 

pre-employment examinations.  However, at the time of the 2015 DPSCS legislative budget hearings, 

the department had only filled 2 of 6 positions within the unit.  As of January 2016, all 6 polygrapher 

positions are filled, and the unit began administering examinations in early September 2015.  

Correctional officer applicants are polygraph-tested at the end of the application process.  Prior to the 

polygraph examination, the department gathers information about applicants through a correctional 

officer examination; drug, criminal history, and inmate contact screening; fingerprinting; reference and 

employment checks; neighborhood visits; and physical and psychological examinations and 

evaluations.  

 

 Between September 9, 2015, and November 20, 2015, 125 examinations were administered 

(including retests and supplemental tests) to 99 applicants, only 55 of whom were correctional officer 

applicants.  As of November 20, 2015, 24 correctional officer applicants had passed the polygraph 

examination, for a pass rate of 43.6%.  DPSCS should comment on whether the addition of the 

polygraph examination in the application process has affected its ability to fill vacant correctional 

officer positions in a timely fashion. 
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2. Commitment Unit 
 

 Maintaining the security of the offenders under the department’s supervision is an integral part 

of the DPSCS mission.  To that end, DPSCS tries to ensure that no sentenced inmate or pretrial detainee 

within a DPSCS facility is incorrectly released.  The responsibility for meeting this goal falls within 

the Commitment Unit.  Exhibit 1 illustrates that the number of incorrectly released offenders more 

than doubled between fiscal 2011 and 2013 and has remained at least above six since then.  Four of the 

fiscal 2015 incorrect releases occurred with inmates under Division of Correction jurisdiction, while 

three were offenders under Division of Pretrial Detention jurisdiction.   

 

 

Exhibit 1 

Erroneous Releases 
Fiscal 2011-2015 

 

 
 

 
Source:  Managing for Results, Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 
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 A November Office of Legislative Audits (OLA) report of the DPSCS Office of the Secretary 

and Other Units found that DPSCS did not ensure inmate release date information was properly 

transferred from the previous Offender-Based State Correctional Information System (OBSCIS) I to 

the new Offender Case Management System (OCMS).  OCMS was implemented as the official record 

for State-sentenced inmate release date information in August 2014.  DPSCS should comment on 

whether all incorrectly released offenders have been returned to custody and the steps taken to 

avoid similar mistakes in the future. 

 

 

3. Canine Contraband Finds 

 

Exhibit 2 provides data measuring the presence of contraband in DPSCS facilities found by the 

Canine Unit since fiscal 2011.  The department reports this measure as the rate of items found per 

100 scans conducted by the Canine Unit.  Between fiscal 2011 and 2013, the overall rate of contraband 

finds decreased from 1.34 to 0.42 items per 100 scans.  However, the rate of contraband finds increased 

significantly in fiscal 2014, to 0.93 items per 100 scans overall, and then again in fiscal 2015, to 

1.09 items per 100 scans.  In the past couple of years, the department has enhanced search techniques 

and increased its use of intelligence and phone monitoring, allowing the Canine Unit to conduct fewer 

scans leading to increased recoveries. 

 

 

Exhibit 2 

Rate of Contraband Finds in Departmental Facilities  
Fiscal 2011-2015 

 

 
 
Source:  Managing for Results, Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 
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 In addition to the overall rate of finds, the composition of the total finds has changed.  Weapon 

and drug finds made up just more than one-third of all finds each in fiscal 2015, although weapon finds 

decreased and drug finds increased from the prior year.  In fiscal 2011, cell phone finds made up almost 

one-third of total finds; however, cell phone finds only accounted for less than 5% of all finds in 

fiscal 2015.  The decrease in cell phone finds is likely attributable to the fiscal 2014 implementation of 

cell phone managed access systems in Baltimore City facilities.  The DPSCS Division of Pretrial 

Detention receives a fiscal 2016 deficiency appropriation to implement cell phone managed access 

systems at two additional facilities in Baltimore, which should further decrease cell phone finds at those 

facilities.   

 

 

Fiscal 2016 Actions 
 

Proposed Deficiency 
 

The fiscal 2017 allowance includes two fiscal 2016 general fund deficiency appropriations 

totaling $3.7 million for the Office of the Deputy Secretary for Operations.  A $2.9 million deficiency 

is provided to fund accrued leave payouts, and $828,000 is provided for vehicle replacements.  Aging 

vehicles will be replaced within multiple units of the department, including the Division of Parole and 

Probation, the Canine Unit, the Internal Investigation Division, and the Division of Correction. 

 

 

Proposed Budget 
 

 As seen in Exhibit 3, the Governor’s fiscal 2017 allowance for the DPSCS Administration 

increases by $1.2 million, or less than 1.0%.  This increase takes into account the previously discussed 

fiscal 2016 deficiency appropriations, as well as the fiscal 2017 across-the-board reduction for health 

insurance. 
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Exhibit 3 

Proposed Budget 
DPSCS – Administration 

($ in Thousands) 

 

How Much It Grows: 

General 

Fund 

Special 

Fund 

Federal 

Fund 

Reimb. 

Fund 

 

Total 

Fiscal 2015 Actual $119,066 $55,105 $577 $2,018 $176,768 

Fiscal 2016 Working Appropriation 133,304 67,292 1,200 1,651 203,447 

Fiscal 2017 Allowance 133,217 65,187 4,600 1,669 204,673 

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Amount Change -$87 -$2,105 $3,400 $18 $1,226 

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Percent Change -0.1% -3.1% 283.3% 1.1% 0.6% 

 

Where It Goes:  

 Personnel Expenses  

  Employee retirement system ............................................................................................  $1,523 

  Turnover ..........................................................................................................................  1,486 

  Employee and retiree health insurance ............................................................................  1,121 

  Overtime ..........................................................................................................................  223 

  Reclassification ................................................................................................................  -60 

  Workers’ compensation premium assessment .................................................................  -486 

  Abolished/transferred positions .......................................................................................  -585 

  Accrued leave payouts .....................................................................................................  -2,900 

  Other fringe benefit adjustments ......................................................................................  -4 

 Other Changes 0 

  Computerized Criminal History Major Information Technology (IT) Project ................  2,300 

  Maryland Correctional Enterprises Enterprise Resource Program Major IT Project ......  750 

  IT contracts ......................................................................................................................  673 

  Contractual full-time equivalents .....................................................................................  569 

  Non-Department of General Services rent .......................................................................  118 

  Vehicle replacements and purchases ...............................................................................  -973 

  Emergency Number System Board grants (county fee)...................................................  -2,500 

  Other ................................................................................................................................  -29 

 Total $1,226 
 

Note:  Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 
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Personnel and Full-time Equivalents 
 

 Personnel expenses increase by a net of $318,000 once adjusted for fiscal 2016 deficiencies and 

the fiscal 2017 across-the-board health insurance reduction.  Increases of $1.5 million for the employee 

retirement system, $1.5 million for turnover adjustments, and $1.1 million for employee and retiree 

health insurance are offset by decreases of $486,000 for the workers’ compensation premium 

assessment, $585,000 for abolished and transferred positions, and $2.9 million for accrued leave 

payouts.  Employee overtime increases by $223,000.  The largest user of overtime within DPSCS 

Administration is Security Operations, which includes the Canine Unit and Central Transportation Unit, 

with $2.3 million budgeted for overtime in the allowance.  The next largest user is the Central Home 

Detention Unit, at $300,000 in the allowance.  The allowance for the Department of Budget and 

Management also includes funding for employee increments.  A general fund amount of $1.4 million 

and a special fund amount of $279,000 will be transferred by budget amendment to DPSCS to allocate 

funding for increments.    

  

 Funding for full-time equivalents (FTE) increases by $569,000 in the allowance.  Contractual 

turnover expectancy and health insurance increase by $371,000 and $197,000, respectively.  The 

adjustment made for contractual turnover in the allowance accounts for an increased number of 

contractual FTEs that did not receive additional funding in the working appropriation.  Fiscal 2017 will 

be the first year that contractual FTEs receive health insurance, which accounts for the $197,000 

increase in the allowance. 

 

Other Changes 
 

 Within the Office of the Secretary, the department receives an additional $3.1 million in 

fiscal 2017 for two Major Information Technology (IT) Projects.  The Maryland Correctional 

Enterprises (MCE) Enterprise Resource Planning project, which is ongoing, will revise and update the 

MCE backend processes, aging financial, and manufacturing IT infrastructure.  The Computerized 

Criminal History project, funded entirely with one-time federal grant funding in the fiscal 2017 

allowance, will replace two legacy data systems with more updated technology in order to enhance 

information sharing and improve offender management efficiency and effectiveness.  The project is 

discussed in more detail in the Issues section of this analysis. 

 

 The allowance reflects a decrease of $2.5 million for special fund reimbursements to local 

jurisdictions from the Emergency Number System Board for 9-1-1 system enhancements and 9-1-1 

center operating costs.  The revenue for the grants is derived from a fee applied to telephone 

subscribers’ monthly statements.  The allowance for the local reimbursements decreases from the 

working appropriation to coincide with an expected decrease in revenue. 

 

 Funding for vehicle replacements and purchases decreases by $973,000 in the allowance, 

largely due to the removal of the fiscal 2016 $828,000 general fund deficiency to replace vehicles 

within the Office of the Deputy Secretary for Operations. 
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Issues 

 

1. Inmate Banking Accounts 

 

DPSCS maintains inmate funds, which are nonbudgeted funds initially deposited with the State 

Treasurer and recorded in the inmate’s personal account on the Maryland Offender Banking System 

(MOBS) II.  MOBS II replaced the department’s former inmate account system, MOBS, in 

August 2014.  MOBS II serves as a record of each inmate’s account activity, including funds received 

and disbursed, as well as the available balance.  Inmate funds can be saved, provided directly to inmates 

in certain circumstances such as upon their release, or inmates can direct the institutions to disburse 

these funds to third parties. 

 

The DPSCS finance offices have had a history of issues related to the reconciliation of inmate 

banking accounts.  The most recent OLA audit reports, issued according to the department’s previous 

regional organization, were issued in May through October 2015.  Two of these audit reports, for the 

Central and South Regions, indicated that the respective finance offices had not fully reconciled inmate 

fund records with the corresponding records maintained by the Comptroller of Maryland.  OLA’s most 

recent reviews of inmate fund reconciliations disclosed consistent positive and negative reconciliations 

totaling to an approximate aggregate of $120,000.  Since the South Region audit report was released in 

October 2015, the unreconciled amount for the Jessup Office decreased by $100,000 following the 

transfer of funds restricted by the legislature for the purpose of reconciling inmate banking accounts.  

The department has also identified an additional positive balance of approximately $9,500.  The current 

net departmentwide unreconciled amount stands at $10,723, as shown in Exhibit 4. 

 

 

Exhibit 4 

Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 

Unreconciled Inmate Banking Funds 
 

Financial Office Unreconciled Funds 

   
Jessup Office -$181,974  

Eastern Correctional Institution Office 73,487*  

Central Region Office -2,236  

Net Total -$110,723  

   

Transfer of funds pursuant to fiscal 2015 budget bill language $100,000  

Adjusted Net Total -$10,723  
  

*The unreconciled amount indicated in the most recent audit report covering the Eastern Correctional Institution Office 

indicates an unreconciled amount of about $64,000.  Since the release of the audit report, the Department of Public Safety 

and Correctional Services has identified an additional unreconciled amount of about $9,500. 

 

Source:  Office of Legislative Audits; Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 
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 Although this is a relatively small amount, this is not the first time that audit findings have 

indicated unreconciled inmate fund records.  OLA has noted unreconciled accounts for the Eastern 

Correctional Institution finance office in its six preceding audit reports of the former Eastern Shore 

Region.  OLA commented on the unreconciled accounts for the Jessup finance office in the preceding 

audit reports of the Central Region Finance Office (CRFO) and the Jessup Region.  In the August 2012 

audit report of CRFO, OLA reported that the MOBS balance exceeded the related Comptroller’s 

balance by approximately $309,000 in June 2011.  This unreconciled amount increased to $382,000 in 

May 2013 but then decreased to the $182,000 figure in the most recent Central Region audit report 

following the transfer of $200,000 from the DPSCS administrative appropriation to the Comptroller’s 

inmate funds account in accordance with fiscal 2014 budget bill language.  Prior to the creation of 

CRFO, unreconciled amounts appeared in three preceding audit reports of the former Baltimore Region 

dating back to 2002.  The most recent audits of the North, South, and Central Regions also indicate that 

financial offices had not timely reconciled the inmate fund records with the Comptroller’s 

corresponding records (North), lacked certain critical controls over inmate fund transactions and 

records (North and South), and had not adequately verified that certain cash receipts were deposited 

(Central). 

 

DPSCS is in the midst of centralizing the regional finance offices and plans to have all regions 

reconciled by June 2016, as indicated in the responses to the South and North Region audit reports.  

Additionally, DPSCS will complete reconciliations on a monthly, as opposed to quarterly, basis.  The 

department also will be testing a MOBS/Financial Management Information System interface project 

that is expected to simplify and expedite the reconciliation project.  DPSCS should comment on the 

status of actions taken to correct the reconciliation of accounts. 
 

The Department of Legislative Services recommends adding budget bill language 

restricting $100,000 in general funds until DPSCS submits monthly reconciliation reports 

beginning in July 2016, including indication of corrective actions to be taken for any identified 

differences. 
 

 

2. Offender Case Management System 

 

 OCMS is the DPSCS integrated offender case management information system.  There are 

several modules, including case planning, booking, community supervision, corrections, and pretrial 

and detention services.  OCMS takes the place of multiple independent systems, and the increased 

information flow is intended to allow the department to build case plans and update them throughout 

an offender’s incarceration period through his or her community supervision, providing case managers 

and supervision agents with a comprehensive history as the offender reenters society.     

 

OCMS is a commercial off-the-shelf solution with significant configuration and customization 

to support Maryland’s process and statutes. After continued delays, the production phase of the project 

began at the end of 2012, and implementation was completed in August 2014.  The total project cost 

was approximately $16 million. 
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Accuracy, Reliability, and Use Issues 

 
 Recently, a range of issues regarding the accuracy, reliability, and ease of use for OCMS have 

been documented in OLA reports as well as a Parole and Probation Agent Workload Study conducted 

by the University of Baltimore Schaefer Center for Public Policy.  The issues that have been raised 

include: 

 

 inadequate training and outdated operations manuals; 

 

 lack of interface between OCMS and other existing systems, such as OBSCIS II, necessitating 

additional data entry to complete tasks as well as leading to errors from data entry; 

 

 insufficient procedures and controls over user access; 

 

 improperly transferred data from OBSCIS I to OCMS, resulting in discrepancies with inmate 

release dates; 

 

 inability to generate key information and alerts for supervision cases; and 

 

 difficulty generating regular annual and quarterly population reports. 

 

 The Division of Parole and Probation (DPP) workload study goes so far as to note that OCMS 

is “the most significant impediment to agent effectiveness.”  Agents involved in the study reported 

missing information, outdated offender details, and inaccurate lists of assigned cases.  Many agents in 

the study indicated utilizing self-developed supplemental work aids in Excel, other office software, or 

on paper in order to track their caseload and required tasks. 

 

Status of Modifications and Enhancements 
 

The OCMS maintenance and modifications contract totals $7.0 million between 

December 2013 and November 2018.  The department also has 1 contractual program manager 

assigned to OCMS.  Annual appropriations for OCMS maintenance and modifications total just over 

$1.5 million in the working appropriation and the allowance. 

 

DPSCS formed a workgroup shortly after implementation of OCMS to review user change 

requests and recommend and oversee implementation efforts.  Since the system went live in 

August 2014, DPSCS has implemented 11 system enhancements (6 for the Division of Correction, 

4 for Arrest and Booking, and 1 for DPP) to add functionalities, improve error/bug repair and handling, 

and improve cross-platform compatibility and user experience.  The department has an additional 

21 change notes in production for a variety of modifications. 
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DPSCS should comment on improvements that still need to be made in order to allow for 

efficient use of the system and whether the department can accomplish necessary modifications 

with existing resources. 

 

 

3. Computerized Criminal History Major IT Project 
 

 The Governor’s allowance includes $2.3 million in federal funds to begin planning for a new 

Major IT Project to implement a Computerized Criminal History (CCH) system.  According to the 

department’s December 2015 Information Technology Project Request (ITPR), the project will replace 

two legacy data systems – the Identification/Index and Arrest Disposition Reporting mainframe 

systems – with a commercial off-the-shelf package.  The project is intended to improve the efficiency 

and effectiveness of criminal history records systems, accommodate growth, eliminate redundant data 

and systems, and increase automation.  CCH will provide support and data for several agencies within 

DPSCS, as well as local and federal law enforcement, State’s Attorneys, and prosecutors.  The ITPR 

indicates a five-year schedule for completing the project.  December 2015 was the first time the 

department submitted an ITPR for this project. 

 

The source of the funding included in the fiscal 2017 allowance to begin the project is a grant 

from the National Instant Criminal Background Check System (NICS) Act Record Improvement 

Program (NARIP), which is administered by the U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice 

Statistics.  NARIP grants are intended to improve records available to NICS for firearms purchases by 

helping states improve completeness, automation, and transmittal of records to state and federal 

systems.  The department’s estimated project cost for the life of the project is outlined in Exhibit 5.  

Although the department has obtained grant funding to start the project, the project will need to be 

funded with general funds through the Major IT Development Project Fund in future years, bringing 

the general fund total to just more than $5 million.  DPSCS should comment on the need for and 

timeliness of this project. 
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Exhibit 5 

Computerized Criminal History Major IT Project 

Summary of Estimated Project Spending 
Fiscal 2017-2020 

($ in Thousands) 

 

 2017 2018 2019 2020 Total 

Project Phase      

Initiation $2,320    $2,320 

System Concept Design  $520   520 

Planning  520   520 

Requirements Analysis  520   520 

Design   $520  520 

Development   520  520 

Integration and Testing   520  520 

Implementation    $1,040 1,040 

Operations and Maintenance    520 520 

Independent Verification and Validation 116 78 78 78 350 

Total $2,436 $1,638 $1,638 $1,638 $7,350 

      

Fund Type      

MITDPF  $1,560 $1,560 $1,560 $4,680 

Project Oversight $116 78 78 78 350 

Federal 2,320    2,320 

Total $2,436 $1,638 $1,638 $1,638 $7,350 

 

 
IT:  information technology 

MITDPF:  Major Information Technology Development Plan Fund 

 

Source:  Information Technology Project Request, December 2015 
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Recommended Actions 

 

1. Add the following language to the general fund appropriation:  

 

,provided that $100,000 of this appropriation made for the purpose of general administration 

may not be expended until the Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services submits 

monthly inmate banking account reconciliation reports, including indication of corrective 

actions to be taken for any identified differences, to the budget committees.  Monthly reports 

shall be submitted by the first of each month, beginning on July 1, 2016 and ending 

May 1, 2017.  Funds shall not be released until all 11 reports have been received.  The budget 

committees shall have 45 days from receipt of the final report to review and comment.  Funds 

restricted pending the receipt of the reports may not be transferred by budget amendment or 

otherwise to any other purpose and shall revert to the General Fund if the reports are not 

submitted to the budget committees. 

 

Explanation:  The Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services (DPSCS) has had a 

history of audit findings relating to unreconciled inmate banking accounts, most recently 

documented in the May through October 2015 Office of Legislative Audits reports for regional 

DPSCS operations.  This language restricts administrative funds pending receipt of monthly 

reconciliation reports in order to verify that DPSCS reconciles accounts on a regular basis. 

 

 Information Request 
 

Monthly inmate banking 

account reconciliation reports 

Author 
 

DPSCS 

Due Date 
 

By the first of each month, 

beginning July 1, 2016, and 

ending May 1, 2017. 
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Appendix 1 

 

 

Audit Findings 

 

Audit Period for Last Audit: December 19,2011 – October 20, 2014 

Issue Date: November 2015 

Number of Findings: 9 

     Number of Repeat Findings: 2 

     % of Repeat Findings: 22% 

Rating: (if applicable) n/a 

 

Finding 1: The structure of an inmate services procurement may have limited competition, and the 

procurement improperly included items available for a provider with procurement 

preference. 

 

Finding 2: Interagency agreements enabled the office to augment its staff beyond its budgeted 

positions and enhance related salaries. 

 

Finding 3: Liquidated damages were not always assessed for an inmate mental health care contract, 

and contract changes were authorized without timely Board of Public Works approval. 

 

Finding 4: The office did not ensure that certain information was properly transferred to its new 

Offender Case Management System. 

 

Finding 5: Personally identifiable information was not appropriately safeguarded. 

 

Finding 6: Account, password, and monitoring controls were not sufficient. 

 

Finding 7: The cash balance of fines, costs, fees, and restitution was not adequately reconciled 

with the corresponding balance on the State’s records. 
 

Finding 8: The office had not established adequate procedures and controls over certain critical 

transactions. 

 

Finding 9: Information technology equipment was not adequately controlled and accounted 

for. 

 
 

*Bold denotes item repeated in full or part from preceding audit report. 
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Major Information Technology Projects 

 
 

Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 

Computerized Criminal History 
 

Project Status1 Planning. New/Ongoing Project: New. 

Project Description: 

This initiative will replace two legacy data systems, including the Identification/Index and Arrest Disposition 

Reporting mainframe systems, with more up-to-date technologies such as .NET Framework and contemporary 

relational databases. 

Project Business Goals: 

This initiative supports the following Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services (DPSCS) goals:  a 

solution whose basic core capabilities address, at a minimum, the needs for all the following functions: (a) good 

management; and (b) safe communities.  With this project, DPSCS will be able to meet legislative and information 

requirements, improve offender management efficiency and effectiveness through integrated data, and control the 

quality and cost of services provided. 

Estimated Total Project Cost1: $7,350,000 Estimated Planning Project Cost1:  

Project Start Date: October 2015 Projected Completion Date: December 2020 

Schedule Status: No reported changes in the project schedule. 

Cost Status: 

The Governor’s fiscal 2017 allowance includes $2.3 million in federal funds for this project, about $136,000 below 

the department’s projected spending for that year.  Federal funds may not be available for this project in future years. 

Scope Status: No reported changes in the project scope. 

Identifiable Risks: 

Currently, the greatest identifiable risk for this project is the funding source.  Although the department obtained 

one-time federal grant funding to begin the project in fiscal 2017, the department indicated in its December 2015 

information technology (IT) project request form that the remaining $5.1 million needed to complete the project will 

need to be funded from the Major IT Development Project Fund. 

Fiscal Year Funding ($ in Thousands) Prior Years FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 

Balance to 

Complete Total 

Personnel Services $0.0 $0.0 $0.0  $0.0 $0.0  $0.0 $0.0  $0.0 

Professional and Outside Services 0.0 2,436.0 1,638.0  1,638.0 1,638.0  0.0 0.0  7,350.0 

Other Expenditures 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0  0.0 

Total Funding $0.0 $2,436.0  $1,638.0  $1,638.0  $1,638.0  $0.0  $0.0  $7,350.0  

 

 
1 Initially, an agency submits a Project Planning Request.  After the requirements analysis has been completed and a project has completed all of the planning 

required through Phase Four of the Systems Development Lifecycle (Requirements Analysis), including a baseline budget and schedule, the agency may submit a 

Project Implementation Request and begin designing and developing the project when the request is approved.  For planning projects, costs are estimated through 

planning phases.  Implementation projects are required to have total development costs. 
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Object/Fund Difference Report 

DPSCS – Administration 

 

  FY 16    

 FY 15 Working FY 17 FY 16 - FY 17 Percent 

Object/Fund Actual Appropriation Allowance Amount Change Change 

      

Positions      

01    Regular 1,054.50 1,054.50 1,046.50 -8.00 -0.8% 

02    Contractual 80.88 92.75 92.75 0.00 0% 

Total Positions 1,135.38 1,147.25 1,139.25 -8.00 -0.7% 

      

Objects      

01    Salaries and Wages $ 80,400,531 $ 89,119,501 $ 92,655,277 $ 3,535,776 4.0% 

02    Technical and Spec. Fees 3,365,796 3,361,942 3,931,261 569,319 16.9% 

03    Communication 3,068,656 3,329,749 2,703,931 -625,818 -18.8% 

04    Travel 160,518 213,915 186,500 -27,415 -12.8% 

06    Fuel and Utilities 308,805 357,900 318,150 -39,750 -11.1% 

07    Motor Vehicles 1,467,692 1,532,971 1,564,874 31,903 2.1% 

08    Contractual Services 28,437,723 32,113,679 32,984,943 871,264 2.7% 

09    Supplies and Materials 1,881,919 1,105,400 1,273,300 167,900 15.2% 

10    Equipment – Replacement 3,866,458 3,232,510 6,279,258 3,046,748 94.3% 

11    Equipment – Additional 491,680 425,000 425,000 0 0% 

12    Grants, Subsidies, and Contributions 50,393,728 62,068,810 59,418,500 -2,650,310 -4.3% 

13    Fixed Charges 2,924,207 2,856,979 3,249,416 392,437 13.7% 

Total Objects $ 176,767,713 $ 199,718,356 $ 204,990,410 $ 5,272,054 2.6% 

      

Funds      

01    General Fund $ 119,066,342 $ 129,575,390 $ 133,532,252 $ 3,956,862 3.1% 

03    Special Fund 55,105,392 67,291,902 65,188,930 -2,102,972 -3.1% 

05    Federal Fund 577,490 1,200,000 4,600,000 3,400,000 283.3% 

09    Reimbursable Fund 2,018,489 1,651,064 1,669,228 18,164 1.1% 

Total Funds $ 176,767,713 $ 199,718,356 $ 204,990,410 $ 5,272,054 2.6% 

      

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 appropriation does not include deficiencies.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent reductions. 
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Fiscal Summary 

DPSCS – Administration 

      

 FY 15 FY 16 FY 17   FY 16 - FY 17 

Program/Unit Actual Wrk Approp Allowance Change % Change 

      

01 Office of the Secretary $ 125,623,569 $ 143,969,367 $ 148,237,822 $ 4,268,455 3.0% 

02 Deputy Secretary for Operations 51,144,144 55,748,989 56,752,588 1,003,599 1.8% 

Total Expenditures $ 176,767,713 $ 199,718,356 $ 204,990,410 $ 5,272,054 2.6% 

      

General Fund $ 119,066,342 $ 129,575,390 $ 133,532,252 $ 3,956,862 3.1% 

Special Fund 55,105,392 67,291,902 65,188,930 -2,102,972 -3.1% 

Federal Fund 577,490 1,200,000 4,600,000 3,400,000 283.3% 

Total Appropriations $ 174,749,224 $ 198,067,292 $ 203,321,182 $ 5,253,890 2.7% 

      

Reimbursable Fund $ 2,018,489 $ 1,651,064 $ 1,669,228 $ 18,164 1.1% 

Total Funds $ 176,767,713 $ 199,718,356 $ 204,990,410 $ 5,272,054 2.6% 

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 appropriation does not include deficiencies.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent reductions. 
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Note:  Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 
 
For further information contact:   Hannah E. Dier Phone:  (410) 946-5530 

 

Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 
104 

 

Operating Budget Data 

($ in Thousands) 
 

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change 

  Actual Working Allowance Change Prior Year 

       
 General Fund $643,499 $660,460 $693,161 $32,701 5.0% 

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 4,720 -1,786 -6,506  

 Adjusted General Fund $643,499 $665,180 $691,375 $26,195 3.9% 

       

 Special Fund 60,675 63,552 66,187 2,635 4.1% 

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 0 -63 -63  

 Adjusted Special Fund $60,675 $63,552 $66,124 $2,572 4.0% 

       

 Federal Fund 1,635 1,120 1,318 198 17.7% 

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 0 -17 -17  

 Adjusted Federal Fund $1,635 $1,120 $1,301 $181 16.2% 

       

 Reimbursable Fund 2,701 3,251 3,368 117 3.6% 

 Adjusted Reimbursable Fund $2,701 $3,251 $3,368 $117 3.6% 

       

 Adjusted Grand Total $708,510 $733,104 $762,168 $29,064 4.0% 

 

 

 The fiscal 2017 allowance includes $4.7 million in general fund deficiency appropriations for 

fiscal 2016.  Of this, $4.4 million is provided to support underfunded employee overtime 

expenses, $285,500 is needed for facility maintenance and upgrades, and $75,000 is provided 

for the replacement of a box truck. 

 

 The Division of Correction’s (DOC) fiscal 2017 budget grows by approximately $29.1 million, 

or 4.0%.  Personnel expenses account for 77.2% of the growth, primarily due to increases for 

health insurance and retirement. 
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 Increases for the Maryland Correctional Enterprises (MCE) account for the majority of the 

special fund growth and reflect continued improvement in demand for MCE goods and services. 

 

 

 
 

 

Personnel Data 

 

 
  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17  

  Actual Working Allowance Change  
  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
   

Regular Positions 
 

5,848.50 
 

5,816.50 
 

5,816.50 
 

0.00 
 
 

  
Contractual FTEs 

 
45.58 

 
45.35 

 
45.35 

 
0.00 

 
   

Total Personnel 
 

5,894.08 
 

5,861.85 
 

5,861.85 
 

0.00 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
   

Vacancy Data:  Regular Positions 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
   

Turnover and Necessary Vacancies,  Excluding New 

Positions 
 

303.62 
 

5.22% 
 

 

 
 

  
Positions and Percentage Vacant as of 12/31/15 

 
488.50 

 
8.40% 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

 

 The allowance includes no changes in regular positions or contractual full-time equivalents. 

 

 At the close of calendar 2015, DOC had 489 positions vacant, about 185 more than is needed 

on average to meet budgeted turnover.  Including supervisory positions, 289 of these vacancies 

are for correctional officers.  An additional 30 positions are for MCE.  The remaining 

170 vacancies are for case management, dietary, maintenance, supply, psychology, and 

administrative positions.  DOC should comment on the effect that the high vacancy rate has 

had on its ability to carry out its mission, as well as the plan to fill vacant positions. 

 

  



Q00B – DPSCS – Division of Correction 
 

 

Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 
106 

Analysis in Brief 

 

Major Trends 
 

Maryland Correctional Enterprises:  Since fiscal 2006, MCE annual sales have increased by 

$11.3 million to an all-time high of $54.1 million.  Inmate employment has grown by nearly 27% over 

the same time period, despite a slight decrease between fiscal 2014 and 2015.  MCE should comment 

on its strategy to increase inmate employment, including any expansion projects and whether 

increasing inmate employment will require additional regular positions. 
 

Population Statistics:  In fiscal 2015, departmentwide intakes fell below 10,000 for the first time in 

over a decade.  Releases have also declined, but have still exceeded intakes by about 475 offenders 

annually since fiscal 2012.  Consistent with this trend, the DOC population has decreased by 10.3% 

since peaking in fiscal 2008. 

 

Facility Security:  Overall, inmate assaults in correctional facilities decreased by 10.6% in fiscal 2015.  

The correctional offender-on-offender assault rate of 3.29 assaults per 100 offenders reflects the 

seventh consecutive year of decline and a record low for this measure.  The fiscal 2015 

offender-on-staff assault rate, also a record low, declined for the fourth consecutive year to 1.08 per 

100 offenders.  The number of inmates who escape is relatively small in comparison to inmates who 

walk off; however, with a goal of having no inmate escape each year, DOC has failed to meet its target 

in all but 1 of the past 13 years.  The division should comment on the status of apprehending 

inmates who escaped or walked off in fiscal 2015, as well as the number and status of inmates 

who have escaped or walked off in the current fiscal year. 
 

 

Issues 
 

Actions to Improve Public Safety and Security:  In December 2015, the Department of Public Safety 

and Correctional Services (DPSCS) submitted a report outlining progress made toward implementing 

nonstatutory recommendations of the 2013 Special Joint Commission on Public Safety and Security in 

State and Local Correctional Facilities.  The department now has 5 American Correctional Association 

(ACA) accredited facilities, and an additional 5 facilities scheduled to begin the accreditation process 

by October 2016.  The department has also made significant progress toward increasing in-service 

training hours for correctional officers.  DPSCS should comment on the prioritization for 

scheduling the remaining 11 facilities not accredited or scheduled to be accredited by the ACA.  

DPSCS should also comment on the typical topic matter or type of training that has been 

increased for the in-service training requirement, as well as the process for evaluating the 

effectiveness of training. 

 

Inmate Phone Rates and Inmate Welfare Funds:  In October 2015, the Federal Communications 

Commission took action to reduce rate caps for inmate calling to 11 cents per minute and adopt other 

rules relating to inmate calling services.  The rate reductions and other rules are set to go into effect in 

March 2016.  Under its inmate phone contract, DPSCS receives a commission from the vendor based 
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on inmate calling revenue.  The telephone commission is deposited into the Inmate Welfare Fund 

(IWF), which is used to purchase goods and services that benefit the general inmate population.  The 

commission, and therefore the IWF balance, would be negatively affected by a reduction in inmate 

phone rates.  DPSCS should comment on the effect the new rates and associated rules will have 

on the IWF and whether there will be a need in the future to shift costs from the IWF to general 

funds. 
 

 

Recommended Actions 

 
 
1. 

 
Concur with Governor’s allowance. 
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Operating Budget Analysis 

 

Program Description 

 

The Division of Correction (DOC) supervises the operation of State correctional institutions in 

accordance with applicable State and federal law.  The division provides public safety and victim 

services through information sharing and the supervision of offenders located in places of safe, secure, 

and humane confinement.  DOC also includes the Maryland Correctional Enterprises (MCE), which 

provides work and job training for incarcerated inmates through the production of goods and the 

provision of services used by local, State, and federal agencies, in addition to a variety of nonprofit 

organizations. 

 

 

Performance Analysis:  Managing for Results 
 

 

1. Maryland Correctional Enterprises 

 

MCE is the self-sustaining prison industry arm of the department.  Exhibit 1 highlights MCE 

sales and employment trends for the past 10 fiscal years.  Since fiscal 2006, MCE annual sales have 

increased by $11.3 million, or 26.5%, to an all-time high of over $54.0 million.  Inmate employment 

has grown by 26.9%, adding 433 offenders over the same 10-year period.  MCE was able to employ 

more than 2,000 inmates for the fourth consecutive year and experienced increased sales by 

$2.3 million.  Fiscal 2015 was the agency’s eighth consecutive fiscal year with annual sales above 

$50.0 million.  According to MCE’s business plan, it has set a goal of increasing inmate employment 

to 2,310 by June 2017.  MCE should comment on its strategy to meet this goal, including any 

expansion projects and whether increasing inmate employment will require additional regular 

positions. 
 

The National Correctional Industries Association ranks Maryland ninth nationwide for 

fiscal 2014 revenues and fourth nationwide for offender employment.  Maryland has been ranked in 

the top 10 for sales and employment in each of the past eight years.  The MCE plant or service center 

that achieved the highest sales in fiscal 2015 was the Hagerstown meat plant, at $7.5 million, or almost 

14.0%, of total MCE sales.  The Hagerstown upholstery shop had the second largest sales in fiscal 2015, 

at $6.5 million.  MCE’s largest customer, the Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 

(DPSCS), accounted for 24.3% of sales.  The Maryland Department of Transportation and the 

University System of Maryland also accounted for large portions of fiscal 2015 MCE sales, at 19.6% 

and 16.2%, respectively. 
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Exhibit 1 

Maryland Correctional Enterprises 

Sales and Employment Trends 
Fiscal 2006-2015 

($ in Millions) 

 

 
 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2006-2015 

 

 

 

2. Population Statistics 

 

Exhibit 2 shows the number of offender intakes and releases from DPSCS between fiscal 2006 

and 2015.  Departmentwide intakes have been on a steep decline for the past eight years, falling from 

15,048 offenders entering the system in fiscal 2007 to 9,981 entering in fiscal 2015.  Fiscal 2015 was 

the first year that intakes were below 10,000 offenders.  Releases initially fell at a similar pace but 

spiked in fiscal 2012 before resuming the downward trend.  Fiscal 2015 releases totaled 

10,116 offenders, a decrease of 10.3% from the prior year. 
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Exhibit 2 

Division of Correction 

Offender Population 
Fiscal 2006-2015 

 

 
 

 

ADP:  average daily population 

 

Note:  Intakes and releases include all Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services facilities. 

 

Source:  Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 

 

 

When the number of offenders released annually exceeds the number of offenders brought into 

the DPSCS system, the prison population will decline or at least slow its rate of growth; when intakes 

exceed releases, the prison population will rise.  On average, the department has released about 

475 more offenders per year than it has received since 2012.  Most notably, in fiscal 2012, releases 

exceeded intakes by 1,149 offenders.  The spike in the number of releases can be attributed to the 

increase in State inmate parole hearings conducted:  13,929 hearings were held in fiscal 2012 compared 

to 11,723 in fiscal 2011.  The number of parole hearings has since dropped back down to the pre-2012 

level. 
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 Exhibit 2 also reflects the continued decline for the inmate population under DOC jurisdiction.  

Fiscal 2008 saw the highest average daily population (ADP) numbers in the past decade, reaching just 

under 23,000 inmates.  The ADP has since embarked on an overall decline of nearly 2,350 inmates, or 

10.3%, to its most recent low of 20,602 in fiscal 2015.  The declining population has allowed the 

department to close facilities, such as the Maryland House of Correction (closed in March 2007), the 

Jessup Pre-Release Unit (closed in December 2013), and most recently the department was able to 

transfer some sentenced inmates out of Baltimore City facilities and into DOC facilities in order to 

close the Baltimore City Men’s Detention Center (closed in September 2015). 

 

 

3. Facility Security 

 

Maintaining secure facilities is of utmost importance in fulfilling the department’s mission to 

provide public safety to the citizens of Maryland and the general public.  Achievement of this goal 

includes limiting instances of assault on both staff and offenders, avoiding offender homicides and 

suicides, and prohibiting the ability for an inmate to escape or walk off from a place of confinement. 

 

 DOC reports the rate of assaults on offenders and staff per 100 ADP in order to measure the 

department’s ability to maintain safe institutions.  The goal is to have offender-on-offender and 

offender-on-staff assault rates at or below 4.14 and 1.63 assaults per 100 ADP, respectively.  As shown 

in Exhibit 3, overall offender assaults in correctional facilities decreased by 10.6% in fiscal 2015 

compared to fiscal 2014.  The offender-on-offender and offender-on-staff assault rates both declined in 

fiscal 2015, to 3.29 and 1.08, respectively.  Both fiscal 2015 assault rates are the lowest the department 

has reported in over a decade.  DOC reported one offender homicide for fiscal 2015, which occurred at 

the Western Correctional Institution, and no inmate suicides. 

 

 Exhibit 4 shows the number of inmates who have escaped or walked off each year since 

fiscal 2006.  An escape is an unauthorized departure from within the secure perimeter of any 

correctional facility, regardless of the security level, or while being escorted or transported in restraints.  

A walk off is an inmate classified as pre-release or minimum security who is not in restraints with or 

without direct supervision, and who makes an unauthorized departure from a pre-release security 

facility, during an authorized activity in the community, or while on a work detail outside the secure 

perimeter of a correctional facility.  The goal is to have no inmates escape and fewer than 11 inmates 

walk off each year. 
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Exhibit 3 

Division of Correction 

Offender Assaults 
Rate Per 100 Average Daily Population 

Fiscal 2006-2015 
 

 
 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2006-2015 
 

 
 

Exhibit 4 

Division of Correction 

Escapes and Walk Offs 
Fiscal 2011-2015 

 

 
Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2011-2015 
 

  

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Offender-on-offender Offender-on-staff

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Escapes Walk Offs



Q00B – DPSCS – Division of Correction 
 

 

Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 
113 

 The number of inmates who escape is relatively small in comparison to inmates who walk off; 

however, with a goal of having no inmates escape each year, DPSCS has failed to meet its target in all 

but 1 of the past 10 years.  In fiscal 2015, 2 inmates escaped from DPSCS facilities.  In the same year, 

6 inmates walked off while in DPSCS custody.  This is a relatively small number in comparison to 

inmate walk offs prior to fiscal 2006, when more than 100 inmates would walk off from DPSCS 

facilities annually.  Fiscal 2015 reflects a slight increase in walk offs compared to fiscal 2014.  The 

department should comment on the status of apprehending inmates who escaped or walked off 

in fiscal 2015, as well as the number and status of inmates who have escaped or walked off in the 

current fiscal year. 

 

 

Fiscal 2016 Actions 
 

Proposed Deficiency 
 

 There are five deficiency appropriations that add $4.7 million in general funds to the division’s 

fiscal 2016 working appropriation.  The deficiencies provide funding as follows: 

 

 $4.4 million in general funds for DOC employee overtime expenses.  The fiscal 2016 working 

appropriation for DOC employee overtime is approximately $2.8 million below the legislative 

appropriation and $7.5 million below fiscal 2015 actual expenditures.  The fiscal 2016 

deficiency appropriation increases overtime funding to $26.0 million, which is still more than 

$3.0 million below fiscal 2015 actual expenditures; 

 

 $210,000 in general funds to support a power plant upgrade at the Maryland Correctional 

Institute – Hagerstown (MCIH); 

 

 $75,500 in general funds for an emergency gas line repair at the Jessup Correctional Institute; 

and 

 

 $75,000 in general funds to replace a box truck for food operations at MCIH. 

 

 Cost Containment 
 

Departmentwide, the fiscal 2016 legislative appropriation for DPSCS included a 2% across-the-

board general fund reduction totaling $24.4 million.  The following reductions allocated on a 

departmentwide basis in part affected the fiscal 2016 appropriation for DOC:  

 

 $6.0 million for increased vacancies;  

 

 $5.6 million for reduced inmate medical and food costs associated with a decreasing inmate 

population;  
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 $4.5 million for elimination of roll call and implementation of a 10-hour correctional officer 

shift; 

 

 $2.4 million for salary savings associated with a 50-position reduction; and 

 

 $358,244 for reclassification of one vacant position and elimination of contractual full-time 

equivalents (FTE) associated with the consolidation of financial operations across the 

department. 

 

The department was unable to meet the January 2016 schedule set by the Department of Budget 

and Management (DBM) for negotiating the elimination of roll call and the implementation of a 

10-hour correctional officer shift.  The implementation of a 10-hour shift would also require legislation 

which, to date, has not been introduced.  All $4.5 million in anticipated overtime savings is returned to 

the department as part of the fiscal 2016 overtime deficiency appropriation of $13.2 million.  The 

department has indicated that it still plans to pursue negotiations related to eliminating roll call and 

implementing an extended shift in facilities. 

 

 

Proposed Budget 
 

 As seen in Exhibit 5, the Governor’s fiscal 2017 allowance for the division reflects an increase 

of $29.1 million, or 4.0%, over the fiscal 2016 working appropriation, when adjusted for the fiscal 2017 

across-the-board reduction for health insurance. 

 

 

Exhibit 5 

Proposed Budget 
DPSCS – Division of Correction 

($ in Thousands) 

 
 

How Much It Grows: 

General 

Fund 

Special 

Fund 

Federal 

Fund 

Reimb. 

Fund 

 

Total 

Fiscal 2015 Actual $643,499 $60,675 $1,635 $2,701 $708,510 

Fiscal 2016 Working Appropriation 665,180 63,552 1,120 3,251 733,104 

Fiscal 2017 Allowance 691,375 66,124 1,301 3,368 762,168 

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Amount Change $26,195 $2,572 $181 $117 $29,064 

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Percent Change 3.9% 4.0% 16.2% 3.6% 4.0% 
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Where It Goes: 

 Personnel Expenses  

  Employee and retiree health insurance ...................................................................................  $9,565 

  Employee retirement system ...................................................................................................  7,902 

  Turnover adjustments .............................................................................................................  5,513 

  Overtime .................................................................................................................................  1,417 

  Reclassification .......................................................................................................................  -280 

  Workersʼ compensation premium assessment ........................................................................  -1,787 

  Other fringe benefit adjustments .............................................................................................  97 

 Maryland Correctional Enterprise  

  Supply and material purchases................................................................................................  2,172 

  Inmate wages ..........................................................................................................................  243 

  Freight and delivery ................................................................................................................  150 

  Building construction and additions .......................................................................................  45 

 Inmate Variable Costs and Programming  

  Inmate medical care ................................................................................................................  3,919 

  Expansion of segregated addictions program .........................................................................  138 

  Food purchases .......................................................................................................................  -370 

 Facility Security and Maintenance  

  Drone detection systems at ECI and WCI ..............................................................................  1,000 

  Equipment repairs and maintenance .......................................................................................  848 

  Fuel and utilities ......................................................................................................................  520 

  Building repairs and maintenance ...........................................................................................  -286 

  Vehicle charges .......................................................................................................................  -818 

 Other  

  Contractual full-time equivalents ............................................................................................  221 

  Employee and inmate uniforms ..............................................................................................  -184 

  Vehicle replacement and purchase ..........................................................................................  -743 

  Other .......................................................................................................................................  -218 

 Total $29,064 
 

 

DPSCS:  Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 

ECI:  Eastern Correctional Institution 

WCI:  Western Correctional Institution 

 

Note:  Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 
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Personnel Expenses 
 

Personnel expenses increase by a net $22.4 million.  DOC receives an additional $9.6 million 

for employee and retiree health insurance and $7.9 million for the employee retirement system.  The 

turnover adjustment increases by $5.5 million in the allowance.  The turnover reduction was increased 

between the fiscal 2016 legislative and working appropriation to account for a large amount of 

vacancies, and to apply the savings to the department’s fiscal 2016 2% general fund reduction.  

However, the turnover rate is reduced closer to historical levels in the allowance, translating to a smaller 

negative adjustment.  These increases are partially offset by a reduction of $1.8 million for the 

division’s workers’ compensation premium assessment. 

 

The allowance includes an increase of $1.4 million for employee overtime, when accounting 

for the $4.4 million fiscal 2016 deficiency appropriation.  This brings the DOC allowance for overtime 

to $27.4 million, about $1.8 million below fiscal 2015 actual overtime spending.  Given the large 

number of correctional officer vacancies and the increased annual in-service training requirement, 

overtime is likely underfunded in both the fiscal 2016 working appropriation and the fiscal 2017 

allowance.  This issue is discussed in more detail on a departmentwide basis in the DPSCS Overview 

analysis. 

 

 The allowance for DBM also includes funding for employee increments.  A General Fund 

amount of $5,999,529 and a special fund amount of $290,343 will be transferred by budget amendment 

to DOC to allocate funding for increments. 

 

Maryland Correctional Enterprises 
 

The division’s special fund allowance increases by $2.6 million over the working appropriation.  

This is largely attributable to increases for MCE, which a self-sustaining agency funded entirely with 

special fund sales revenue.  The total fiscal 2017 allowance for MCE increases by $3.0 million prior to 

adjusting for the across-the-board health insurance reduction.  The largest spending increase occurs for 

supply and material purchases, consistent with prior year actual spending.  MCE receives a small 

increase of about $45,000 associated with a renovation project for a vacant warehouse acquired from 

the Department of General Services in September 2013.  MCE plans to use the space as a warehouse, 

showroom, office space, and conference center. 

 
 

Inmate Variable Costs 
 

The fiscal 2017 DOC allowance for inmate medical care is $137.5 million, an increase of about 

$3.9 million from the working appropriation.  This represents more than three-quarters of the 

departmentwide allowance for inmate medical care.  The growth is in part due to the August 2015 

closure of the Baltimore City Men’s Detention Center and associated transfer of sentenced inmates 

from Baltimore City facilities operated by the Division of Pretrial Detention (DPD) to DOC facilities.  

This is also reflected in the fiscal 2017 decrease of $1.1 million for DPD inmate medical care. 
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The largest portion of inmate medical care spending is for the medical services contract, which 

accounted for more than 60% of fiscal 2015 actual inmate medical care spending.  The second largest 

area of medical spending is for the inmate pharmacy contract, which made up more than 20% of 

fiscal 2015 medical spending.  The department pays smaller amounts for mental health and dental 

contracts.  DPSCS has been engaged in an extraordinarily lengthy procurement for a new inmate 

pharmacy contract.  The initial term of the existing contract with Correct Rx, a Maryland-based 

institutional pharmaceutical provider, was June 2005 through June 2007, with three one-year renewal 

options.  In December 2011, DPSCS recommended award of the contract to an out-of-state vendor in 

the face of a protest from the current vendor.  The recommendation was denied by the Board of Public 

Works (BPW), and in January 2013, the Board of Contract Appeals denied the department’s motion 

for reconsideration.  The contract has been extended nine times since expiration of the third renewal 

option at the end of June 2010.  The contract has been modified seven times to increase the 

not-to-exceed amount in order to continue services.  The most recent contract extension, approved by 

BPW in April 2015, expires at the end of June 2016.  DPSCS should comment on the timeline for 

completing the new request for proposals and awarding a contract. 

 

Inmate food purchases decrease by about $370,000 from the working appropriation.  Although 

the cost of food is expected to go up slightly, the average daily population is expected to continue 

decreasing.  This more than offsets the increased cost. 

 

New Initiatives 
 

The department’s allowance includes two notable areas of new funding:  $1 million in 

general funds to install drone detection software at two correctional facilities – the Western 

Correctional Institution (WCI) and the Eastern Correctional Institution (ECI) – and $138,000 for 

expansion of the Segregation Addictions Program (SAP) at the Maryland Correctional Training Center 

(MCTC), as recommended by the Heroin and Opioid Emergency Task Force. 

 

Concerns about drones illegally transporting contraband into correctional facilities were 

punctuated by the August 2015 interdiction of a drone intended to transport contraband at WCI, and 

the associated arrest of two individuals.  The DPSCS Information Technology and Communications 

Division has researched drone detection software and witnessed demonstrations of the identified 

solution, which has not yet been implemented by other states but is being used by certain countries in 

Europe.  The software is estimated to cost $500,000 for the initial install at each facility, and annual 

support costs are estimated at this time to be $100,000 to $125,000 each year. 

 

While technology such as drone detection software certainly has the potential to increase the 

safety of correctional facilities for offenders and staff, it should be noted that it does not function as a 

stand in for correctional officers, but rather as a tool to aid correctional officers and staff in their duties.  

As with implementation of cell phone managed access systems at DPD facilities, implementation of 

drone detection software will not reduce the number of vacancies the department needs to fill in order 

to safely staff correctional facilities. 

 

The $138,000 included in the allowance to expand SAP at MCTC is part of a total of 

$4.5 million statewide to implement recommendations of the Heroin and Opioid Emergency Task 
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Force.  SAP is an outpatient abstinence-based substance use treatment program based on education, 

motivational enhancement therapy, and cognitive behavioral therapy.  Participants engage in seminars, 

individual and group therapy sessions, and role-play, among other assignments and activities.  The 

90-day program currently has 22 slots for male inmates.  Eligibility is based on substance use related 

infractions, such as a positive urinalysis result, and participation is voluntary.  The increased funding 

for SAP in the allowance is anticipated to add 3 additional substance use counselors and expand the 

program capacity to 88 total slots in order to meet demand.  In June 2015, there were 85 SAP-eligible 

candidates at MCTC but only 11 available slots. 

 

 Across-the-board reduction 
 

 The fiscal 2017 budget bill includes an across-the-board reduction for employee health 

insurance, based on a revised estimate of the amount of funding needed.  This agency’s share of these 

reductions is $1,786,304 in general funds, $63,313 in special funds, and $17,199 in federal funds.  There 

is an additional across-the-board reduction to abolish 657 positions statewide, but the amounts have 

not been allocated by agency. 
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Issues 

 

1. Actions to Improve Public Safety and Security 

 

On April 23, 2013, a federal grand jury returned an indictment charging 25 individuals including 

inmates and 13 correctional officers employed by DPSCS, with conspiring to run operations of the 

Black Guerilla Family (BGF) gang inside the Baltimore City Detention Center and related facilities.  

Charges included racketeering, drug distribution, money laundering, victim and witness retaliation, 

bribery, and extortion.  According to the indictment, correctional officers helped leaders of BGF 

smuggle cell phones, drugs, and other contraband into State correctional facilities. 

 

In response, the presiding officers created the Special Joint Commission on Public Safety and 

Security in State and Local Correctional Facilities, which made several nonstatutory recommendations 

intended to address concerns with staffing, security evaluations, and how best to control the entrance 

of contraband into correctional facilities.  The budget committees have since been staying abreast of 

departmental progress toward implementing the recommendations.  In December 2015, DPSCS 

submitted a Joint Chairmen’s Report response indicating progress made toward achieving American 

Correctional Association (ACA) accreditation at all State facilities, increasing in-service training for 

correctional officers at all State facilities, fully staffing and operating the new Polygraph Unit, and 

adopting standards modifications for the Maryland Commission on Correctional Standards (MCCS) 

audits.  Responses regarding the Polygraph Unit and MCCS standards are discussed in the DPSCS 

Administration and MCCS budget analyses, respectively. 

 

Facility Accreditation Schedule 
 

Following the accreditation of the Baltimore Central Booking and Intake Center (BCBIC) by 

ACA in November 2015, the department now has 5 accredited facilities:  ECI, WCI, the Chesapeake 

Detention Facility, the Roxbury Correctional Institution, and BCBIC.  The department has indicated 

that the following facilities will begin the accreditation process within the next year: 

 

 North Branch Correctional Institution – accepted for accreditation and scheduled for audit in 

fall 2016; 

 

 MCTC – accepted for accreditation and scheduled for audit in fall 2016; 

 

 Maryland Correctional Institution – Hagerstown – scheduled to apply for accreditation in 

June 2016; 

 

 Maryland Correctional Institution – Jessup – scheduled to apply for accreditation in 

August 2016; and 

 

 Maryland Correctional Institution for Women – scheduled to apply for accreditation in 

October 2016. 
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 Three of the currently accredited facilities, and all 5 of the facilities scheduled for accreditation 

are within DOC.  All 5 DOC facilities in the West region are either accredited or scheduled to be 

accredited by the end of calendar 2016.  Six out of the 10 facilities in the DOC East region are neither 

accredited nor scheduled to be accredited.  Also not accredited are the Patuxent Institution and half of 

the 8 Baltimore City facilities in the Division of Pretrial Detention.  Should the department be 

successful in achieving accreditation for the scheduled facilities, it will bring the accredited total to 

10 facilities and the non-accredited total to 11 facilities.  DPSCS should comment on the 

prioritization for scheduling the remaining 11 facilities. 

 

In-service Training 
 

In its review of DPSCS training requirements, a common concern brought to the attention of 

the Special Joint Commission on Public Safety and Security is the lack of ongoing training provided to 

correctional staff.  The department required 18 hours of in-service training annually, although the 

nationally recognized standard from ACA requires 40 hours annually. 

 

After abandoning a plan to gradually increase in-service training for all certified staff over 

five years, the department now reports that as of December 2015, all but about 300 non-supervisory 

correctional officers had completed 40 hours of in-service training during calendar 2015.  The 

remaining correctional officers were expected to complete 40 hours by the end of December 2015.  As 

anticipated, the increased in-service training requirement has had a fiscal impact.  However, due to the 

high number of vacancies resulting in increased reliance on overtime, it is difficult to accurately identify 

the impact of the increased in-service training on overtime.  Between fiscal 2014 and 2015 the 

department noted a 5,570 staff day increase in in-service training. 

 

DPSCS should comment on the typical topic matter or type of training that has been 

increased for the in-service training requirement, as well as the process for evaluating the 

effectiveness of training. 

 

 

2. Inmate Phone Rates and Inmate Welfare Funds 

 

Federal Communications Commission Inmate Phone Rates and 

Commissions 
 

In October 2015, the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) took action to reduce rate 

caps for local and in-state long-distance inmate calling and limit add-on fees imposed by inmate calling 

service providers.  FCC began inmate calling rate reforms in 2013 in response to a petition.  The 

2013 reforms set an interim cap of 21 cents per minute on interstate debit and prepaid calls and required 

inmate calling service providers to file cost data.  The 2015 order adopted by FCC further decreases 

the debit and prepaid call rate to 11 cents per minute for all local and long distance calls from State and 

federal prisons.  Rates for collect calls, currently capped at 25 cents per minute, will be phased down 

to the 11 cents per minute cap over a two-year transition period.  The order adopted by FCC additionally 
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discourages site commissions paid by inmate calling service providers to institutions.  The order does 

not prohibit site commissions but urges states to move away from them. 

 

The DPSCS inmate phone service contract includes a commission paid to DPSCS.  The 

commission is deposited into the Inmate Welfare Fund (IWF) and would be negatively affected by the 

FCC rate reduction order.  Global Tel*Link, the current DPSCS vendor, is one of several phone service 

providers that have filed petitions with the District of Columbia Circuit to review the FCC rate caps 

and other inmate calling service changes.  FCC has indicated that despite the pending cases it will not 

voluntarily pause its order, which is slated to go into effect in March of this year. 

 

DPSCS Inmate Welfare Funds 
 

The Maryland Annotated Code establishes a special continuing nonlapsing IWF within each 

State correctional facility.  The statute prohibits general funds from being transferred to the IWF and 

specifies that each fund must receive revenue from specified sources: 

 

 commissary sales; 

 

 telephone commissions; 

 

 vending machine commissions; and 

 

 money received from other sources. 

 

IWF revenues may be used only for goods and services that benefit the general inmate 

population, which includes the following: 

 

 medical supplies and services as authorized by the Commissioner of Correction or director of 

the facility; 

 

 commissary goods for resale; 

 

 athletic and recreational services, supplies, and equipment; 

 

 entertainment expenditures, including movie rentals, newspapers, and books; 

 

 repair and replacement of property; 

 

 indigent inmate welfare packages; and 

 

 other goods and services as approved by the commissioner or facility director. 

  



Q00B – DPSCS – Division of Correction 

 

 

Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 
122 

Exhibit 6 shows IWF revenues and expenditures from fiscal 2006 through 2015.  Between 

fiscal 2006 and 2013, IWF revenues declined by a cumulative $2.1 million, or 26%.  Expenditures were 

reduced accordingly, but exceeded revenues in fiscal 2008 and 2009, requiring the department to draw 

down the IWF fund balance.  The fund balance has since been returned to a level equivalent to 

one month’s worth of IWF expenditures, consistent with departmental policy. 

 

 

Exhibit 6 

Inmate Welfare Fund 

Revenue and Expenditures 
Fiscal 2006-2015 

 

 
 

 

Source:  Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 
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IWF revenues increased significantly between fiscal 2013 and 2014, from $6.2 million to just 

under $8.5 million.  As illustrated in Exhibit 6, this is attributable to a large increase in commissary 

commissions, following the department’s transition from a departmentally to a contractually operated 

commissary service.  IWF revenue derived from commissary-related activities accounted for between 

19.0% and 27.0% of total revenue from fiscal 2006 to 2013, but nearly doubled in fiscal 2014 and 2015.  

Removing IWF revenue associated with the commissary shows that all other revenue declined steadily 

over the past decade, by a cumulative $2.7 million, or 40.0%.  This is partially attributable to the 

declining inmate and detainee populations, although the overall population incarcerated by DPSCS has 

only declined by 10.4% over the same period of time.  Telephone commissions, which are the largest 

IWF revenue source, make up $2.4 million, or 90.0%, of the overall reduction. 

 

Reduction of the inmate calling rate would result in a corresponding reduction in the 

telephone commission DPSCS receives from Global Tel*Link.  When the 2013 FCC rate reduction 

was implemented, the contract between DPSCS and Global Tel*Link was modified to reduce the 

estimated commission by about $812,000 for the remaining contract period (under two years) and 

two year-long renewal options.  However, the rate reduction from the 2015 FCC order is much larger 

than the 2013 reduction and would have a more significant impact on the amount of the commission.  

Removal of the commission entirely, as encouraged by the FCC order, would approximately halve 

IWF revenue. 

 

In the past, when IWF revenue has been insufficient to support ongoing costs or necessary 

purchases that typically would have been charged to the account, the department has converted those 

costs to general funds.  For example, in fiscal 2010 the department converted to the General Fund 

$1.1 million in costs for personnel to monitor inmate medical contracts, chaplains, reimbursement for 

educational services, and other institutional operations.  Similar amounts were converted in fiscal 2011 

and 2012. 

 

 In light of the already declining telephone commission revenues, DPSCS should comment 

on the effect the new rates and associated rules will have on the IWF, and whether there will be 

a need in the future to shift costs from the IWF to general funds. 
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Recommended Actions 

 
 
1. 

 
Concur with Governor’s allowance. 
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 Appendix 1 

 

 

Audit Findings 

 

South Region 
 

Audit Period for Last Audit: July 1, 2012 – June 30, 2014 

Issue Date: October 2015 

Number of Findings: 5 

     Number of Repeat Findings: 1 

     % of Repeat Findings: 20% 

Rating: (if applicable) n/a 

 

Finding 1: The region had not fully reconciled its inmate fund records with corresponding 

comptroller records. 
 

Finding 2: Controls were lacking over certain inmate fund transactions and records. 

 

Finding 3: The region made repeated purchases from two vendors without competitive bids and 

written contracts. 

 

Finding 4: A management employee was in a position to influence the region’s decision to hire an 

immediate family member. 

 

Finding 5: Procedures and controls over overtime payments and leave recordkeeping need 

improvement. 
 

 

*Bold denotes item repeated in full or part from preceding audit report. 
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Major Information Technology Projects 

 
 

Maryland Correctional Enterprises 

Enterprise Resource Program 
 

Project Status Implementation. New/Ongoing Project: Ongoing. 

Project Description: This initiative will provide the ability for Maryland Correctional Enterprises (MCE) to revise and update its backend 

processes and aging financial and manufacturing information technology infrastructure to better meet the needs of 

Maryland’s correctional industries program.  The project will allow more efficient management of the agency’s 

program, which currently generates over $50 million per year in sales and services and employs over 2,000 inmates in 

Maryland’s correctional facilities.  The current paper-driven process and computing platform is not efficient and has 

become less effective as MCE grows its business. 

Project Business Goals: This initiative supports the following MCE goals:  a solution whose basic core capabilities address, at a minimum, the 

needs for all the following functions:  (a) enterprise resource planning; (b) customer relationship management; and 

(c) integrating with other Maryland systems, primarily the Financial Management Information System. 

Estimated Total Project Cost: $4,065,384 Estimated Planning Project Cost:  

Project Start Date: April 2016 Projected Completion Date: April 2017 

Schedule Status: The initial Request for Proposals (RFP) was not awarded because there were no bid responses.  This has delayed the 

project by just over a year.  The new RFP is in draft and expected to be awarded by the end of the current fiscal year. 

Cost Status: There are no reported changes to the project cost; however, the project costs may increase a small amount because of 

the schedule delay. 

Scope Status: No reported changes in the project scope. 

Identifiable Risks: The project’s biggest current risk is that bids could exceed the project budget.  However, the project team is confident 

systems are available in the range of its budget. 

Fiscal Year Funding ($ in Thousands) Prior Years FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 

Balance to 

Complete Total 

Personnel Services $0.0 $0.0 $0.0  $0.0 $0.0  $0.0 $0.0  $0.0 

Professional and Outside Services 1,740.4 1,500.0 550.0  275.0 0.0  0.0 2,325.0  4,065.4 

Other Expenditures 0.0 0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0  0.0 0.0  0.0 

Total Funding $1,740.4 $1,500.0 $550.0  $275.0 $0.0  $0.0 $2,325.0  $4,065.4 
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Object/Fund Difference Report 

DPSCS – Division of Correction 

 

  FY 16    

 FY 15 Working FY 17 FY 16 - FY 17 Percent 

Object/Fund Actual Appropriation Allowance Amount Change Change 

      

Positions      

01    Regular 5,848.50 5,816.50 5,816.50 0.00 0% 

02    Contractual 45.58 45.35 45.35 0.00 0% 

Total Positions 5,894.08 5,861.85 5,861.85 0.00 0% 

      

Objects      

01    Salaries and Wages $ 449,181,263 $ 453,951,719 $ 482,605,299 $ 28,653,580 6.3% 

02    Technical and Spec. Fees 1,694,800 1,363,885 1,723,155 359,270 26.3% 

03    Communication 1,494,647 1,373,885 1,372,890 -995 -0.1% 

04    Travel 104,811 105,030 111,050 6,020 5.7% 

06    Fuel and Utilities 39,237,908 39,986,838 40,716,385 729,547 1.8% 

07    Motor Vehicles 2,446,376 3,438,385 2,695,430 -742,955 -21.6% 

08    Contractual Services 134,555,614 143,773,527 148,505,663 4,732,136 3.3% 

09    Supplies and Materials 69,640,717 71,748,376 72,974,552 1,226,176 1.7% 

10    Equipment – Replacement 1,289,228 1,223,978 1,080,700 -143,278 -11.7% 

11    Equipment – Additional 452,117 593,877 1,264,697 670,820 113.0% 

12    Grants, Subsidies, and Contributions 6,204,303 8,045,695 8,341,577 295,882 3.7% 

13    Fixed Charges 1,501,022 1,225,567 1,364,384 138,817 11.3% 

14    Land and Structures 707,384 1,553,000 1,279,000 -274,000 -17.6% 

Total Objects $ 708,510,190 $ 728,383,762 $ 764,034,782 $ 35,651,020 4.9% 

      

Funds      

01    General Fund $ 643,499,420 $ 660,459,974 $ 693,161,088 $ 32,701,114 5.0% 

03    Special Fund 60,674,929 63,552,440 66,187,274 2,634,834 4.1% 

05    Federal Fund 1,635,000 1,120,000 1,318,186 198,186 17.7% 

09    Reimbursable Fund 2,700,841 3,251,348 3,368,234 116,886 3.6% 

Total Funds $ 708,510,190 $ 728,383,762 $ 764,034,782 $ 35,651,020 4.9% 

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 
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Fiscal Summary  

DPSCS – Division of Correction  

 
  
 

 
 

 
FY 16 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

FY 15 
 

Working 
 

FY 17 
 

 
 

FY 16-17  
Unit/Program 

 
Actual 

 
Appropriation 

 
Allowance 

 
Change 

 
% Change  

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
01 Maryland Correctional Enterprises $ 55,586,023 $ 57,534,112 $ 

60,571,150 
$ 3,037,038 5.3% 

01 General Administration 15,654,594 16,015,194 16,191,462 176,268 1.1% 
01 Maryland Correctional Institution Hagerstown 67,714,644 72,090,278 75,966,808 3,876,530 5.4% 
02 Maryland Correctional Training Center 72,545,904 73,682,634 76,479,304 2,796,670 3.8% 
03 Roxbury Correctional Institution 52,266,762 52,439,722 54,615,778 2,176,056 4.1% 
04 Western Correctional Institution 57,490,505 56,973,612 59,574,570 2,600,958 4.6% 
05 North Branch Correctional Institution 58,669,717 60,058,098 62,404,180 2,346,082 3.9% 
01 Jessup Correctional Institution 70,663,884 71,786,131 74,410,904 2,624,773 3.7% 
02 Maryland Correctional Institution Jessup 41,269,583 41,085,867 41,808,000 722,133 1.8% 
03 Maryland Correctional Institution for Women 37,003,857 38,745,938 40,064,108 1,318,170 3.4% 
04 Brockbridge Correctional Institution 21,544,003 24,143,526 24,993,196 849,670 3.5% 
06 Southern Prerelease Unit 5,158,276 5,647,842 5,810,538 162,696 2.9% 
07 Eastern Prerelease Unit 5,679,566 5,797,472 5,992,745 195,273 3.4% 
08 Eastern Correctional Institution 110,720,197 111,623,417 115,306,954 3,683,537 3.3% 
09 Dorsey Run Correctional Facility 19,114,358 24,964,499 32,899,076 7,934,577 31.8% 
10 Central Maryland Correctional Facility 14,584,644 15,795,420 16,946,009 1,150,589 7.3% 
03 Baltimore Prerelease Unit 2,843,673 0 0 0 0% 
Total Expenditures $ 708,510,190 $ 728,383,762 $ 

764,034,782 
$ 35,651,020 4.9% 

      
General Fund $ 643,499,420 $ 660,459,974 $ 

693,161,088 
$ 32,701,114 5.0% 

Special Fund 60,674,929 63,552,440 66,187,274 2,634,834 4.1% 
Federal Fund 1,635,000 1,120,000 1,318,186 198,186 17.7% 
Total Appropriations $ 705,809,349 $ 725,132,414 $ 

760,666,548 
$ 35,534,134 4.9% 

      
Reimbursable Fund $ 2,700,841 $ 3,251,348 $ 3,368,234 $ 116,886 3.6% 
Total Funds $ 708,510,190 $ 728,383,762 $ 

764,034,782 
$ 35,651,020 4.9% 

      

      
 
The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent reductions. 
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Note:  Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 
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Operating Budget Data 

 ($ in Thousands) 
 
        

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change  

  Actual Working Allowance Change Prior Year  

        
 General Fund $5,697 $5,925 $5,966 $42 0.7%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 0 -18 -18   

 Adjusted General Fund $5,697 $5,925 $5,948 $23 0.4%  

        

 Adjusted Grand Total $5,697 $5,925 $5,948 $23 0.4%  

        

 

 When adjusted for the fiscal 2017 across-the-board reduction for health insurance, the Maryland 

Parole Commission’s (MPC) fiscal 2017 allowance remains largely unchanged from the 

fiscal 2016 working appropriation, with an increase of only 0.4% in general funds. 
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Personnel Data 

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17  

  Actual Working Allowance Change   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Regular Positions 

 
72.00 

 
72.00 

 
72.00 

 
0.00 

 
  

 Contractual FTEs 
 

2.10 
 

1.81 
 

1.81 
 

0.00 
 
  

 
 
Total Personnel 

 
74.10 

 
73.81 

 
73.81 

 
0.00 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Vacancy Data:  Regular Positions 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Turnover and Necessary Vacancies, Excluding New 

Positions 
 

2.88 
 

4.00% 
 

 
 
 

 
 Positions and Percentage Vacant as of 12/31/15 

 
5.00 

 
6.94% 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

 As of the end of calendar 2015, MPC had 5 vacant positions, about 2 more than is needed on 

average to meet budgeted turnover.  All of the positions have been vacant for less than 

six months. 

 

 

Analysis in Brief 

 

Major Trends 
 

Parole Commission Workload:  In fiscal 2015, MPC conducted 8,714 parole hearings for State and 

local inmates, an overall decline of 11.4% from fiscal 2014.  As a proportion of hearings conducted, 

the percent of State inmates granted parole decreased to 34.0% after increasing significantly between 

fiscal 2011 and 2013.  The percent of local inmates granted parole remained fairly stable at 53.0%. 

 

Parole Releases in Relation to Parole Eligibility:  Since MPC began monitoring the number of releases 

at or within 12 months of parole eligibility, the percent of parolees released by the eligibility date 

decreased from 25% in fiscal 2013 to 13% in fiscal 2015.  The majority of parole releases occur within 

12 months after parole eligibility, at 60% to 65% each year from fiscal 2013 to 2015.   

 

Retake Warrants:  MPC has a goal of having at least 35% of retake warrants processed within 

three business days.  Although performance in fiscal 2015 dropped slightly, the agency still performed 

11 percentage points above its goal. 

 

 

Recommended Actions 

    

1. Concur with Governor’s allowance. 
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Operating Budget Analysis 

 

Program Description 

 

The Maryland Parole Commission (MPC) hears cases for parole release and revocation and is 

authorized to parole inmates sentenced to a term of confinement of six months or more from any 

correctional institution in Maryland except the Patuxent Institution.  The commission is authorized to 

issue warrants for the return to custody of alleged violators and revoke supervision upon finding that a 

violation of the conditions of parole or mandatory supervision release has occurred.  The commission 

also makes recommendations to the Governor regarding pardons, commutations of sentences, and 

parole of inmates sentenced to life imprisonment. 

 

 

Performance Analysis:  Managing for Results 
 

 

1. Parole Commission Workload 

 

Exhibit 1 shows the number of parole hearings conducted and the number of inmates granted 

parole by MPC for both State and local inmates.  Workload data specific to local detention centers was 

first reported in the agency’s fiscal 2014 Managing for Results (MFR) data.  In fiscal 2012, MPC held 

a record number of parole hearings, with 13,929 for State inmates and 2,324 for local inmates.  This 

was primarily the result of a policy change increasing parole hearings scheduled as soon as 

administratively possible from sentences of four years or fewer to sentences of five years or fewer.  

This created an influx of hearings in fiscal 2012 that has since leveled out.  In fiscal 2015, MPC 

conducted 7,128 hearings for inmates in State correctional facilities.  An additional 1,586 were held for 

inmates in local detention centers.  Fiscal 2015 reflects a decline in parole hearings for both State (17%) 

and local (8%) inmates.  Aside from the anticipated decrease in hearings associated with the scheduling 

policy change in fiscal 2012, implementation issues with the Offender Case Management System and 

the decentralization of offender intake have also contributed to the decrease in hearings. 
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Exhibit 1 

Parole Hearings Conducted and Inmates Granted Parole 
Fiscal 2006-2015 

 

 
 

 

Note:  Local parole hearing data first reported for fiscal 2011. 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2006-2015 

 

 

 Approximately 31% of the local parole hearings in fiscal 2015 were conducted via video 

conference, a decline of 8 percentage points from fiscal 2014.  The department has indicated that the 

decrease is a result of weekly scheduling decisions to minimize costs associated with offender 

transportation and maximize the number of cases heard.  MPC acquired a fourth video conferencing 

unit in August 2015, and therefore expects to be able to increase the proportion of hearings conducted 

via video conferencing. 

 

 Exhibit 1 also illustrates the number of State and local inmates granted parole each year.  

Consistent with the increase in parole hearings conducted, the number of inmates paroled from State 

correctional facilities grew significantly between fiscal 2011 and 2012, by 45%, or over 1,000 inmates.  

This increase continued in fiscal 2013 for State inmates, when 3,600 offenders were granted parole.  

The number of local inmates granted parole declined by 3% between fiscal 2012 and 2013, with 

1,180 local offenders being released by MPC.  Fiscal 2014 and 2015 saw a continued decline in inmates 
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paroled, with 2,394 State and 845 local inmates release on parole in fiscal 2015.  This is a decrease of 

25% and 11%, respectively, consistent with the decrease in hearings conducted.  As a proportion of 

hearings conducted, the percent of local inmates granted parole has remained fairly stable at 53%.  The 

percent of State inmates released on parole increased steadily from 19% in fiscal 2011 to 40% in 

fiscal 2014, but decreased to 34% in fiscal 2015. 

 

 

2. Parole Releases in Relation to Parole Eligibility 

 

In fiscal 2013, MPC began monitoring the number of releases at or within 12 months of parole 

eligibility, in part to determine the impact of the Parole Case Review (PCR) policy.  PCR calls for 

identifying low- to moderate-risk offenders (excluding ineligible crimes), placing those offenders in 

programming as soon as possible, and developing a case plan for the offenders that is reviewed and 

commented upon or approved early by MPC in order to jumpstart the parole review process, and 

therefore increase the likelihood that participating offenders can be released at their initial parole 

hearing.  The department has found that this process facilitates communication between case 

management and MPC and provides case management with a clear direction as to how to proceed with 

programming in each offender’s case. 

 

Exhibit 2 shows offenders paroled by MPC in fiscal 2013 through 2015.  At the request of the 

budget committees, MPC now includes this data with its annual MFR submission.  In previous years, 

MPC has testified that it expects only about 20% of the parole releases to occur at parole eligibility.  

While MPC exceeded this goal in fiscal 2013 by 5 percentage points, the amount of parolees released 

by the eligibility date has since decreased steadily by a total of 12 percentage points.  The majority of 

parole releases occur within 12 months after parole eligibility, at 60% to 65% each year from 

fiscal 2013 to 2015.  The agency reports that the decreased portion of parole releases occurring at parole 

eligibility is likely due to the training and acclimation period for two recent commissioner 

appointments, and is expected to level out in future years. 
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Exhibit 2 

Parole Releases in Relation to Parole Eligibility Month 
Fiscal 2013-2015 

 

 
 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2013-2015 

 

 

 

3. Retake Warrants 

 

Exhibit 3 demonstrates the agency’s continued efforts to exceed its goal of having at least 

35% of retake warrants processed within three business days.  Retake warrants are processed by MPC 

when a parolee violates the terms of parole.  Once MPC has been notified of the violation by the 

community supervision agent, MPC transmits a warrant to the Central Home Detention Unit for the 

parolee’s arrest, so that a determination can be made as to whether the parolee will return to the 

correctional institution from which the parolee was released.  A faster processing time means that 

offenders who should not be in the community may be apprehended for parole violations more quickly. 
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Exhibit 3 

Retake Warrant Processing 
Fiscal 2006-2015 

 

 
 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2006-2015 

 

 

After a significant decrease in fiscal 2010, MPC first exceeded its target in fiscal 2012, with 

38% of retake warrants processed within three business days.  The agency continued to improve over 

fiscal 2013 and into fiscal 2014 by processing 53% within the given time period.  Although performance 

in fiscal 2015 dropped slightly, the agency still performed 11 percentage points above its goal.  The 

percentage of retake warrants processed within one business day improved significantly in 2013, rising 

from 7% to 18%, but has since dropped back down to 8%.  MPC has prioritized the processing of 

warrants for high-risk offenders, such as sex offenders or those in the Violence Prevention Initiative, 

which has resulted in improved processing times. 
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Proposed Budget 
 

 The Governor’s fiscal 2017 allowance reflects a $23,000 increase when compared to the 

fiscal 2016 working appropriation, as shown in Exhibit 4. 

 

 

Exhibit 4 

Proposed Budget 
DPSCS – Maryland Parole Commission 

($ in Thousands) 

 

How Much It Grows: 

General 

Fund 

 

Total  

Fiscal 2015 Actual $5,697 $5,697  

Fiscal 2016 Working Appropriation 5,925 5,925  

Fiscal 2017 Allowance 5,948 5,948  

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Amount Change $23 $23  

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Percent Change 0.4% 0.4%  
 

Where It Goes:  

 Personnel Expenses  

  Employee retirement ................................................................................................  $68 

  Employee and retiree health insurance .....................................................................  66 

  Workersʼ compensation premium assessment ..........................................................  -1 

  Overtime ...................................................................................................................  -2 

  Turnover adjustments ...............................................................................................  -72 

 Other Changes 0 

  Contractual services .................................................................................................  6 

  Utilities .....................................................................................................................  -9 

  Vehicle purchase ......................................................................................................  -15 

  Non-Department of General Services rent ...............................................................  -16 

  Other .........................................................................................................................  -2 

 Total $24 
 

 

Note:  Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 

 

 

 Personnel expenses increase by about $59,000, after adjusting for the fiscal 2017 

across-the-board reduction for health insurance.  Employee retirement and health insurance increase 

personnel expenses by $68,000 and $66,000, respectively.  These increases are offset by a decrease of 

$72,000 for the turnover adjustment.  The allowance for the Department of Budget and Management 
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also includes funding for employee increments.  A general fund amount of $63,480 will be transferred 

by budget amendment to MPC to allocate funding for increments. 

 

 Outside of personnel expenses, MPC receives a small amount of additional funding for 

contractual services, driven by interpreter services.  These costs are more than offset by decreases in 

the allowance for rent ($16,000), one-time vehicle replacement ($15,000), and utilities ($9,000). 

 

Across-the-board Reductions 
 

The fiscal 2017 budget bill includes an across-the-board reduction for employee health 

insurance, based on a revised estimate of the amount of funding needed.  This agency’s share of these 

reductions is $18,145 in general funds.  There is an additional across-the-board reduction to abolish 

positions statewide, but the amounts have not been allocated by agency. 
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Recommended Actions 

 

1. Concur with Governor’s allowance. 
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Object/Fund Difference Report 

DPSCS – Maryland Parole Commission 

 

  FY 16    

 FY 15 Working FY 17 FY 16 - FY 17 Percent 

Object/Fund Actual Appropriation Allowance Amount Change Change 

      

Positions      

01    Regular 72.00 72.00 72.00 0.00 0% 

02    Contractual 2.10 1.81 1.81 0.00 0% 

Total Positions 74.10 73.81 73.81 0.00 0% 

      

Objects      

01    Salaries and Wages $ 5,320,841 $ 5,499,931 $ 5,576,991 $ 77,060 1.4% 

02    Technical and Spec. Fees 67,346 65,962 61,638 -4,324 -6.6% 

03    Communication 36,700 39,000 38,336 -664 -1.7% 

04    Travel 21,356 32,000 32,000 0 0% 

06    Fuel and Utilities 27,222 36,600 28,039 -8,561 -23.4% 

07    Motor Vehicles 8,099 24,790 9,380 -15,410 -62.2% 

08    Contractual Services 20,975 12,200 20,230 8,030 65.8% 

09    Supplies and Materials 28,526 34,250 34,300 50 0.1% 

10    Equipment – Replacement 9,547 0 0 0 0.0% 

13    Fixed Charges 156,159 179,977 165,402 -14,575 -8.1% 

Total Objects $ 5,696,771 $ 5,924,710 $ 5,966,316 $ 41,606 0.7% 

      

Funds      

01    General Fund $ 5,696,771 $ 5,924,710 $ 5,966,316 $ 41,606 0.7% 

Total Funds $ 5,696,771 $ 5,924,710 $ 5,966,316 $ 41,606 0.7% 

      

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 
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Division of Parole and Probation 
Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 

 

 
 
Note:  Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 
 
For further information contact:   Hannah E. Dier Phone:  (410) 946-5530 
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Operating Budget Data 

 ($ in Thousands) 
 
        

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change  

  Actual Working Allowance Change Prior Year  

        
 General Fund $99,865 $102,344 $108,885 $6,541 6.4%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 0 -353 -353   

 Adjusted General Fund $99,865 $102,344 $108,532 $6,188 6.0%  

        

 Special Fund 6,599 6,097 6,148 51 0.8%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 0 -7 -7   

 Adjusted Special Fund $6,599 $6,097 $6,141 $43 0.7%  

        

 Reimbursable Fund 125 112 105 -7 -5.9%  

 Adjusted Reimbursable Fund $125 $112 $105 -$7 -5.9%  

        

 Adjusted Grand Total $106,590 $108,554 $114,778 $6,224 5.7%  

        

 

 The fiscal 2017 allowance for the Division of Parole and Probation (DPP) increases by 

$6.2 million when compared to the fiscal 2016 working appropriation.  This is driven by a 

General Fund increase of about $5.7 million for personnel expenses.  The allowance also 

includes an additional $540,000 in general funds to create a day reporting center in 

Baltimore City, as recommended by the Heroin and Opioid Emergency Task Force. 
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Personnel Data 

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17  

  Actual Working Allowance Change   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Regular Positions 

 
1,204.00 

 
1,201.00 

 
1,198.00 

 
-3.00 

 
  

 Contractual FTEs 
 

68.61 
 

69.59 
 

69.59 
 

0.00 
 
  

 
 
Total Personnel 

 
1,272.61 

 
1,270.59 

 
1,267.59 

 
-3.00 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Vacancy Data:  Regular Positions 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Turnover and Necessary Vacancies, Excluding New 

Positions 
 

47.20 
 

3.94% 
 

 
 
  

 Positions and Percentage Vacant as of 12/31/15 
 

126.00 
 

10.49% 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

 

 DPP loses 3 regular positions in the fiscal 2017 allowance, all vacant from the Drinking Driver 

Monitor Program (DDMP). 

 

 At the close of calendar 2015, DPP had 126 vacant positions.  This is more than twice what is 

needed on average to meet the budgeted turnover rate.  Fifty-three of the vacancies are for 

nonsupervisory parole and probation agent positions, and an additional 13 vacancies are for 

DDMP agent positions.  DPP should comment on the effect that the high vacancy rate has 

had on its ability to carry out its mission, as well as the plan to fill vacant positions. 
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Analysis in Brief 

 

Major Trends 
 

Pretrial Release Services Program:  Between fiscal 2006 and 2015, pretrial investigations declined by 

more than 25,000, or nearly 60%.  On average, the Pretrial Release Services Program (PRSP) receives 

4,780 cases annually and supervises approximately 1,175 defendants in any given fiscal year.  PRSP 

staff has been successful in meeting the goals of having 4% or less of its population arrested on new 

charges while under supervision and having 8% or less of the population fail to appear for required 

court dates. 

 

Supervision Population:  Between fiscal 2010 and 2015, the total number of offenders with active 

cases decreased by just more than 14,700, or an average of 4.2% each year.  The department has 

continued to meet its target of having the percent of cases under supervision closed due to revocation 

for a new offense below fiscal 2011 levels for the past four years.  The overall number of revocations 

decreased in fiscal 2015 by 443, or 9.3%. 

 

 

Issues 
 

Parole and Probation Caseload and Staffing Analysis:  Identifying appropriate caseloads for parole 

and probation agents has been an area of ongoing concern.  A December 2015 caseload and staffing 

report indicates that Maryland’s average general caseload of 116 cases is the fourth highest average 

compared to 31 other states.  Based on the DPP case count, standard time to handle a case, and the 

available staffing hours, the report indicates that DPP needs a total of 700 supervision agents to handle 

the current workload.  The Department of Legislative Services (DLS) recommends adopting 

committee narrative expressing intent that DPP reduce the general caseload to the national 

average of 82.  DPP should comment on the projected impact of Justice Reinvestment Initiative 

recommendations on the number of agents that it will need to handle the supervision population 

in future years. 
 

Parole and Probation Focus Group Study:  The submitted December 2015 caseload and staffing 

analysis report also includes a supervision agent focus group study.  The focus groups expressed 

concern about a range of issues, most notably including the use of kiosks, urinalysis testing, fee and 

restitution collection, and remote access to records.  DLS recommends adopting committee narrative 

requesting an analysis of the kiosk program and alternative reporting options, expressing intent 

that the Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services (DPSCS) add an enforcement 

mechanism for the availability of technicians to testify to the drug testing procurement request, 

requesting that DPSCS submit the final procurement request to the budget committees, 

expressing intent that the department receive sufficient funding for urinalysis testing kits in 

future years, expressing intent that DPSCS submit legislation during the 2017 session that would 

transfer authority for collections from DPP to the Central Collection Unit, and requesting a 

report on the feasibility of providing remote access to the Offender Case Management System 
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and other electronic databases for supervision agents and Warrant Apprehension Unit officers 

to facilitate field work capabilities. 

 

 

Recommended Actions 
 

    
1. Add budget language restricting funds for the purpose of creating a day reporting center. 

2. Adopt committee narrative expressing intent that the Division of Parole and Probation reduce 

the general caseload size. 

3. Adopt committee narrative expressing intent regarding the forthcoming drug testing 

procurement and requesting that the department submit the final procurement request to the 

budget committees. 

4. Adopt committee narrative expressing intent that the Division of Parole and Probation receive 

sufficient funding for urinalysis testing kits. 

5. Adopt committee narrative expressing intent that the Department of Public Safety and 

Correctional Services submit legislation transferring the authority for collections from the 

Division of Parole and Probation to the Central Collections Unit of the Department of Budget 

and Management. 

6. Adopt committee narrative requesting a report analyzing the kiosk program and alternative 

supervision reporting options. 

7. Adopt narrative requesting a report on the feasibility of providing remote access to electronic 

records and databases. 
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Operating Budget Analysis 

 

Program Description 

 

The Division of Parole and Probation (DPP) provides offender supervision and investigation 

services under the Correctional Services Article, Title 6, Annotated Code of Maryland.  The division’s 

largest workload involves the supervision of probationers assigned to the division by the courts.  

Inmates released on parole by the Maryland Parole Commission, or released from the Division of 

Correction because of mandatory release, are also supervised by the division.  The Drinking Driver 

Monitor Program (DDMP) supervises offenders sentenced by the courts to probation for driving while 

intoxicated or driving under the influence.  DPP also includes the Pretrial Release Services Program 

(PRSP), which interviews, investigates, and presents recommendations to Baltimore City courts 

concerning the pretrial release of individuals accused of crimes in Baltimore.  The PRSP also supervises 

defendants released on personal recognizance or conditional bail as ordered by the court. 

 

 

Performance Analysis:  Managing for Results 
 

 

1. Pretrial Release Services Program 

 

As shown in Exhibit 1, the number of pretrial investigations has declined dramatically over the 

past decade, consistent with a decline in arrests and bookings over the same time period.  Between 

fiscal 2006 and 2015, investigations declined by more than 25,000, or nearly 60%.  Although the 

number of pretrial investigations has decreased since fiscal 2013, this generally has not coincided with 

fewer cases referred for supervision.  Since peaking at 5,431 in fiscal 2008, the number of cases 

received annually remained between 4,600 and 5,200 through fiscal 2014.  Fiscal 2015 was the 

first year that the PRSP received fewer than 4,000 cases.  On average, the PRSP receives 4,780 cases 

annually and supervises approximately 1,175 defendants in any given fiscal year. 

 

 The purpose of the PRSP is to ensure that pretrial defendants released into the community 

comply with bail conditions, do not engage in criminal activity while on release, and appear for court 

when required.  Exhibit 2 shows that the PRSP staff has been successful in meeting the goals of having 

4% or less of its population arrested on new charges while under supervision and having 8% or less of 

the population fail to appear for required court dates.  The PRSP met both of these goals in all of the 

past 10 years. 
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Exhibit 1 

Pretrial Release Services Program 

Workload Trends 
Fiscal 2006-2015 

 

 
 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2006-2015 
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Exhibit 2 

Pretrial Release Services Program 

Performance Measures 
Fiscal 2006-2015 

 

 
 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2006-2015 

 

 

 

  

0%

1%

2%

3%

4%

5%

6%

7%

8%

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Arrested on New Charges Fail to Appear



Q00C02 – DPSCS – Division of Parole and Probation 
 

 

Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 
147 

2. Supervision Population 

 

Exhibit 3 shows the number of offenders with active cases under supervision from fiscal 2006 

through 2015 by the following types of supervision:  probation, parole, mandatory release, and the 

DDMP.  Probationers account for the largest portion of the fiscal 2015 supervision population, at 

63.6%, followed by DDMP participants (21.1%), parolees (8.9%), and mandatory supervision releases 

(6.4%).  Between fiscal 2010 and 2015, the total number of offenders with active cases decreased by 

just more than 14,700, or an average of 4.2% each year.  Parole release cases saw the smallest decrease 

over this period, declining by only 2.0% over five years.  The DDMP saw a decline of almost 25.0% 

between fiscal 2010 and 2015, despite a slight increase in fiscal 2013.  The total supervision population 

decreased by about 2,930, or 5.0%, between fiscal 2014 and 2015. 

 

 

Exhibit 3 

Offenders with Active Cases under Supervision at End of Fiscal Year 
Fiscal 2006-2015 

 

 
 

 

DDMP:  Drinking Driver Monitor Program 
 

Source:  Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services; Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2006-2015 
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The number and percent of supervision cases closed due to revocation for a new offense are 

demonstrated in Exhibit 4.  Overall, the department has met its target of having the percent of cases 

under supervision closed due to revocation for a new offense below fiscal 2011 levels for the past 

four years, despite increases in the numbers and rates of revocations for all supervision types except 

the DDMP in fiscal 2014.  The overall number of revocations decreased between fiscal 2014 and 2015 

by 443, or 9.3%.  The mandatory supervision release population, which consistently has the highest 

revocation rate each year, had 338 revocations in fiscal 2015.  Probationers account for the largest 

number of revocations each year and totaled 3,662 in fiscal 2015. 

 

 

Exhibit 4 

Cases Closed Due to Revocation for New Offense 
Fiscal 2011-2015 

 

 
 

DDMP:  Drinking Driver Monitor Program 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2011-2015 
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Proposed Budget 
 

 As seen in Exhibit 5, the Governor’s fiscal 2017 allowance for DPP increases by $6.2 million, 

or 5.7%, when compared to the fiscal 2016 working appropriation.  Nearly all of the increase is 

attributable to an increase in the agency’s general fund spending in the allowance. 

 

 

Exhibit 5 

Proposed Budget 
DPSCS – Division of Parole and Probation 

($ in Thousands) 

 

How Much It Grows: 

General 

Fund 

Special 

Fund 

Reimb. 

Fund Total 

Fiscal 2015 Actual $99,865 $6,599 $125 $106,590 

Fiscal 2016 Working Appropriation 102,344 6,097 112 108,554 

Fiscal 2017 Allowance 108,532 6,141 105 114,778 

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Amount Change $6,188 $43 -$7 $6,224 

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Percent Change 6.0% 0.7% -5.9% 5.7% 

 

Where It Goes: 

 Personnel Expenses  

  Employee and retiree health insurance .................................................................................  $2,415 

  Turnover adjustments ...........................................................................................................  1,849 

  Employee retirement.............................................................................................................  1,776 

  Workersʼ compensation premium assessment ......................................................................  -169 

  Abolished positions ..............................................................................................................  -199 

  Other fringe benefit adjustments ..........................................................................................  16 

 DPP Support Services  

  Extraditions ...........................................................................................................................  60 

  Vehicle replacement .............................................................................................................  42 

  Maryland State Police polygraph testing of sex offenders ...................................................  30 

  Contractual full-time equivalents .........................................................................................  -30 

  Global positioning and home monitoring contract ...............................................................  -50 

  Urinalysis testing ..................................................................................................................  -50 

 Pretrial Release Services  

  Vehicle replacement .............................................................................................................  21 

  Equipment rental ..................................................................................................................  20 
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Where It Goes: 

  Office supplies ......................................................................................................................  -30 

 Regional Supervision  

  Day reporting center in Baltimore City ................................................................................  540 

  Non-Department of General Services rent ...........................................................................  139 

  Vehicle replacement .............................................................................................................  -14 

  Fuel and utilities ...................................................................................................................  -62 

  Security services ...................................................................................................................  -79 

 Total $6,224 
 

 

DPSCS:  Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 

 

Note:  Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 

 

 

Personnel Expenses 
 

 The allowance for personnel expenses increases by a net $5.7 million.  The largest increases 

occur for health insurance ($2.4 million), the turnover adjustment ($1.8 million), and retirement 

($1.8 million).  DPP increased the reduction made for turnover in the fiscal 2016 working appropriation 

in order to account for a large number of vacant positions, and to apply the vacancy savings toward the 

department’s fiscal 2016 2% General Fund reduction.  However, the budgeted turnover rate is reduced 

in the allowance. 

 

 The increases are slightly offset by decreases for the workers’ compensation premium 

assessment and abolished positions.  The allowance includes a reduction of 3 regular positions from 

the DDMP and $199,000 in associated funding.  The department has been making efforts to reduce 

DDMP operating expenditures, as special fund revenues from the DDMP are no longer adequate to 

fully fund the program’s operations.  Beginning in fiscal 2015, DPP began charging only salaries and 

wages to the DDMP special fund. 

 

 The allowance for the Department of Budget and Management (DBM) also includes funding 

for employee increments.  A general fund amount of $144,902 will be transferred by budget amendment 

to DPP to allocate funding for increments. 

 

DPP Support Services 
 

DPP Support Services includes General Administration, the Warrant Apprehension Unit 

(WAU), and the Urinalysis and Treatment Services.  The allowance for costs associated with 

extraditions increases by $60,000.  Prior to fiscal 2014, the Maryland State Police (MSP) performed all 

extraditions for the Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services (DPSCS).  DPSCS began 

handling all regional extraditions partway through fiscal 2014.  In fiscal 2015, DPSCS assumed 
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responsibility for all extraditions.  DPSCS continues to receive assistance from MSP for aspects of 

certain extraditions, such as the use of the State plane when offenders are denied passage on commercial 

airliners and, therefore, still reimburses MSP for associated costs.  The fiscal 2017 allowance reflects 

the annualization of extradition costs. 

 

Funding for polygraph testing of sex offenders, conducted for DPSCS by MSP, increases by 

$30,000 in the allowance, consistent with prior year actual spending.  As discussed in the fiscal 2017 

DPSCS Administration analysis, the new DPSCS Polygraph Unit is now fully staffed and began 

administering polygraph tests in September 2015.  DPSCS should comment on whether assuming 

responsibility of polygraph testing for sex offenders within the DPSCS Polygraph Unit could 

achieve operational or cost efficiencies in future years. 

 

The allowance includes decreases of $50,000 each for the urinalysis testing and global 

positioning and home monitoring contracts.  Funding for contractual full-time equivalents (FTE) also 

decreases in the allowance.  The inclusion of contractual health insurance is more than balanced by 

decreases for the contractual FTE payroll and the contractual turnover adjustment.  DPP Support 

Services and Pretrial Release Services receive a total of $63,000 to replace three vehicles; however, 

this is partially offset by the removal of the $14,000 deficiency appropriation for vehicle replacement. 

 

Day Reporting Center 
 

The Governor’s allowance includes $540,000 in general funds for the creation of a day reporting 

center pilot program in Baltimore City, as recommended by the Heroin and Opioid Emergency Task 

Force.  Day reporting centers typically are equipped to provide comprehensive, nonresidential services, 

which can include substance abuse treatment, cognitive behavioral therapy, employment training, 

mental health counseling, job readiness and training, and education.  The task force recommendation 

is to task DPSCS, the Governor’s Office of Crime Control and Prevention, and the Judiciary with 

collaborating to establish a day reporting center pilot program aimed at integrating treatment into 

offender supervision.  DPSCS should comment on the size and characteristics of the particular 

offender population to be served by the pilot program. 

 

The Department of Legislative Services (DLS) recommends adding budget bill language 

restricting the funds associated with the day reporting center pilot program to that purpose 

within the DPSCS appropriation. 
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Issues 

 

1. Parole and Probation Caseload and Staffing Analysis 

 

Identifying appropriate caseloads for parole and probation agents has been an area of ongoing 

concern.  In the past, DPSCS has indicated that 30 to 40 cases per agent is appropriate for specialized 

cases, such as sex offenders or Violence Prevention Initiative (VPI) participants, but establishing ideal 

caseloads for general supervision cases required completion of a time study.  Budget bill language 

restricting funds until receipt of a time study report and appropriate caseload standards for the general 

caseload was added to the fiscal 2014 and 2015 budget bills.  DPSCS submitted a draft report in 

May 2015, followed by a more comprehensive final report and recommendations in December 2015.  

The final time study, caseload analysis, and agent focus group report were completed by a research 

team at the University of Baltimore Schaefer Center for Public Policy. 

 

Caseload Analysis 
 

 The research team conducted a four-week time study with 114 parole and probation agents and 

warrant apprehension officers recording a total of 25,743 hours of work activity for 6,388 offenders.  

The research team also analyzed caseload data for all offenders under supervision on 

September 29, 2014.  The research team’s analysis indicated that nearly 80% of offenders fall into the 

general supervision category, about 6% in the sexual offender category, about 4.5% in the VPI category, 

and the remaining 10% in review, as shown in Exhibit 6.  Exhibit 7 demonstrates the distribution of 

Maryland’s general caseload by supervision level. 
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Exhibit 6 

Offenders by Risk Classification 
September 29, 2014 

 

 

 
 

 

Source:  Division of Parole and Probation Agent Workload Study, University of Baltimore – College of Public Affairs 
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Exhibit 7 

General Supervision Caseload by Supervision Level 
September 29, 2014 

 

 
 

Source:  Division of Parole and Probation Agent Workload Study, University of Baltimore – College of Public Affairs 

 

 

The analysis of cases assigned to supervision agents by supervision level demonstrated that 

agents responsible for offenders under general supervision handle about three times as many cases as 

agents responsible for any offenders under special supervision types, as illustrated in Exhibit 8.  Some 

of this difference is attributable to the decreased amount of time needed to handle a general case versus 

a special case.  However, a comparison of Maryland caseload data to other states revealed that 

Maryland’s average general caseload of 116 cases is the fourth highest average compared to 31 other 

states.  Maryland’s average special caseload sizes though, fall at or below the national averages 

calculated by the research team.  Agents and supervisors that participated in the focus group noted that 

high general supervision caseloads prevent agents from keeping up with supervision requirements.  

While the research team was unable to validate this claim with data, a review of case notes indicated 

that it is unlikely supervision standards are always met. 
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Exhibit 8 

Average Caseload Size by Population 
 

 
 

* The national average includes 32 states for general, 12 states for violent offender, 21 states for sex offender, and 13 states 

for mental health. 

 

Source:  Division of Parole and Probation Agent Workload Study, University of Baltimore – College of Public Affairs 

 

 

 The research team recommends that the general supervision caseload size be reduced.  There is 

no industry standard, but Maryland’s general caseload could be reduced to be more in line with the 

national average of 82 cases per agent.  The research team suggests that adding more supervision agents 

would help to reduce the caseload, but the caseload could also be reduced by improving the 

effectiveness of supervision tools, management practices, and coordination with partner agencies.  The 

Offender Case Management System (OCMS), urinalysis testing, and kiosks are specifically identified 

as tools that should be improved. 

 

DLS recommends adopting committee narrative expressing intent that DPP reduce the 

general caseload to the national average of 82. 
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Staffing Analysis 
 

The parole and probation staffing need was projected based on the case count, the measured 

standard time to handle a case, and the available staffing hours.  The time study results indicate that 

VPI Level 2 supervision requires the most hours per offender, at 25.6, while general low-risk 

supervision requires the least hours per offender, at 8.3.  The research team projects that DPP needs 

700 supervision agents to handle a caseload of 48,731 offenders statewide.  The 12-month average 

caseload data and projected staffing need by jurisdiction can be found in Appendix 1. 

 

 The report indicates that DPP has 672 supervision agent positions.  In order to meet the 

recommendation, DPP would need an additional 28 positions.  However, January 2016 vacancy data 

shows that DPP has 53 parole and probation agent positions vacant.  DPP would likely need more than 

700 authorized supervision agent positions in order to account for vacancies and actually have 

700 working agents at any given time. 

 

 The staffing analysis estimate does not include an adjustment for the expected increase in the 

offender population under supervision associated with the implementation of Justice Reinvestment 

Initiative (JRI) recommendations, as discussed in the DPSCS Overview analysis.  Should the 

supervision population increase, DPP would need additional agents in order to handle the additional 

offenders and maintain a reasonable caseload.  As the State moves forward with JRI implementation, 

DPP should consider conducting caseload and staffing analyses on a regular basis to ensure the caseload 

is rebalanced when needed.  DPP should comment on the projected impact of JRI 

recommendations on the number of agents that it will need to handle the supervision population 

in future years. 

 

 

2. Parole and Probation Focus Group Study 

 

The DPP December 2015 Joint Chairmen’s Report submission included a focus group study.  

The same University of Baltimore research team that analyzed the DPP caseload and staffing also 

conducted 15 focus groups with 137 participants, including supervision agents and supervisors, as well 

as employees of the Court Liaison Unit, the Liaison Waiver Unit, and WAU.  The participants identified 

a range of barriers to effectiveness and organizational challenges, as well as recommendations to 

improve supervision tools.  The findings include deficiencies relating to: 

 

 OCMS; 

 

 the value of case plans; 

 

 the usefulness of kiosks; 

 

 availability of urinalysis testing; 
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 access to records in the field; 

 

 personal safety; 

 

 overtime; 

 

 training; and 

 

 inter- and intra-departmental cooperation and communication. 

 

Concerns regarding OCMS and training are discussed in more detail in the 

DPSCS – Administration and the DPSCS – Police and Correctional Training Commissions analyses, 

respectively.  Issues relating to kiosks, urinalysis testing, fee and restitution collection, and remote 

access to records are discussed further below. 

 

Kiosks 
 

The goals of the kiosk system are to reduce the number of personal interactions between 

supervision agents and low-risk offenders, and to provide off-site reporting capability for offenders 

during nonbusiness hours.  A reduction in personal interactions between agents and offenders could 

reduce agent workloads.  Offender access to kiosks during nonbusiness hours is desirable so as to 

encourage offender participation in other remedial opportunities, such as employment.  The department 

originally intended to use kiosk reporting only for low-risk offenders, but in more recent years has 

expanded kiosk reporting to include more frequent reporting for high-risk offenders.  In the future, DPP 

intends to use kiosk reporting only with moderate- and low-risk offenders as a reward for compliance 

with the conditions of supervision and stabilized adjustment to supervision. 

 

The focus group report indicates mixed reactions among supervision agent participants 

regarding the usefulness of the kiosk system.  Agents from some jurisdictions in particular noted that 

kiosks are in locations that offenders cannot access after-hours.  The department began rolling out 

kiosks to DPP field offices in 2010, and by July 2011, all field offices had kiosk equipment installed 

and operating.  DPP procured software for the kiosks from the New York City Department of Probation.  

DPSCS reports that because of technical requirements of the software, kiosk equipment must be placed 

in DPP offices and connected to the department’s mainframe. 

 

Other states and jurisdictions have explored and implemented electronic reporting systems aside 

from kiosks.  United States probation offices, for example, allow certain supervised offenders 

(sentenced and pretrial) to participate in online reporting.  This allows offenders to report at any time, 

regardless of day or time. 

 

DLS recommends adopting committee narrative requesting an analysis of the kiosk 

program and alternative supervision reporting options. 
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Urinalysis Testing 
 

 Focus group participants expressed dissatisfaction regarding a shortage of urinalysis testing kits, 

the unavailability of technicians, and the failure of positive results to hold up in court hearings.  The 

department’s current urinalysis vendor, Pharmatech, is located in California, which is where samples 

must be sent for testing.  Additionally, although the department’s contract with Pharmatech indicates 

technicians must be available to testify regarding the validity of test results, the vendor has been 

resistant to fly technicians to Maryland for court hearings.  This can have the effect of diminishing the 

strength of positive urinalysis results. 

 

The urinalysis contract with the current vendor ends at the end of September 2016.  DPSCS has 

begun to research considerations for the next drug testing contract, which may include oral swab instant 

testing, traditional laboratory urinalysis, and urinalysis to detect synthetic compounds.  DLS 

recommends adopting committee narrative expressing intent that DPSCS continue to include the 

availability of technicians to testify to the procurement request, and also include an enforcement 

mechanism for that provision.  The final procurement request should be submitted to the budget 

committees. 
 

Focus group participants also noted a lack of testing kits at some DPP offices.  Exhibit 9 shows 

urinalysis tests conducted and the rate of positive results between fiscal 2011 and 2015.  The number 

of tests conducted decreased sharply between fiscal 2012 and 2014 and remained relatively flat in 

fiscal 2015.  DPSCS has advised that the decrease is the result of changes to testing policy, as well as 

delayed shipment of specimens.  Upon noting that 80% of urine samples yielded negative results, 

DPSCS changed its drug testing policy in fiscal 2012 to only regularly screen the high risk offender 

population, which includes violent offenders, sex offenders, and domestic violence offenders.  This 

resulted in a 30% reduction in urinalysis tests conducted.  In July 2013, the department was able to 

further reduce the number of urinalysis tests conducted by receiving approval from the Board of Public 

Works for a modification to the urinalysis contract to increase the reliability of urinalysis testing.  

Testing prior to July 2013 did not screen for benzodiazepines, opiates, and phencyclidine (commonly 

referred to as PCP), which caused a high number of false positives and resulted in additional 

court-ordered urinalysis testing.  The July 2013 contract modification added testing for these elements, 

reducing the number of court-ordered retests conducted. 

 

While these changes account for a significant portion of the decrease, DPSCS has reported that 

there have been months when samples were not tested due to delays in ordering and receiving 

testing supplies.  An inadequate supply of testing kits negatively affects parole and probation agents’ 

ability to supervise the offender population.  DLS recommends adding committee narrative 

expressing intent that the department receive sufficient funding for urinalysis testing kits in 

future years. 
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Exhibit 9 

Urinalysis Testing 
Fiscal 2011-2015 

 

 
 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2011-2015 

 

 

Fee and Restitution Collection 
 

One area of frustration consistently identified in the focus groups was restitution and fee 

collection.  Parole and probation agent participants indicated feeling that money collection is a 

time-consuming clerical activity that leaves them with less time for supervision.  DPSCS introduced 

legislation in 2012 (HB 1365) that would have authorized DPP and the Department of Juvenile Services 

to refer all restitution accounts to the Central Collection Unit (CCU) of DBM for collection.  CCU is 

responsible for collecting all delinquent debts, claims, and accounts against the State except for taxes, 

child support, unemployment and insurance contributions and overpayments, and overdue court orders 

for restitution.  If DPP supervision is terminated and restitution is still owed, DPP is required to refer 

overdue restitution accounts for collection to CCU.  The fiscal note for the 2012 bill estimated an 

increase in special fund revenue because the CCU expertise and collections tools would allow for more 

efficient collection.  DLS recommends adopting committee narrative expressing intent that 

DPSCS submit legislation during the 2017 session that would transfer authority for collections 

from DPP to CCU. 
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 Remote Access to Records 

 

 Supervision agents and WAU officers that participated in the focus group indicated that access 

to laptops for use in the field, similar to police officers, would increase productivity.  Although some 

agents have agency issued laptops, they do not have read-access privileges required to access OCMS 

records or other databases in the field.  Currently, if supervision agents or WAU officers want to look 

up information when they are out of the office, they must either go to a field office or call back to the 

office to have someone look up the information.  The ability to access records and input information in 

the field would allow agents and officers to work more efficiently.  DLS recommends adopting 

committee narrative requesting a report on the feasibility of providing remote access to OCMS 

and other electronic databases for supervision agents and WAU officers to facilitate field work 

capabilities. 
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Recommended Actions 

 

1. Add the following language to the general fund appropriation:  

 

,provided that $540,000 of this appropriation made for the purpose of establishing a day 

reporting center may be expended only for that purpose.  Funds not expended for this restricted 

purpose may not be transferred by budget amendment or otherwise to any other purpose and 

shall revert to the General Fund. 

 

Explanation:  This action ensures that funding provided to create a day reporting center is used 

only for that purpose. 

 

2. Adopt the following narrative: 

 

General Supervision Caseload Size:  Identifying the appropriate caseload for parole and 

probation agents has been an area of ongoing concern.  Review of Division of Parole and 

Probation (DPP) caseload data indicates that Maryland’s average general caseload size of 116 

is well above the national average of 82.  It is the intent of the General Assembly that DPP 

reduces the average general caseload size to the national average of 82. 

 

3. Adopt the following narrative: 

 

Drug Testing Contract:  The budget committees are concerned that the current urinalysis 

vendor does not provide technicians to testify regarding urinalysis testing results, as required 

under the current contract.  The current urinalysis contract ends at the close of September 2016.  

It is therefore the intent of the General Assembly that the Department of Public Safety and 

Correctional Services (DPSCS) consider implementing an enforcement mechanism, such as a 

penalty, in an effort to ensure technicians can be available to testify at revocation hearings.  A 

provision expressing this preference should be added to the forthcoming drug testing 

procurement request.  The budget committees also request that DPSCS submit the final drug 

testing procurement request. 

 Information Request 
 

Drug testing procurement 

request 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Author 
 

DPSCS 

Due Date 
 

September 30, 2016 
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4. Adopt the following narrative: 

 

Funding for Urinalysis Testing Kits:  The budget committees are concerned that there is not 

enough funding to purchase a sufficient amount of urinalysis testing kits for all Division of 

Parole and Probation jurisdictions.  It is therefore the intent of the General Assembly that a 

sufficient level of funding be provided in future fiscal years for urinalysis testing kits. 

 

5. Adopt the following narrative: 

 

Supervision Fee and Restitution Collection:  The budget committees are concerned that fee 

and restitution collection is more appropriately handled by the Central Collection Unit (CCU) 

within the Department of Budget and Management, rather than by offender supervision agents.  

It is therefore the intent of the General Assembly that the Department of Public Safety and 

Correctional Services submit legislation during the 2017 session transferring the authority for 

collections from the Division of Parole and Probation to CCU. 

 

6. Adopt the following narrative: 

 

Kiosk Program and Supervision Reporting Options:  The Division of Parole and 

Probation’s (DPP) kiosk system is intended to reduce the number of personal interactions 

between supervision agents and low-risk offenders and to provide off-site reporting capability 

for offenders during nonbusiness hours.  However, a December 2015 DPP supervision agent 

focus group study indicates that the program may not be meeting these goals.  The budget 

committees, therefore, request that DPP submit an analysis of the value and utility of the kiosk 

system and alternative supervision reporting options.  The report should include annual costs 

associated with operating the kiosk program and offender kiosk reporting statistics.  The report 

should also consider the feasibility and utility of implementing other electronic reporting 

systems, such as a web-based or mobile systems. 

 Information Request 
 

Kiosk program and 

supervision reporting options 

 

Author 
 

DPP 

Due Date 
 

December 1, 2016 

7. Adopt the following narrative: 

 

Remote Access to Electronic Records and Databases:  A December 2015 Division of Parole 

and Probation (DPP) focus group study indicates that supervision agents and Warrant 

Apprehension Unit (WAU) officers do not have remote access to the Offender Case 

Management System (OCMS) and other electronic databases while in the field.  When an agent 

or officer wants to access electronic information in the field, they must go to a field office or 

call back to the office in order to do so.  The budget committees are concerned that this process 
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creates inefficiencies.  The budget committees, therefore, request that DPP submit a report 

analyzing the feasibility of providing remote access to the OCMS and other electronic 

databases for supervision agents and WAU officers to facilitate field work capabilities.  The 

submitted report should include any estimated costs associated with providing laptops or other 

mobile electronic devices to agents and officers, as well as adjustment that may need to be 

made to the OCMS to allow for remote access. 

 Information Request 
 

Remote access to electronic 

records and databases 

Author 
 

DPP 

Due Date 
 

December 1, 2016 
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Appendix 1 

 

 

Average Caseload and Projected Staffing Need by County 
 

 12-month Average Caseload  Staffing 

County Total Special General  Projected Need 

      

Allegany 512 16.4% 83.6%  8 

Anne Arundel 3,494 11.1% 88.9%  53 

Baltimore 5,930 9.6% 90.4%  85 

Baltimore City 14,467 12.9% 87.1%  208 

Calvert 539 10.9% 89.1%  8 

Caroline 599 8.3% 91.7%  9 

Carroll 1,277 8.3% 91.7%  18 

Cecil 1,038 9.8% 90.3%  15 

Charles 1,122 11.9% 88.1%  16 

Dorchester 590 10.7% 89.3%  7 

Frederick 1,284 12.5% 87.6%  19 

Garrett 308 6.5% 93.2%  4 

Harford 2,186 8.6% 91.4%  33 

Howard 1,018 6.7% 93.3%  14 

Kent 230 8.3% 91.7%  4 

Montgomery 3,171 8.2% 91.8%  43 

Prince George’s 5,669 7.8% 92.2%  77 

Queen Anne’s 570 6.3% 93.7%  7 

Somerset 310 11.0% 89.0%  4 

St. Mary’s 744 8.6% 91.4%  11 

Talbot 483 7.7% 92.5%  6 

Washington 1,267 13.0% 87.0%  19 

Wicomico 1,559 10.8% 89.2%  23 

Worcester 650 8.2% 91.8%  9 

Statewide 49,017 10.5% 89.5%  700 
 

 

Source:  Division of Parole and Probation Agent Workload Study, University of Baltimore – College of Public Affairs 
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Object/Fund Difference Report 

DPSCS – Division of Parole and Probation 

 

  FY 16    

 FY 15 Working FY 17 FY 16 - FY 17 Percent 

Object/Fund Actual Appropriation Allowance Amount Change Change 

      

Positions      

01    Regular 1,204.00 1,201.00 1,198.00 -3.00 -0.2% 

02    Contractual 68.61 69.59 69.59 0.00 0% 

Total Positions 1,272.61 1,270.59 1,267.59 -3.00 -0.2% 

      

Objects      

01    Salaries and Wages $ 92,672,860 $ 93,762,080 $ 99,810,240 $ 6,048,160 6.5% 

02    Technical and Spec. Fees 2,212,397 2,160,963 2,143,698 -17,265 -0.8% 

03    Communication 874,065 839,670 830,770 -8,900 -1.1% 

04    Travel 296,788 276,050 348,400 72,350 26.2% 

06    Fuel and Utilities 267,981 336,300 276,600 -59,700 -17.8% 

07    Motor Vehicles 605,857 683,466 742,384 58,918 8.6% 

08    Contractual Services 4,900,494 5,473,960 5,849,621 375,661 6.9% 

09    Supplies and Materials 431,629 569,800 487,800 -82,000 -14.4% 

10    Equipment – Replacement 50,917 64,481 84,526 20,045 31.1% 

11    Equipment – Additional 20,509 0 0 0 0.0% 

12    Grants, Subsidies, and Contributions 500,000 500,000 500,000 0 0% 

13    Fixed Charges 3,756,349 3,886,797 4,064,368 177,571 4.6% 

Total Objects $ 106,589,846 $ 108,553,567 $ 115,138,407 $ 6,584,840 6.1% 

      

Funds      

01    General Fund $ 99,865,452 $ 102,344,027 $ 108,884,840 $ 6,540,813 6.4% 

03    Special Fund 6,598,953 6,097,468 6,148,163 50,695 0.8% 

09    Reimbursable Fund 125,441 112,072 105,404 -6,668 -5.9% 

Total Funds $ 106,589,846 $ 108,553,567 $ 115,138,407 $ 6,584,840 6.1% 

      

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 
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Fiscal Summary 

DPSCS – Division of Parole and Probation 

 

 FY 15 FY 16 FY 17   FY 16 - FY 17 

Program/Unit Actual Wrk Approp Allowance Change % Change 

      

01 General Administration $ 16,562,385 $ 15,977,533 $ 16,243,548 $ 266,015 1.7% 

01 Parole and Probation – North Region Operations 20,376,053 20,778,941 22,295,266 1,516,325 7.3% 

01 Parole and Probation – South Region Operations 25,730,163 26,781,881 28,532,516 1,750,635 6.5% 

01 Parole and Probation – Central Region Operations 38,144,066 38,944,183 41,674,421 2,730,238 7.0% 

02 Pretrial Release Services 5,777,179 6,071,029 6,392,656 321,627 5.3% 

Total Expenditures $ 106,589,846 $ 108,553,567 $ 115,138,407 $ 6,584,840 6.1% 

      

General Fund $ 99,865,452 $ 102,344,027 $ 108,884,840 $ 6,540,813 6.4% 

Special Fund 6,598,953 6,097,468 6,148,163 50,695 0.8% 

Total Appropriations $ 106,464,405 $ 108,441,495 $ 115,033,003 $ 6,591,508 6.1% 

      

Reimbursable Fund $ 125,441 $ 112,072 $ 105,404 -$ 6,668 -5.9% 

Total Funds $ 106,589,846 $ 108,553,567 $ 115,138,407 $ 6,584,840 6.1% 

      

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 
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Operating Budget Data 

 ($ in Thousands) 
 
        

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change  

  Actual Working Allowance Change Prior Year  

        
 General Fund $48,687 $51,470 $54,167 $2,697 5.2%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 0 -154 -154   

 Adjusted General Fund $48,687 $51,470 $54,012 $2,542 4.9%  

        

 Special Fund 180 143 161 18 12.9%  

 Adjusted Special Fund $180 $143 $161 $18 12.9%  

        

 Federal Fund 300 300 400 100 33.3%  

 Adjusted Federal Fund $300 $300 $400 $100 33.3%  

        

 Reimbursable Fund 89 162 162 0   

 Adjusted Reimbursable Fund $89 $162 $162 $0 0.0%  

        

 Adjusted Grand Total $49,256 $52,075 $54,736 $2,661 5.1%  

        

 

 The fiscal 2017 allowance for the Patuxent Institution increases by approximately $2.7 million, 

or 5.1%, over the fiscal 2016 working appropriation. 

 

 Over 98.0% of the allowance is general funds.  General fund personnel expenses, driven by 

increases for health insurance and the retirement system, grow by a net of $1.9 million when 

adjusted for the fiscal 2017 across-the-board reduction for health insurance.  General fund utility 

expenses increase by $584,000 consistent with prior year actual spending.  

 

 Federal funds to provide services for inmates nearing re-entry to Baltimore City communities 

increase by $100,000 in the allowance. 
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Personnel Data 

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17  

  Actual Working Allowance Change   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Regular Positions 

 
458.00 

 
457.00 

 
457.00 

 
0.00 

 
  

 Contractual FTEs 
 

2.18 
 

2.32 
 

2.32 
 

0.00 
 
  

 
 
Total Personnel 

 
460.18 

 
459.32 

 
459.32 

 
0.00 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Vacancy Data:  Regular Positions 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Turnover and Necessary Vacancies, Excluding New 

Positions 
 

22.48 
 

4.92% 
 

 
 
 

 
 Positions and Percentage Vacant as of 12/31/15 

 
 

 
47.00 

 
10.28% 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

 

 The fiscal 2017 allowance for the Patuxent Institution does not include any additional regular 

positions or contractual full-time equivalents over the working appropriation. 

 

 As of the end of calendar 2015, the Patuxent Institution had 47 vacant positions, more than 

twice what is required on average for turnover.  More than half of these positions are for 

correctional officers.  The Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services should 

comment on the effect the high vacancy rate has had on its ability to carry out its mission, 

as well as the plan to fill vacant positions. 
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Analysis in Brief 

 

Major Trends 
 

Population Trends:  The average daily population for inmates housed at the Patuxent Institution has 

decreased by 8.6% since fiscal 2012.  The decrease has been driven by a decline in inmates under the 

jurisdiction of the Patuxent Institution, partially offset by a slow increase in the number of Division of 

Correction offenders in need of Patuxent Institution services.  The Patuxent Institution should 

comment on whether recent changes to the flagship programs have affected remediation efforts 

or the size of the offender population served.  

 

Inmate Assault Rates:  Maintaining the safety and security of both staff and inmates at the 

Patuxent Institution is of significant importance.  Assault rates at the Mental Health Unit (MHU) 

increased significantly between fiscal 2014 and 2015.  The Patuxent Institution should comment on 

efforts to reduce the assault rate, particularly for MHU. 

 

 

Recommended Actions 
 

  Funds  

1. Reduce federal funds by $100,000. $ 100,000  

 Total Reductions $ 100,000  
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Operating Budget Analysis 

 

Program Description 

 

Patuxent Institution operates as a maximum security, treatment-oriented facility that provides 

remediation services to male and female offenders in its Eligible Person (EP) Program and Patuxent 

Youth Program (PY).  The institution also addresses the needs of mentally ill offenders throughout the 

correctional system within the Correctional Mental Health Center – Jessup (CMHC-J), as well as 

Patuxent’s Transition Unit and Step-Down Unit.  The remaining population is comprised of Division 

of Correction (DOC) inmates who may be participating in the Patuxent Assessment Unit, the 

Regimented Offender Treatment Center (ROTC), the Parole Violators Program, or stand-alone 

cognitive-behavioral treatment modules.  In addition, the Patuxent Institution provides risk assessment 

services to inmates with life sentences who are being considered for parole by the Maryland Parole 

Commission. 

 

 

Performance Analysis:  Managing for Results 
 

 

1. Population Trends 

 

Exhibit 1 shows the average daily population (ADP) for inmates housed at the Patuxent 

Institution.  The Patuxent Institution’s overall ADP has decreased since fiscal 2012, by a total of 

82 offenders, or 8.6%, through fiscal 2015.  The decrease has been driven by a decline in inmates under 

the jurisdiction of the Patuxent Institution, which includes the adult EP Program, the PY Program, and 

the Patuxent Re-entry Facility (REF) in Baltimore City.  REF, which at most in the past five years 

housed 18 inmates, was absorbed within other facilities in fiscal 2014.  The EP and PY programs 

declined by 59 and 55 offenders, respectively, between fiscal 2012 and 2015.  In fiscal 2015, the 

Patuxent Institution operated 135 offenders below its combined capacity of just over 450 for these 

programs.  In fiscal 2013, the EP program was changed from open-ended to time limited, and in 

fiscal 2014 the Patuxent Institution began piloting intensive nine-month EP and PY programs in order 

to allow the programs to accommodate more inmates.  The Patuxent Institution should comment on 

whether recent changes to the flagship programs have affected remediation efforts or the size of 

the offender population served.  

 

The Patuxent Institution also serves inmates under the jurisdiction of DOC through CMHC-J, 

ROTC, and other smaller programs.  The size of the populations housed in CMHC-J and ROTC have 

remained fairly stable between fiscal 2011 and 2015.  However, the number of other DOC offenders in 

need of Patuxent services increased by a net 53 over the same time period.  This population includes 

those awaiting evaluation for the EP or PY programs, receiving specialized services through the 

Parole Violator Program or the Patuxent Assessment Unit, or transitioning between the 
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Patuxent Institution and other departmental institutions.  In fiscal 2015, DOC offenders accounted for 

63.4% of the total population at the Patuxent Institution, whereas in fiscal 2012, DOC offenders 

accounted for only 54.5% of the total population. 

 

 

Exhibit 1 

Patuxent Institution Average Daily Population 
Fiscal 2011-2015 

 

 
 

 

CMHC-J:  Correctional Mental Health Center – Jessup 

DOC:  Division of Correction 

ROTC:  Regimented Offender Treatment Center 

 

Source:  Annual ADP Reports, Fiscal 2011-2015 

 

  

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015

Patuxent Re-entry Facility 14 18 12 5 0

Patuxent Youth Program 152 158 140 119 103

Patuxent Eligible Person Program 253 274 268 240 215

DOC ROTC 106 106 103 103 84

DOC CMHC-J 159 160 176 172 179

DOC Other 236 236 249 260 289
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2. Inmate Assault Rates 

 

While the primary focus of the Patuxent Institution is to provide mental health services and 

treatment, it is still a maximum security correctional facility.  Maintaining the safety and security of 

both staff and inmates is of significant importance.  Exhibit 2 provides offender-on-offender assault 

data for both general population inmates and Mental Health Unit (MHU) inmates since fiscal 2011, and 

Exhibit 3 provides offender-on-staff assault data for both general population inmates and 

MHU inmates since fiscal 2011.  Due to the characteristics of the population housed at the Patuxent 

Institution, assault rates tend to be higher than those reported at other departmental institutions.   

 

 

Exhibit 2 

Patuxent Institution Offender-on-offender Assault Rates 
Fiscal 2011-2015 

 

 
 

 

ADP:  average daily population 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2011-2015 
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Exhibit 3 

Patuxent Institution Offender-on-staff Assault Rates 
Fiscal 2011-2015 

 

 
 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2011-2015 

 

 

Assault rates at MHU increased significantly between fiscal 2014 and 2015.  The 

offender-on-offender assault rate in particular increased from a five-year low of 6.4 assaults per 

100 ADP to more than tripling in fiscal 2015.  The offender-on-staff assault rate for MHU, which has 

historically been higher than the offender-on-offender assault rate, increased from under 20 to over 

30 assaults per 100 ADP over the same time period.  This increase follows a period of a declining rate 

of assaults from fiscal 2011 through 2014.  The department reports that more than half of assaults are 

bodily fluid assaults, frequently committed by repeat offenders.  The Patuxent Institution should 

comment on efforts to reduce the assault rate, particularly for MHU. 
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Proposed Budget 
 

 As seen in Exhibit 4, the Governor’s fiscal 2017 allowance for this agency increases by 

$2.7 million, or 5.1% over the fiscal 2016 working appropriation.  Over 98.0% of the budget for the 

Patuxent Institution is general funds, so nearly all of the increase in the allowance is general funds. 

 

 

Exhibit 4 

Proposed Budget 
DPSCS – Patuxent Institution 

($ in Thousands) 

 

How Much It Grows: 

General 

Fund 

Special 

Fund 

Federal 

Fund 

Reimb. 

Fund 

 

Total 

Fiscal 2015 Actual $48,687 $180 $300 $89 $49,256 

Fiscal 2016 Working Appropriation 51,470 143 300 162 52,075 

Fiscal 2017 Allowance 54,012 161 400 162 54,736 

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Amount Change $2,542 $18 $100 $0 $2,661 

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Percent Change 4.9% 12.9% 33.3%       5.1% 

 

Where It Goes: 

 Personnel Expenses  

  Employee and retiree health insurance .................................................................................  $891 

  Employee retirement system .................................................................................................  654 

  Turnover adjustments ............................................................................................................  233 

  Overtime ...............................................................................................................................  150 

  Workers’ compensation ........................................................................................................  97 

  Reclassification .....................................................................................................................  -104 

  Other fringe benefit adjustments ...........................................................................................  -7 

 Other Changes  

  Fuel and utilities ....................................................................................................................  584 

  Facilities maintenance ...........................................................................................................  200 

  Federally funded re-entry services ........................................................................................  100 

  Contractual full-time equivalents ..........................................................................................  14 

  Inmate food purchases ..........................................................................................................  -46 

  Inmate medical costs .............................................................................................................  -105 

 Total $2,661 
 

 

Note:  Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 
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 Personnel expenses increase by a net $1.9 million, accounting for nearly 72% of the total 

growth.  Health insurance and retirement funding increase by $1.5 million after the across-the-board 

reduction for health insurance.  Budgeted turnover expectancy improves in fiscal 2017, providing a 

$233,000 increase.  The turnover expectancy was increased between the fiscal 2016 legislative and 

working appropriations, and the fiscal 2017 allowance decreases turnover expectancy closer to what it 

has been in prior years.  Overtime funding increases to $3.6 million in the allowance.  Although this is 

a $150,000 increase over the working appropriation, it is more than $340,000 below the fiscal 2015 

actual overtime spending of nearly $4.0 million.  The allowance for the Department of Budget and 

Management also includes funding for employee increments.  A general fund amount of $489,327 will 

be transferred by budget amendment to the Patuxent Institution to allocate funding for increments. 

 

 Excluding personnel expenses, the allowance for the Patuxent Institution increases by 

$747,000.  The largest increase occurs for fuel and utilities funding, which increases by 

$584,000, consistent with fiscal 2015 actual spending.  The allowance includes an additional 

$200,000 over the working appropriation for facilities maintenance.  This is also consistent with 

fiscal 2015 actual spending.  Federal funds to provide re-entry services for inmates returning to 

Baltimore City increase by $100,000 in the allowance; however this increase was likely made in error, 

as the department does not have a new or increased federal grant award.  These increases are partially 

balanced by decreases totaling $151,000 for inmate food purchases and medical costs, due to the 

declining inmate population.  The Department of Legislative Services recommends reducing the 

federal fund appropriation for the Patuxent Institution by $100,000. 
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Recommended Actions 

 

  
Amount 

Reduction 

 

 

1. Reduce federal funds to correct for budgeting error. $ 100,000 FF  

 Total Federal Fund Reductions $ 100,000   
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Object/Fund Difference Report 

DPSCS – Patuxent Institution 

 

  FY 16    

 FY 15 Working FY 17 FY 16 - FY 17 Percent 

Object/Fund Actual Appropriation Allowance Amount Change Change 

      

Positions      

01    Regular 458.00 457.00 457.00 0.00 0% 

02    Contractual 2.18 2.32 2.32 0.00 0% 

Total Positions 460.18 459.32 459.32 0.00 0% 

      

Objects      

01    Salaries and Wages $ 37,103,900 $ 38,276,985 $ 40,344,955 $ 2,067,970 5.4% 

02    Technical and Spec. Fees 103,627 89,237 102,961 13,724 15.4% 

03    Communication 95,953 92,234 88,305 -3,929 -4.3% 

04    Travel 1,086 4,000 4,000 0 0% 

06    Fuel and Utilities 1,908,998 1,326,375 1,910,837 584,462 44.1% 

07    Motor Vehicles 68,076 91,500 78,000 -13,500 -14.8% 

08    Contractual Services 7,628,479 9,679,398 9,886,282 206,884 2.1% 

09    Supplies and Materials 1,943,135 2,142,132 2,097,374 -44,758 -2.1% 

10    Equipment – Replacement 66,973 1,350 12,190 10,840 803.0% 

11    Equipment – Additional 9,790 0 0 0 0.0% 

12    Grants, Subsidies, and Contributions 287,208 331,700 325,100 -6,600 -2.0% 

13    Fixed Charges 38,804 40,000 40,000 0 0% 

Total Objects $ 49,256,029 $ 52,074,911 $ 54,890,004 $ 2,815,093 5.4% 

      

Funds      

01    General Fund $ 48,687,400 $ 51,470,134 $ 54,166,780 $ 2,696,646 5.2% 

03    Special Fund 180,198 142,977 161,424 18,447 12.9% 

05    Federal Fund 299,514 300,000 400,000 100,000 33.3% 

09    Reimbursable Fund 88,917 161,800 161,800 0 0% 

Total Funds $ 49,256,029 $ 52,074,911 $ 54,890,004 $ 2,815,093 5.4% 

      

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 
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Operating Budget Data 

 ($ in Thousands) 
 
        

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change  

  Actual Working Allowance Change Prior Year  

        
 Special Fund $960 $1,082 $1,164 $82 7.6%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 0 -2 -2   

 Adjusted Special Fund $960 $1,082 $1,162 $80 7.4%  

        

 Adjusted Grand Total $960 $1,082 $1,162 $80 7.4%  

        

 

 The Governor’s fiscal 2017 allowance for the Inmate Grievance Office (IGO) reflects a net 

$80,000 increase over the fiscal 2016 working appropriation.  This increase is attributable 

primarily to growth in payments to the Office of Administrative Hearings. 

 

 
 
 

 

Personnel Data 

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17  

  Actual Working Allowance Change   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Regular Positions 

 
7.00 

 
7.00 

 
7.00 

 
0.00 

 
  

 Contractual FTEs 
 

0.53 
 

1.64 
 

0.75 
 

-0.89 
 
  

 
 
Total Personnel 

 
7.53 

 
8.64 

 
7.75 

 
-0.89 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Vacancy Data:  Regular Positions 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Turnover and Necessary Vacancies, Excluding New 

Positions 
 

0.00 
 

0.00% 
 

 
 
 

 
 Positions and Percentage Vacant as of 12/31/15 

 
 

 
3.00 

 
42.86% 
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 At the close of calendar 2015, IGO had 3 vacant positions for the executive director, an office 

administrator, and a secretary.  The executive director position has been filled, and the 

remaining positions have each been vacant for under six months. 

 

 

Analysis in Brief 

 

Major Trends 
 

Inmate Grievance Caseloads:  Year after year, the majority of grievances are administratively 

dismissed.  Since fiscal 2008, at least three-quarters of grievances typically fall into this category. 

 

 

Recommended Actions 

    

1. Concur with Governor’s allowance.   
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Operating Budget Analysis 

 

Program Description 

 

The Inmate Grievance Office (IGO) reviews grievances against officials and employees of the 

Division of Correction and the Patuxent Institution filed by inmates incarcerated in those institutions.  

Inmates may appeal to the office after they have exhausted all relevant institutional procedures.  The 

office’s executive director, without a hearing, may dismiss grievances without merit.  Grievances that 

are not dismissed by the executive director are scheduled for hearings with the Office of Administrative 

Hearings (OAH).  IGO is funded by inmate welfare funds. 

 

 

Performance Analysis:  Managing for Results 
 

 

1. Inmate Grievance Caseloads 

 

Exhibit 1 provides caseload data for IGO since fiscal 2006.  Year after year, the majority of 

grievances are administratively dismissed.  Exhibit 2 shows that since 2008, at least three-quarters of 

grievances typically fall into this category.  In fiscal 2015, the agency had a total of 3,383 inmate 

grievances to consider – 693 cases were carried over from fiscal 2014, 2,473 cases were new, and 

212 cases were reopened.  The agency made decisions on 89.0% of the cases, the majority of which 

(70.4%) were administratively dismissed without a hearing.  At the end of fiscal 2015, 359 cases were 

carried forward pending a review for either scheduling of a hearing or administrative dismissal. 
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Exhibit 1 

Inmate Grievance Caseload 
Fiscal 2006-2015 

 

 
 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2006-2015 
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Exhibit 2 

Inmate Grievance Outcomes 
Fiscal 2006-2015 

 

 
 
Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2006-2015 
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Proposed Budget 
 

 As seen in Exhibit 3, the Governor’s fiscal 2017 allowance (adjusted for the across-the-board 

decrease for health insurance) increases by 7.4%, or $80,000, when compared to the fiscal 2016 

working appropriation. 

 

 

Exhibit 3 

Proposed Budget 
DPSCS – Inmate Grievance Office 

($ in Thousands) 

 

How Much It Grows: 

Special 

Fund 

 

Total  

Fiscal 2015 Actual $960 $960  

Fiscal 2016 Working Appropriation 1,082 1,082  

Fiscal 2017 Allowance 1,162 1,162  

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Amount Change $80 $80  

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Percent Change 7.4% 7.4%  

 

Where It Goes: 

 Personnel Expenses  

  Employee retirement system ...................................................................................................  $11 

  Employee and retiree health insurance ...................................................................................  1 

  Turnover adjustments ..............................................................................................................  -8 

 Other Changes  

  Hearings with the Office of Administrative Hearings ............................................................  73 

  Contractual full-time equivalents ............................................................................................  3 

 Total $80 
 

 

Note:  Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 

 

 

Personnel expenses increase by approximately $4,000.  The growth is largely due to an increase 

in the rate for the employee retirement system, partially offset by a decrease for turnover.  The 

allowance for the Department of Budget and Management also includes funding for employee 

increments.  A special fund amount of $6,220 will be transferred by budget amendment to IGO to 

allocate funding for increments.   
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Outside of personnel expenses, growth within the agency’s allowance is primarily attributable 

to payments made to OAH.  These payments increase by about $73,500 in fiscal 2017, to nearly 

$511,500.  Payments made to OAH are a function of three variables: 

 

 the number of cases disposed of by OAH; 

 

 the average time spent by OAH on each IGO case; and 

 

 the workload imposed upon OAH by IGO cases relative to the workload imposed by the cases 

of other agencies. 

 

OAH estimates the average number of case hours spent per IGO case to be 5.75 hours.  In 

fiscal 2017, OAH estimates that it will dispose of 511 cases, requiring 2,938 hours of work time.  This 

represents 3.43% of total case hours for the agency.  IGO has little ability to control the number of 

cases referred to OAH and, therefore, cannot control the cost of payments to OAH.  Despite the cost 

increase in fiscal 2017, OAH payments are significantly lower compared to years before IGO was able 

to eliminate its backlog of grievances. 

 

Across-the-board Reductions 
 

The fiscal 2017 budget bill includes an across-the-board reduction for employee health 

insurance, based on a revised estimate of the amount of funding needed.  This agency’s share of these 

reductions is $1,781 in special funds.  There is an additional across-the-board reduction to abolish 

positions statewide, but the amounts have not been allocated by agency. 
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Recommended Actions 

 

1. Concur with Governor’s allowance.   
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Object/Fund Difference Report 

DPSCS – Inmate Grievance Office 

 

  FY 16    

 FY 15 Working FY 17 FY 16 - FY 17 Percent 

Object/Fund Actual Appropriation Allowance Amount Change Change 

      

Positions      

01    Regular 7.00 7.00 7.00 0.00 0% 

02    Contractual 0.53 1.64 0.75 -0.89 -54.3% 

Total Positions 7.53 8.64 7.75 -0.89 -10.3% 

      

Objects      

01    Salaries and Wages $ 530,514 $ 581,655 $ 587,322 $ 5,667 1.0% 

02    Technical and Spec. Fees 13,229 14,956 17,472 2,516 16.8% 

03    Communication 3,291 3,600 3,700 100 2.8% 

04    Travel 2,887 2,900 2,900 0 0% 

06    Fuel and Utilities 2,964 3,400 3,100 -300 -8.8% 

08    Contractual Services 378,096 445,209 520,207 74,998 16.8% 

09    Supplies and Materials 4,738 4,100 4,800 700 17.1% 

13    Fixed Charges 23,885 26,049 24,629 -1,420 -5.5% 

Total Objects $ 959,604 $ 1,081,869 $ 1,164,130 $ 82,261 7.6% 

      

Funds      

03    Special Fund $ 959,604 $ 1,081,869 $ 1,164,130 $ 82,261 7.6% 

Total Funds $ 959,604 $ 1,081,869 $ 1,164,130 $ 82,261 7.6% 

      

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 
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Operating Budget Data 

 ($ in Thousands) 
 
        

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change  

  Actual Working Allowance Change Prior Year  

        
 General Fund $7,612 $9,168 $9,536 $369 4.0%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 0 -19 -19   

 Adjusted General Fund $7,612 $9,168 $9,518 $350 3.8%  

        

 Special Fund 466 413 461 48 11.5%  

 Adjusted Special Fund $466 $413 $461 $48 11.5%  

        

 Federal Fund 75 291 129 -162 -55.8%  

 Adjusted Federal Fund $75 $291 $129 -$162 -55.8%  

        

 Reimbursable Fund 564 517 612 95 18.4%  

 Adjusted Reimbursable Fund $564 $517 $612 $95 18.4%  

        

 Adjusted Grand Total $8,718 $10,389 $10,719 $330 3.2%  

        

 

 The fiscal 2017 allowance for the Police and Correctional Training Commissions (PCTC) 

increases by approximately $330,000, or 3.2%, compared to the fiscal 2016 working 

appropriation. 

 

 The increase in special and reimbursable fund expenditures is reflective of the agency’s 

estimated increased training program participation from local and State entities, while the 

decline in federal fund expenditures reflects the agency’s estimated training program 

participation from federal entities. 
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Personnel Data 

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17  

  Actual Working Allowance Change   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Regular Positions 

 
94.80 

 
94.80 

 
94.80 

 
0.00 

 
  

 Contractual FTEs 
 

20.10 
 

20.51 
 

20.51 
 

0.00 
 
  

 
 
Total Personnel 

 
114.90 

 
115.31 

 
115.31 

 
0.00 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Vacancy Data:  Regular Positions 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
Turnover and Necessary Vacancies, Excluding New 

Positions 
 

4.74 
 

5.00% 
 

 
 
 

 
 Positions and Percentage Vacant as of 12/31/15 

 
11.80 

 
12.45% 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

 

 At the close of calendar 2015, PCTC had 11.8 vacant positions, primarily for administrative 

functions.  This is more than twice what is needed on average to meet fiscal 2016 budgeted 

turnover. 
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Analysis in Brief 

 

Major Trends 
 

Public Safety Education and Training Center Classroom Utilization:  PCTC controls 

23 nondedicated training classrooms available for use by other training organizations when PCTC is 

not using them.  Nondedicated classroom utilization has generally increased over the past decade, 

consistent with a corresponding increase in Public Safety Education and Training Center trainee days. 

 

Competency of Mandated Training Graduates:  To measure the agency’s ability to provide effective 

training, PCTC reports the percent of entry-level mandated training graduates whose work supervisor 

rates them “professionally competent” after four to six weeks of performing on the job.  Overall, 77% 

of fiscal 2015 graduates were rated professionally competent, a decrease of 7 percentage points from 

the prior year, yet still 2 percentage points above the new 75% target.  A decline in the competency 

rating for entry-level parole and probation agents is partially offset by a significant increase among 

police entry-level training graduates.  PCTC should comment on whether the new, relaxed 

competency rating goal is in line with industry standards.  PCTC should also comment on 

whether policy or procedural changes are needed in order to improve the parole and probation 

academy. 
 

 

Issues 
 

Public Safety and Policing Workgroup Recommendations:  In May 2015, the President of the Senate 

and the Speaker of the House created the joint legislative Public Safety and Policing Workgroup to 

consider issues such as police training resources, recruiting and hiring practices, investigation 

oversight, and community engagement policies.  The workgroup’s final report, released in 

January 2016, includes a recommendation to create an independent Maryland Police Training and 

Standards Commission.  PCTC should comment on the logistical changes that would need to occur 

in order to reestablish its Police Training Commission as an independent Police Training and 

Standards Commission, including the anticipated budgetary and staffing impact on PCTC. 
 

 

Recommended Actions 
 

    
1. Concur with Governor’s allowance.   
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Operating Budget Analysis 

 

Program Description 

 

 The Police and Correctional Training Commissions (PCTC) provide staffing and administrative 

services to two separate and distinct commissions.  The Police Training Commission prescribes 

minimum police selection and training standards for entrance, in-service, and advanced levels for all 

police officers serving the State, county, and municipal agencies in Maryland.  The Correctional 

Training Commission prescribes minimum selection and training standards for parole and probation, 

juvenile justice, and correctional personnel serving in State and county agencies.  Both commissions 

also train police and correctional officers for the State, county, and municipal agencies.  All State, 

county, municipal police, and correctional officers are certified by the agency to ensure that they meet 

the agency’s specified standards.  PCTC also provides entry-level training for State correctional 

officers, parole and probation agents, and Drinking Driver Monitor Program (DDMP) agents, in 

addition to other training programs for veteran personnel.  The agency also provides firearm safety, 

crime prevention, and drug resistance education programs to Maryland businesses, schools, and 

citizens.  In addition, PCTC operates the Public Safety Education and Training Center (PSETC), a 

facility designed to enhance the efforts of certified academies and in-service training programs for both 

State and local public safety officers by providing specialized training resources and curricula. 

 

 

Performance Analysis:  Managing for Results 
 

 

1. Public Safety Education and Training Center Classroom Utilization 

 

Exhibit 1 provides PSETC classroom utilization data and trainee days for fiscal 2008 through 

2015.  Trainee days are calculated by multiplying the number of program attendees by the length of the 

program in days.  PCTC controls 23 training classrooms that are considered nondedicated because they 

are available for use by other training organizations when PCTC is not using them.  These include 

general classrooms, as well as skills rooms for driver training, firearms training, and physical training.  

Four other classrooms have been dedicated for use by the Department of State Police. 

 

PCTC nondedicated classroom utilization has generally increased over the past decade.  In 

fiscal 2015, nondedicated classrooms were utilized 78% of the time.  Although this is a slight decrease 

from the previous year, it is still above the classroom utilization rate for all other years between 

fiscal 2008 and 2013.  As is to be expected, the gradual increase in classroom utilization since 

fiscal 2008 has corresponded to an increase in PSETC trainee days over the same period of time.  In 

fact, although classroom utilization decreased slightly between fiscal 2014 and 2015, trainee days 

increased slightly over the same period of time. 
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Exhibit 1 

PSETC Trainee Days and Classroom Utilization 
Fiscal 2008-2015 

 

 
 

 

MSP:  Maryland State Police 

PCTC:  Police and Correctional Training Commissions 

PSETC:  Public Safety Education and Training Center 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2008-2015 

 

 

 

2. Competency of Mandated Training Graduates 

 

Part of PCTC’s mission is to provide comprehensive, integrated training and organizational 

development through collaboration with all stakeholders.  PCTC is responsible for providing all 

mandated training required by regulations, including mandated entry-level training for corrections, 
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police, and community supervision agents.  To measure the agency’s ability to provide effective 

training, PCTC reports the percent of entry-level mandated training graduates whose work supervisor 

rates them “professionally competent” after four to six weeks of performing on the job.  Exhibit 2 

reports the number of graduates and the percent rated competent since fiscal 2008.  The agency’s goal 

is to have 75.0% of graduates rated professionally competent, a decrease from the previous goal of 

90.0%.  After the total number of mandated training graduates declined 11.7% between fiscal 2009 and 

2010, the number has steadily begun to climb again, with 622 graduates in fiscal 2015.  Just over 85.0% 

of all graduates (530) were from the correctional officer academy. 

 

 

Exhibit 2 

Professional Competency of Entry-level 

Mandated Training Graduates 
Fiscal 2008-2015 

 

 
 

 

Source:  Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services; Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2008-2015 
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PCTC received competency survey responses for 129 graduates.  Overall, 77% of fiscal 2015 

graduates were rated professionally competent, a decrease of 7 percentage points from the prior year, 

yet still 2 percentage points above the new 75% target.  PCTC should comment on whether the new, 

relaxed competency rating goal is in line with industry standards. 
 

The overall decrease in fiscal 2015 can be primarily attributed to a decrease of 10 percentage 

points among community supervision entry-level training graduates, as shown in Exhibit 3.  This 

decrease brings the entry-level competency rating for community supervision agents, which has been 

steadily declining, below 50%.  In the past, PCTC has attributed the decreased ratings for parole and 

probation graduates to an aligning of the survey responses to match those of the correctional and police 

training programs.  However, a parole and probation focus group study submitted to the legislature in 

December 2015 indicates that many participants had concerns about the quality of training for new 

agents.  Specifically, some focus group participants felt there is a disconnect between the knowledge 

needed to operate successfully in the field and the training provided at the academy.  PCTC should 

comment on whether policy or procedural changes are needed in order to improve the parole 

and probation academy. 
 

 

Exhibit 3 

Professional Competency of 

Entry-level Mandated Training Graduates by Program 
Fiscal 2013-2015 

 

 2013 2014 2015 

    

Corrections    

35-day Correctional Academy 80% 90% 88% 

    

Police    

26-week Police Academy 58% 83% 100% 

6-week Police Comparative Compliance 50% 100% – 

    

Parole and Probation    

8-week Parole and Probation Academy 92% 57% 47% 

5-week DDMP Academy – 50% – 
 

 

DDMP:  Drinking Driver Monitor Program 

 

Note:  Six-week police comparative compliance course was not given in fiscal 2015; five-week DDMP academy course 

was not given in fiscal 2013 or 2015. 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2013-2015 
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 The decline in the competency rating for entry-level parole and probation agents is partially 

offset by a significant increase among police entry-level training graduates.  In fiscal 2013, only 58% 

of graduates from the police academy were rated professionally competent.  This increased to 100% in 

fiscal 2015.  In recent years, the police academy has made changes to the instructional format to include 

more scenario-based learning, which likely has contributed to the increased competency rating for 

entry-level graduates. 

 

 

Proposed Budget 
 

 As demonstrated in Exhibit 4, the Governor’s fiscal 2017 allowance for PCTC increases by 

$330,000, or 3.2%, over the working appropriation when adjusting for the fiscal 2017 across-the-board 

reduction for health insurance.  Increases for general, special, and reimbursable funds are partially 

offset by a decrease in federal fund revenues. 

 

 

Exhibit 4 

Proposed Budget 
DPSCS – Police and Correctional Training Commissions 

($ in Thousands) 

 

How Much It Grows: 

General 

Fund 

Special 

Fund 

Federal 

Fund 

Reimb. 

Fund 

 

Total 

Fiscal 2015 Actual $7,612 $466 $75 $564 $8,718 

Fiscal 2016 Working Appropriation 9,168 413 291 517 10,389 

Fiscal 2017 Allowance 9,518 461 129 612 10,719 

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Amount Change $350 $48 -$162 $95 $330 

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Percent Change 3.8% 11.5% -55.8% 18.4% 3.2% 

 

Where It Goes: 

 Personnel Expenses  

  Turnover adjustments ..............................................................................................................  $151 

  Employee retirement ...............................................................................................................  19 

  Employee and retiree health insurance ....................................................................................  5 

  Overtime ..................................................................................................................................  2 

  Workersʼ compensation premium assessment.........................................................................  -60 

  Other fringe benefit adjustments .............................................................................................  1 

 Other Changes  

  Employee uniforms .................................................................................................................  168 

  Food services ...........................................................................................................................  128 



Q00G00 – DPSCS – Police and Correctional Training Commissions 
 

 

Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 
195 

Where It Goes: 

  Building and equipment repairs and maintenance...................................................................  112 

  Contractual full-time equivalents ............................................................................................  24 

  Education and training contracts .............................................................................................  -106 

  Fuel and utilities ......................................................................................................................  -124 

  Other ........................................................................................................................................  10 

 Total $330 
 

 

DPSCS:  Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services 

 

Note:  Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 

 

 

 Personnel expenses increase by a net $118,000, driven by a reduction in budgeted turnover.  

Historically, turnover for PCTC is set around 5.0%.  Turnover was increased in the working 

appropriation to more than 7.0%, but is returned to 5.0% in the allowance.  This translates to an increase 

of just under $151,000.  Partially offsetting the increase for the turnover adjustment is a decrease of 

$60,000 for the workers’ compensation premium assessment, consistent with fiscal 2015 actual 

spending.  Approximately 98.5% of the PCTC personnel allowance is funded with general funds; this 

represents 75.3% of the entire general fund allowance for PCTC.  The remaining 1.5% of personnel 

expenses are funded with reimbursable and federal funds.  The allowance for the Department of Budget 

and Management also includes funding for employee increments.  A general fund amount of $127,729 

will be transferred by budget amendment to PCTC to allocate funding for increments. 

 

 Special, federal, and reimbursable fund revenues account for at least 11% of the PCTC total 

budget annually.  These revenues are generated from grants and fees paid by federal, State, and local 

entities for utilizing PSETC and participating in training programs provided by PCTC.  Although the 

agency is not expecting an overall change in the level of participation, federal revenues decline, and 

special and reimbursable funds increase in the allowance primarily based on prior year actual 

expenditures.   

 

 The impact on PCTC operating expenses can be seen in increases for employee uniforms, 

contractual food services, and contractual full-time equivalents (FTE), as well as a decrease for 

education and training contracts.  The increase of $168,000 for employee uniforms is primarily 

attributable to a shift in departmental policy to issue correctional officer uniforms to academy graduates 

at PCTC rather than at the assigned correctional institutions.  This has a neutral impact on overall 

Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services funding for employee uniforms but increases 

the reimbursable fund budget for employee uniforms at PCTC.  The PCTC allowance for contractual 

food services increases by $128,000 over the working appropriation.  Most of this increase is the result 

of additional reimbursable funds associated with new programs for State agencies that will require 

meals for noncorrectional officer trainees.  The increase of $24,000 for contractual FTEs, primarily 

funded with special funds, is largely attributable to the addition of contractual health insurance in the 

allowance.  Funding for education and training contracts decreases in the allowance, consistent with a 
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change in services provided for the U.S. Department of State (State Department).  In previous years, 

PCTC received federal funds from the State Department for translation services.  However, moving 

forward, the State Department has decided to provide its own interpreters.  Federal funds are adjusted 

accordingly in the allowance. 

 

Across-the-board Reductions 
 

The fiscal 2017 budget bill includes an across-the-board reduction for employee health 

insurance, based on a revised estimate of the amount of funding needed.  This agency’s share of these 

reductions is $18,529 in general funds.  There is an additional across-the-board reduction to abolish 

positions statewide, but the amounts have not been allocated by agency. 
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Issues 

 

1. Public Safety and Policing Workgroup Recommendations 

 

In May 2015, the President of the Senate and the Speaker of the House created the joint 

legislative Public Safety and Policing Workgroup, composed of 10 senators and 10 delegates.  The 

focus of the workgroup was on police training resources, recruiting and hiring practices, consideration 

of a statewide oversight panel for certain kinds of investigations, review of the Law Enforcement 

Officers’ Bill of Rights and its application by different law enforcement agencies across Maryland, and 

community engagement policies.  The workgroup’s final report was released in January 2016 and 

includes recommendations regarding enhanced training for officers, additional oversight with regard to 

police-involved incidents, modifications to hiring and recruitment policies, mental health safeguards, 

increased transparency regarding law enforcement policies and officer discipline, increased civilian 

engagement, and implementation of community relations programs.  Associated statutory changes have 

been introduced in HB 1016 of this session. 

 

One recommendation of the workgroup in particular would create an independent Maryland 

Police Training and Standards Commission to improve uniformity in policing practices across the State 

with an emphasis on best practices, standards, and training in law enforcement.  The current 

organizational structure of the Police Training Commission within PCTC allows the commission to 

share an administration, facilities, and other resources with the Correctional Training Commission.  

However, it is the opinion of the workgroup that, because of the significant differences between 

corrections and law enforcement, an independent police training commission would be more 

appropriate and effective. 

 

PCTC should comment on the logistical changes that would need to occur in order to 

reestablish its Police Training Commission as an independent Police Training and Standards 

Commission, including the anticipated budgetary and staffing impact on PCTC. 
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Recommended Actions 

 

1. Concur with Governor’s allowance.   
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Object/Fund Difference Report 

DPSCS – Police and Correctional Training Commissions 

 

  FY 16    

 FY 15 Working FY 17 FY 16 - FY 17 Percent 

Object/Fund Actual Appropriation Allowance Amount Change Change 

      

Positions      

01    Regular 94.80 94.80 94.80 0.00 0% 

02    Contractual 20.10 20.51 20.51 0.00 0% 

Total Positions 114.90 115.31 115.31 0.00 0% 

      

Objects      

01    Salaries and Wages $ 5,519,224 $ 7,151,184 $ 7,287,308 $ 136,124 1.9% 

02    Technical and Spec. Fees 846,503 844,623 868,255 23,632 2.8% 

03    Communication 55,364 64,050 59,064 -4,986 -7.8% 

04    Travel 37,091 50,000 46,600 -3,400 -6.8% 

06    Fuel and Utilities 620,670 763,400 639,400 -124,000 -16.2% 

07    Motor Vehicles 108,878 114,090 119,320 5,230 4.6% 

08    Contractual Services 1,012,381 1,070,225 1,154,630 84,405 7.9% 

09    Supplies and Materials 381,706 233,200 463,749 230,549 98.9% 

10    Equipment – Replacement 42,396 10,000 10,000 0 0% 

11    Equipment – Additional 4,401 0 0 0 0.0% 

12    Grants, Subsidies, and Contributions 34,301 50,000 50,000 0 0% 

13    Fixed Charges 43,401 38,156 39,354 1,198 3.1% 

14    Land and Structures 11,251 0 0 0 0.0% 

Total Objects $ 8,717,567 $ 10,388,928 $ 10,737,680 $ 348,752 3.4% 

      

Funds      

01    General Fund $ 7,612,423 $ 9,167,751 $ 9,536,320 $ 368,569 4.0% 

03    Special Fund 465,624 413,400 461,000 47,600 11.5% 

05    Federal Fund 75,181 291,102 128,629 -162,473 -55.8% 

09    Reimbursable Fund 564,339 516,675 611,731 95,056 18.4% 

Total Funds $ 8,717,567 $ 10,388,928 $ 10,737,680 $ 348,752 3.4% 

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include 

contingent reductions. 
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Note:  Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 
 
For further information contact:   Hannah E. Dier Phone:  (410) 946-5530 

 

Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 
200 

 

Operating Budget Data 

 ($ in Thousands) 
 
        

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change  

  Actual Working Allowance Change Prior Year  

        
 Special Fund $3,410 $3,455 $3,531 $76 2.2%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 0 -3 -3   

 Adjusted Special Fund $3,410 $3,455 $3,528 $73 2.1%  

        

 Federal Fund 1,139 1,700 1,700 0   

 Adjusted Federal Fund $1,139 $1,700 $1,700 $0 0.0%  

        

 Reimbursable Fund 29 41 23 -18 -44.8%  

 Adjusted Reimbursable Fund $29 $41 $23 -$18 -44.8%  

        

 Adjusted Grand Total $4,578 $5,196 $5,251 $54 1.0%  

        

 

 The fiscal 2017 allowance increases by a net of $54,000, or 1%, compared to the fiscal 2016 

working appropriation.  The growth is the result of an increase in funding for awards made to 

victims of crime, partially offset by decreases for personnel and contractual full-time 

equivalents (FTE). 
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Personnel Data 

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17  

  Actual Working Allowance Change   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Regular Positions 

 
11.00 

 
11.00 

 
11.00 

 
0.00 

 
  

 Contractual FTEs 
 

2.96 
 

4.26 
 

4.26 
 

0.00 
 
  

 
 
Total Personnel 

 
13.96 

 
15.26 

 
15.26 

 
0.00 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Vacancy Data:  Regular Positions 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Turnover and Necessary Vacancies, Excluding New 

Positions 
 

0.00 
 

0.00% 
 

 
 
 

 
 Positions and Percentage Vacant as of 12/31/15 

 
 

 
0.00 0.00% 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

 

 The allowance includes no changes for regular positions or contractual FTEs. 

 

 

Analysis in Brief 

 

Major Trends 
 

Processing Claims:  After a period of receiving a declining number of claims each year, the Criminal 

Injuries Compensation Board (CICB) received a slightly increased number of eligible claims in 

fiscal 2014 and 2015.  Despite implementing a stricter goal of resolving 75% of eligible claims within 

120 days of determining eligibility, CICB’s fiscal 2014 and 2015 claim processing performance has 

exceeded the goal of 75% by at least 8 percentage points each year.  Additionally, the average number 

of days to process a claim was significantly reduced for the third year in a row. 

 

 

Recommended Actions 

    

1. Concur with Governor’s allowance.   
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Operating Budget Analysis 

 

Program Description 

 

 The Criminal Injuries Compensation Board (CICB) awards grants to innocent victims of crime 

who incur financial hardship as a result of crime.  Awards may be made for lost wages, medical 

expenses, counseling, crime scene clean-up, and funeral expenses for victims of homicide.  Grants may 

not exceed $45,000, including any subsequent and supplemental awards, with the exception of victims 

suffering permanent total disability.  After a disability-related claim of $25,000 has been awarded to 

the victim, if the injury to the victim resulted in permanent total disability, the victim may request an 

additional award of up to $25,000.  Funding for these grants is generated by the State’s Criminal Injuries 

Compensation Fund (CICF) from fees assessed by circuit and District courts.  The CICF is also 

supplemented by federal funds. 

 

 

Performance Analysis:  Managing for Results 
 

 

1. Processing Claims 

 

The mission of CICB is to alleviate the financial hardship suffered by innocent victims of crime 

and their families.  As such, timely resolution of claims is a must.  Exhibit 1 reflects the number of 

eligible and noneligible claims received each year, as well as the percentage of eligible claims on which 

awards were made.  In order to be eligible, claims must be made within three years of the crime (except 

in some cases of child abuse), the injury must have occurred in Maryland (except in some cases of 

international terrorism), and the claimant must have suffered a physical or psychological injury.  After 

a period of a declining number of eligible claims received, CICB saw an increase of 6.8%, or nearly 

100 additional claims in fiscal 2014.  The number of eligible claims remained relatively stable in 

fiscal 2015, with a slight decrease from fiscal 2014.  About 97% of the total claims received in 

fiscal 2015 were deemed eligible, a slightly larger proportion than the 96% in fiscal 2014.  

 

 In order for payment to be made on an eligible claim, the crime must be reported to an authority, 

the claimant must have suffered financial loss of at least $100, the crime must be reported within 

48 hours (unless good cause is shown), the victim or claimant must cooperate with the authorities and 

CICB, the victim or claimant cannot have contributed to their victimization, and the victim or claimant 

must have exhausted all other sources for reimbursement.  After reaching a low of making awards on 

only 33% of eligible claims in fiscal 2012, the percentage more than doubled to 70% in fiscal 2013 and 

has since remained above 60%.  The decrease in fiscal 2012 is related to the CICB’s exhaustion of its 

fund balance prior to fiscal 2011 and subsequent slowing of award payments in order to stay within 

budget.  The increase in fiscal 2013 is reflective of CICB’s increased ability to pay awards due to the 

implementation of internal controls to ensure accountability of funds and cost saving initiatives. 
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Exhibit 1 

Claims Received 
Fiscal 2006-2015 

 

 
 

 
Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2006-2015 

 

 

 Exhibit 2 demonstrates the agency’s objective to resolve claims within a given timeframe.  

CICB’s current goal is to issue a final decision for at least 75% of eligible claims within 120 days of 

determining eligibility.  Prior to fiscal 2014, the goal was to issue a final decision for at least 70% of 

eligible claims within 180 days of determining eligibility.  Despite the stricter goal, and CICB’s 

difficulty meeting the previous goal, CICB’s fiscal 2014 and 2015 performance exceeded the goal of 

75% by at least 8 percentage points each year.  
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Exhibit 2 

Eligible Claims Processing 
Fiscal 2010-2015 

 

 
 

 

 
Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2006-2015 

 

 

 The average number of days to process a claim was significantly reduced for the third year in a 

row, falling within the statutory timeframe of 90 days for the second time in the past decade.  Beginning 

in fiscal 2013, CICB began making procedural changes in order to streamline the claims process, 

including the establishment of a new funeral and burial claims procedure, an improved process for 

identifying and reviewing delayed claims, and clarification and establishment of procedures related to 

“show cause orders.”  Additionally, CICB instituted new performance measures to hold employees 

accountable for the processing of claims within statutory timeframes. 
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Proposed Budget 
 

 As seen in Exhibit 3, the Governor’s allowance for CICB increases by $54,000, or 1%, over 

the fiscal 2016 working appropriation.  The increase is attributable to an increase in special funds, 

partially offset by a reduction in reimbursable funds. 

 

 

Exhibit 3 

Proposed Budget 
DPSCS – Criminal Injuries Compensation Board 

($ in Thousands) 

 

How Much It Grows: 

Special 

Fund 

Federal 

Fund 

Reimb. 

Fund 

 

Total  

Fiscal 2015 Actual $3,410 $1,139 $29 $4,578  

Fiscal 2016 Working Appropriation 3,455 1,700 41 5,196  

Fiscal 2017 Allowance 3,528 1,700 23 5,251  

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Amount Change $73 $0 -$18 $54  

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Percent Change 2.1%       -44.8% 1.0%  

 

Where It Goes:  

 Personnel Expenses  

  Employee retirement system .............................................................................................  $16 

  Employee and retiree health insurance .............................................................................  5 

  Turnover adjustments ........................................................................................................  -32 

  Other fringe benefit adjustments .......................................................................................  -1 

 Other Changes  

  Awards made to victims of crime .....................................................................................  100 

  Contractual full-time equivalents ......................................................................................  -33 

  Other .................................................................................................................................  -1 

 Total $54 
 

 

Note:  Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 

 

 

When adjusted for back of the bill sections, personnel expenses decrease by a net $12,000 in 

special funds.  Employee retirement and health insurance increase by $16,000 and $5,000, respectively.  

However, this growth is more than offset by a reduction of $32,000 for the turnover adjustment.  The 

allowance for the Department of Budget and Management also includes funding for employee 
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increments.  A special fund amount of $12,454 will be transferred by budget amendment to CICB to 

allocate funding for increments. 

 

Aside from personnel expenses, the allowance for CICB increases by $66,000 over the working 

appropriation.  The single largest change is an additional $100,000 in special funds for awards to 

victims of crime.  The federal fund award level remains unchanged between the working appropriation 

and the allowance.  Exhibit 4 shows the funding history for awards made to victims of crime since 

fiscal 2006.  As a result of a number of operational improvements between fiscal 2002 and 2004, such 

as a new automated tracking system, increased staffing, and a more aggressive outreach effort, CICB 

increased the number of awards made to victims of crime and the amount of State funding used to 

support this growth.  Funding for awards peaked in fiscal 2010 and has since declined significantly 

because the agency exhausted its available fund balance.  Fiscal 2013 saw the lowest award 

expenditures in the past decade, as the agency was limited to providing compensation only within 

available annual revenues. 

 

 

Exhibit 4 

Awards Made to Victims of Crime 
Fiscal 2006-2017 

($ in Thousands) 

 

 
 

 
Source:  Department of Legislative Services 
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Annual special fund revenue from the CICF is approximately $3.5 million.  Compensation 

expenditures increased in fiscal 2014 and 2015 as a result of additional federal revenue.  Since federal 

funding for awards is provided based on a percentage of prior year special fund expenditures, the 

decline in special fund spending between fiscal 2008 and 2012, after the fund balance had been 

exhausted, had a negative impact on federal revenue.  With the exhaustion of the fund balance, special 

fund expenditures have stabilized at a slightly higher level than in fiscal 2012.  As such, additional 

federal revenue was available in fiscal 2014.  In fiscal 2015 and 2016, federal funding for awards made 

to victims of crime increased gradually, consistent with the prior year increase in special fund 

expenditures.  Since CICB’s 2017 special fund allowance for awards to crime victims is slightly higher 

than in fiscal 2014 and 2015, the State can expect a slightly higher level of federal funds for this purpose 

in fiscal 2019. 

 

CICB does not currently have a backlog in claims eligible for award.  CICB is continuing to 

make the adjustments discussed in prior year analyses in order to ensure that adequate funding is 

available to cover all eligible claims.  These include enforcing CICB’s position as the fund of last resort; 

denying all claims otherwise eligible for reimbursement from other sources; negotiating claims with 

large medical providers; and requiring that CICB medical claimants file for medical assistance, 

workers’ compensation benefits, Social Security disability, and other appropriate reimbursement 

sources before being processed by CICB. 

 

Across-the-board Reductions 
 

The fiscal 2017 budget bill includes an across-the-board reduction for employee health 

insurance, based on a revised estimate of the amount of funding needed.  This agency’s share of these 

reductions is $3,061 in special funds.  There is an additional across-the-board reduction to abolish 

positions statewide, but the amounts have not been allocated by agency. 
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Recommended Actions 

 

1. Concur with Governor’s allowance.   
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Object/Fund Difference Report 

DPSCS – Criminal Injuries Compensation Board 

 

  FY 16    

 FY 15 Working FY 17 FY 16 - FY 17 Percent 

Object/Fund Actual Appropriation Allowance Amount Change Change 

      

Positions      

01    Regular 11.00 11.00 11.00 0.00 0% 

02    Contractual 2.96 4.26 4.26 0.00 0% 

Total Positions 13.96 15.26 15.26 0.00 0% 

      

Objects      

01    Salaries and Wages $ 832,520 $ 847,519 $ 838,595 -$ 8,924 -1.1% 

02    Technical and Spec. Fees 109,735 147,197 114,276 -32,921 -22.4% 

03    Communication 9,495 11,745 12,245 500 4.3% 

04    Travel 3,192 2,000 3,200 1,200 60.0% 

06    Fuel and Utilities 4,757 6,021 4,700 -1,321 -21.9% 

08    Contractual Services 29,146 36,000 36,500 500 1.4% 

09    Supplies and Materials 3,155 7,500 6,000 -1,500 -20.0% 

10    Equipment – Replacement 1,248 0 0 0 0.0% 

11    Equipment – Additional 661 0 0 0 0.0% 

12    Grants, Subsidies, and Contributions 3,548,947 4,100,000 4,200,000 100,000 2.4% 

13    Fixed Charges 35,094 38,291 38,311 20 0.1% 

Total Objects $ 4,577,950 $ 5,196,273 $ 5,253,827 $ 57,554 1.1% 

      

Funds      

03    Special Fund $ 3,410,091 $ 3,455,265 $ 3,531,195 $ 75,930 2.2% 

05    Federal Fund 1,139,201 1,700,000 1,700,000 0 0% 

09    Reimbursable Fund 28,658 41,008 22,632 -18,376 -44.8% 

Total Funds $ 4,577,950 $ 5,196,273 $ 5,253,827 $ 57,554 1.1% 

      

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 
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Operating Budget Data 

 ($ in Thousands) 
 
        

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change  

  Actual Working Allowance Change Prior Year  

        
 General Fund $560 $531 $560 $28 5.4%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 0 -1 -1   

 Adjusted General Fund $560 $531 $559 $28 5.2%  

        

 Adjusted Grand Total $560 $531 $559 $28 5.2%  

        

 

 The fiscal 2017 allowance for the Maryland Commission on Correctional Standards (MCCS) 

increases by $28,000, or 5.2%, compared to the fiscal 2017 working appropriation.  Contractual 

full-time equivalents (FTE) account for nearly all of the growth. 

 

 
 
 

 

Personnel Data 

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17  

  Actual Working Allowance Change   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Regular Positions 

 
4.00 

 
4.00 

 
4.00 

 
0.00 

 
  

 Contractual FTEs 
 

2.53 
 

3.19 
 

3.19 
 

0.00 
 
  

 
 
Total Personnel 

 
6.53 

 
7.19 

 
7.19 

 
0.00 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Vacancy Data:  Regular Positions 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Turnover and Necessary Vacancies, Excluding New 

Positions 
 

0.00 
 

0.00% 
 

 
 
 

 
 Positions and Percentage Vacant as of 12/31/15 

 
 

 
0.00 0.00% 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

 The allowance includes no change in regular positions or contractual FTEs. 
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Analysis in Brief 

 

Major Trends 
 

Facility Audit Workload:  The commission has continued to successfully meet its objectives to have 

all places of adult correctional confinement audited within a three-year cycle and all private home 

detention monitoring agencies audited within a two-year cycle.  Additionally, MCCS has met its goal 

of successfully implementing commission-approved compliance plans within six months for facilities 

that do not meet 100% of standards during the initial audit each year from fiscal 2010 through 2015, 

except in fiscal 2013. 

 

 

Recommended Actions 
 

    

1. Concur with Governor’s allowance.   

 

 

Updates 

 

MCCS Standards Modifications:  MCCS correctional standards are mandatory and require 100% 

compliance from State and local correctional facilities.  Pursuant to Chapters 142 and 143 of 2014, 

MCCS began reviewing its standards and evaluating proposed modifications in May 2014.  In 

November 2015, the commission adopted three standards modifications regarding training and 

evacuation plans.  The commission plans to consider another four proposed standards modifications 

regarding sexual assault, inmate classification, nontoxic cleaning materials, and security and inmate 

control in March 2016. 
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Operating Budget Analysis 

 

Program Description 

 

The Maryland Commission on Correctional Standards (MCCS) develops standards and 

enforces regulations addressing life, health, safety, and constitutional issues for the operation of 

Maryland’s prisons, detention centers, and community correctional centers.  Legislation enacted in 

1998 requires that the commission also serve as a regulatory licensing authority for private home 

detention monitoring agencies. 

 

 

Performance Analysis:  Managing for Results 
 

 

1. Facility Audit Workload 

 

The primary goal of MCCS is good management.  MCCS defines this goal as efficiently 

conducting timely and high-quality compliance audits of all adult correctional confinement facilities 

and private home detention monitoring agencies.  The commission has continued to successfully meet 

its objectives to have all places of adult correctional confinement audited within a three-year cycle and 

all private home detention monitoring agencies audited within a two-year cycle, as shown in Exhibit 1. 

 

When exceptions are noted during an initial audit, MCCS works with the audited facility to 

develop a compliance plan for correcting the identified deficiencies.  MCCS has established six months 

as the targeted timeframe for having facilities successfully implement the commission-approved 

compliance plan.  This goal has been met each year from fiscal 2010 through 2015, except in 

fiscal 2013, when only 85% of compliance plans were completed.  Exhibit 2 shows the total number 

of compliance plans to be implemented each year, as well as the number of compliance plans that were 

not successfully implemented within six months.  According to MCCS, this was due to inmate safety 

issues at the Metropolitan Transition Center and the Maryland Reception, Diagnostic, and 

Classification Center (MRDCC) in Baltimore City, and tool control issues at the Eastern Correctional 

Institution (ECI) – Annex.  The issues at MRDCC and ECI have since been resolved.   
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Exhibit 1 

Facilities Audited by the Maryland Commission on Correctional Standards 
Fiscal 2009-2015 

 

 
 

Source:  Maryland Commission on Correctional Standards 
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Exhibit 2 

Facility Compliance Plans 
Fiscal 2010-2015 

 

 
 

Source:  Maryland Commission on Correctional Standards 

 

 

 

Proposed Budget 
 

 As seen in Exhibit 3, the Governor’s fiscal 2017 allowance for MCCS increases by 

$28,000 over the fiscal 2016 working appropriation.  The increase reflects a reduced turnover 

adjustment for contractual full-time equivalents, resulting in an increase of $43,000.  Employee 

retirement system contributions and in-state travel costs also increase in the allowance by about 

$8,000 and $2,000, respectively.  These increases are partially offset by reductions for employee and 

retiree health insurance ($17,000) and rent ($6,000).  The allowance for the Department of Budget and 

Management also includes funding for employee increments.  A general fund amount of $3,471 will 

be transferred by budget amendment to MCCS to allocate funding for increments. 
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Exhibit 3 

Proposed Budget 
DPSCS –  Maryland Commission on Correctional Standards 

($ in Thousands) 

 

How Much It Grows: 

General 

Fund 

 

Total  

Fiscal 2015 Actual $560 $560  

Fiscal 2016 Working Appropriation 531 531  

Fiscal 2017 Allowance 559 559  

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Amount Change $28 $28  

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Percent Change 5.2% 5.2%  

 

Where It Goes: 

 Personnel Expenses  

  Employee retirement ...............................................................................................................  $8 

  Turnover adjustments ..............................................................................................................  -1 

  Employee and retiree health insurance ...................................................................................  -17 

 Other Changes  

  Contractual full-time equivalents turnover adjustment ...........................................................  43 

  In-state travel ..........................................................................................................................  2 

  Cell phone expenditures ..........................................................................................................  -1 

  Non-Department of General Services rent ..............................................................................  -6 

 Total $28 
 

 

Note:  Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 

 

 

Across-the-board Reductions 
 

The fiscal 2017 budget bill includes an across-the-board reduction for employee health 

insurance, based on a revised estimate of the amount of funding needed.  This agency’s share of these 

reductions is $899 in general funds.  There is an additional across-the-board reduction to abolish 

positions statewide, but the amounts have not been allocated by agency. 
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Recommended Actions 

 

1. Concur with Governor’s allowance.   
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Updates 

 

1. MCCS Standards Modifications 

 

MCCS has been auditing adult State and local facilities since its establishment in 1980.  All 

Maryland State correctional standards, which fall into eight main disciplines, are mandatory and require 

100% compliance from State and local correctional facilities.  MCCS correctional standards are intended 

to provide facilities with a template for best practices for correctional operations.  While correctional 

facilities must have written policies and procedures to address certain elements of each standard, there is 

flexibility in the acceptable policies and procedures in order to allow for different facility layouts, areas of 

concern, or other variables.  

 

 Beginning in May 2014, in accordance with Chapters 142 and 143 of 2014, MCCS underwent a 

process of reviewing its standards and evaluating proposed modifications.  A subcommittee was formed 

in November 2014 to review and recommend proposed standards modifications.  In November 2015, the 

subcommittee reported seven proposals to MCCS for consideration.  Three of the seven proposals were 

adopted including:   

 

 Training:  Requirement regarding a written policy for ensuring compliance with Correctional 

Training Commission background checks;  

 

 Training:  Requirement regarding a written policy for ensuring compliance with Correctional 

Training Commission training requirements; and 

 

 Evacuation Plan:  Requirement regarding a written evacuation plan that is to be reviewed 

annually. 

 

 The remaining four proposals from the subcommittee were tabled and referred for legal review.  

MCCS has indicated that the proposals will be considered at the commission’s March 2016 meeting.  The 

proposed modifications affect standards regarding sexual assault, inmate classification, nontoxic cleaning 

materials, and security and inmate control. 
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Object/Fund Difference Report 

DPSCS – Maryland Commission on Correctional Standards 

 

  FY 16    

 FY 15 Working FY 17 FY 16 - FY 17 Percent 

Object/Fund Actual Appropriation Allowance Amount Change Change 

      

Positions      

01    Regular 4.00 4.00 4.00 0.00 0% 

02    Contractual 2.53 3.19 3.19 0.00 0% 

Total Positions 6.53 7.19 7.19 0.00 0% 

      

Objects      

01    Salaries and Wages $ 406,868 $ 410,088 $ 401,284 -$ 8,804 -2.1% 

02    Technical and Spec. Fees 98,573 64,086 106,983 42,897 66.9% 

03    Communication 3,131 3,750 3,200 -550 -14.7% 

04    Travel 17,088 15,350 17,225 1,875 12.2% 

06    Fuel and Utilities 2,964 3,400 3,100 -300 -8.8% 

07    Motor Vehicles 1,754 1,540 1,860 320 20.8% 

08    Contractual Services 3,760 4,850 4,350 -500 -10.3% 

09    Supplies and Materials 1,481 3,000 3,000 0 0% 

13    Fixed Charges 23,884 25,040 18,580 -6,460 -25.8% 

Total Objects $ 559,503 $ 531,104 $ 559,582 $ 28,478 5.4% 

      

Funds      

01    General Fund $ 559,503 $ 531,104 $ 559,582 $ 28,478 5.4% 

Total Funds $ 559,503 $ 531,104 $ 559,582 $ 28,478 5.4% 

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 
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Operating Budget Data 

 ($ in Thousands) 
 
        

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change  

  Actual Working Allowance Change Prior Year  

        
 General Fund $237,642 $225,626 $232,189 $6,563 2.9%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 23,478 -613 -24,092   

 Adjusted General Fund $237,642 $249,105 $231,575 -$17,529 -7.0%  

        

 Special Fund 1,831 1,704 2,018 314 18.5%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 0 -1 -1   

 Adjusted Special Fund $1,831 $1,704 $2,017 $313 18.4%  

        

 Federal Fund 23,176 24,539 24,865 326 1.3%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 0 -48 -48   

 Adjusted Federal Fund $23,176 $24,539 $24,817 $278 1.1%  

        

 Reimbursable Fund 522 355 343 -12 -3.5%  

 Adjusted Reimbursable Fund $522 $355 $343 -$12 -3.5%  

        

 Adjusted Grand Total $263,171 $275,702 $258,752 -$16,950 -6.1%  

        

 

 The Governor’s allowance for the Division of Pretrial Detention (DPD) includes $23.5 million 

in fiscal 2016 deficiency appropriations.  Of this, $8.8 million is provided to support custodial 

overtime, $6.7 million funds the implementation of cell phone managed access systems at 

two facilities, $4.8 million is needed for emergency maintenance and repairs, $3.1 million 

supports the replacement of the radio system at the Baltimore Central Booking and Intake 

Center, and $104,000 is for vehicle purchases. 
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 The fiscal 2017 allowance for DPD declines by nearly $17.0 million, or 6.1%.  Of this, 

$9.8 million is the result of the removal of one-time fiscal 2016 deficiency appropriations.  The 

remaining $7.2 million decrease is largely attributable to a net $4.2 million reduction in building 

repairs and maintenance, a $2.3 million decline in inmate variable costs, and a $1.2 million 

decrease in personnel expenses. 

 

 
 
 

 

Personnel Data 

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17  

  Actual Working Allowance Change   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Regular Positions 

 
2,314.60 

 
2,307.60 

 
2,307.60 

 
0.00 

 
  

 Contractual FTEs 
 

40.16 
 

125.48 
 

123.64 
 

-1.84 
 
  

 
 
Total Personnel 

 
2,354.76 

 
2,433.08 

 
2,431.24 

 
-1.84 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Vacancy Data:  Regular Positions 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Turnover and Necessary Vacancies, Excluding New 

Positions 
 

95.07 
 

4.12% 
 

 
 
  

 Positions and Percentage Vacant as of 12/31/15 
 

243.00 
 

10.53% 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

 The allowance includes no change in regular positions and a reduction of 1.8 contractual 

full-time equivalents. 

 

 At the close of calendar 2015, DPD had 243.0 positions vacant, more than twice what is needed 

on average to meet budgeted turnover.  However, a January 2016 Joint Chairmen’s Report 

response indicates that the department has frozen 155.0 vacant DPD positions for reallocation 

to other functions and facilities, such as operation of Baltimore City food service and operation 

of the second Dorsey Run Correctional Facility compound. 
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Analysis in Brief 

 

Major Trends 
 

Population Statistics:  Both the number of arrestees processed through the Baltimore Central Booking 

and Intake Center and the number of commitments processed through the Baltimore City Detention 

Center (BCDC) have declined over the past decade.  As a result, the average daily population (ADP) 

of DPD detainees has also declined by a cumulative 25.8% over the same period of time.  Following 

the recent departmental reorganization, the division gained responsibility for the Department of Public 

Safety and Correctional Services (DPSCS) sentenced inmates incarcerated in Baltimore City facilities.  

This population is smaller than it was 10 years ago due to the closure of Baltimore City facilities, most 

notably portions of the Metropolitan Transition Center in fiscal 2009.  Some of the inmates previously 

held in the now closed facilities were transferred to other Baltimore City facilities, while others were 

transferred to facilities in other parts of the State. 

 

Facility Security:  DPD reports the rate of assaults on detainees and staff per 100 ADP in order to 

measure the division’s ability to maintain safe institutions.  The fiscal 2015 detainee-on-staff assault 

rate decreased by 5.3% from fiscal 2014 to 4.82 assaults per 100 ADP; however, this is still the 

second highest that the detainee-on-staff assault rate has been since reporting was improved in 

fiscal 2010.  The detainee-on-detainee assault rate declined for the third consecutive year in fiscal 2015, 

to 11.56 assaults per 100 ADP.  DPD should comment on the anticipated change in the detainee 

assault rates for fiscal 2016 following the depopulation of detainees from the Men’s Detention 

Center (MDC) and the transfer of inmates among Baltimore City and State facilities. 

 

 

Issues 
 

Baltimore City Offender Population and Facility Reorganization:  Following the depopulation of 

MDC beginning in July 2015, the number of DPD facilities housing pretrial detainees has increased 

from two to four.  DPSCS also orchestrated the transfer of several hundred inmates between facilities 

across the State in order to depopulate MDC and accommodate all Baltimore City detainees within 

Baltimore City facilities.  Concurrently, DPSCS underwent a departmental reorganization and 

reestablished DPD.  Under the new organizational structure, DPD facilities house a sentenced inmate 

population of nearly 1,400.  DPSCS should comment on the reason for organizing correctional 

facilities within DPD despite the lack of a significant detainee population at those facilities. 

 

Jerome Duvall, et al. v. Lawrence Hogan, Jr., et al.:  In June 2015, a motion was filed by the 

American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) on behalf of Baltimore City detainees to reopen a partial 

settlement agreement regarding conditions and issues related to BCDC.  In November 2015, DPSCS 

and the ACLU announced that a settlement agreement had been reached; however, the final settlement 

has not be signed by the judge.  The Department of Legislative Services recommends adding budget 

bill language restricting funds until receipt of a report outlining a plan and associated costs for 

complying with the final settlement agreement.  
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Recommended Actions 
 

    
1. Add language restricting funds until submission of a plan for complying with the terms of the 

final settlement agreement in Jerome Duvall, et al. v. Lawrence Hogan, Jr., et al. 
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Operating Budget Analysis 

 

Program Description 

 

The Division of Pretrial Detention (DPD) is responsible for processing and managing the care, 

custody, and control of Baltimore City arrestees and detainees in a safe, humane, and secure 

environment.  DPD also supervises operation of Baltimore City facilities incarcerating a portion of the 

State sentenced inmate population. 

 

 

Performance Analysis:  Managing for Results 
 

 

1. Population Statistics 

 

Both the number of arrestees processed through the Baltimore Central Booking and Intake 

Center (BCBIC) and the number of commitments processed through the Baltimore City Detention 

Center ((BCDC); portions of which are now the Baltimore Pretrial Complex (BPC)) have been 

declining over the past decade.  Although the percent of arrestees committed to DPD facilities has 

varied some, it has generally remained between 50.0% and 60.0%.  These trends are demonstrated in 

Exhibit 1 for fiscal 2008 through 2015.  In fiscal 2015, DPD processed 36,602 arrestees.  This is less 

than half the 82,468 arrestees processed in fiscal 2008.  Similarly, about 23,748 fewer commitments 

were processed by BCDC in fiscal 2015 than in fiscal 2008, a reduction of almost 56.0%.  However, it 

should be noted that the 2015 decline in arrests and bookings is in part attributable to the Freddie Gray 

case and ensuing civil unrest in Baltimore City.  The rate of commitment has remained relatively stable, 

with an average of 52.5% over the past eight years.  Fiscal 2010 saw the lowest rate of commitment, at 

49.0%, and fiscal 2014 saw the highest rate at 55.8%.  This indicates that in most years, at least half of 

the people arrested in Baltimore City are ultimately housed in DPD facilities, which represents a 

significant cost to the State. 

 

Fortunately, as shown in Exhibit 2, the average daily population (ADP) for DPD detainees has 

generally declined over the past decade.  In fiscal 2015, the DPD detainee ADP was 2,515.  Pretrial 

populations are typically less expensive to maintain; however, the detainee population data considered 

alone is somewhat deceiving.  Since the State operates both the Baltimore City local detention center 

and the State prison facilities, the Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services (DPSCS) has 

the ability to house offenders in State prison facilities when the offenders might have a sentence that in 

any other jurisdiction would place them in a local detention center.  As of January 2016, there were 

546 inmates with sentences of 18 months or less departmentwide, and 350 of those were sentenced to 

less than 12 months.  Of the inmates sentenced to 18 months or less, just more than 55% were housed 

in facilities other than one of the two Baltimore City detention facilities; of the inmates sentenced  
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to under 12 months, almost one-third were housed in facilities other than one of the two Baltimore City 

detention facilities.  Although this is not ideal policy, it does help the department address problems 

with overcrowding in its Baltimore City facilities and logistical concerns with maintaining sight and 

sound separation among male, female, and juvenile detainees. 

 

 

Exhibit 1 

Division of Pretrial Detention 

Detainee Processing and Rate of Commitment 
Fiscal 2008-2015 

 

 
 

 

BCBIC:  Baltimore Central Booking and Intake Center 

BDCD:  Baltimore City Detention Center 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2008-2015 
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Exhibit 2 

ADP for Offenders Incarcerated in Baltimore City Facilities 
Fiscal 2006-2015 

 

 
 

ADP:  average daily population 

CDF:  Chesapeake Detention Facility 

MCAC:  Maryland Correctional Adjustment Center 

 

Source:  Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services Annual ADP Reports, Fiscal 2006-2015 

 

 

The sentenced population indicated in Exhibit 2 has declined due to the closure of a few 

Baltimore City facilities over the past decade.  Most notably, portions of the Metropolitan Transition 

Center (MTC) were closed in fiscal 2009, which reduced the Baltimore City sentenced population by 

more than 850 offenders.  The following year, the department closed the Baltimore Pre-Release Unit 

for Women that typically housed at least 120 sentenced offenders.  The Maryland Correctional 

Adjustment Center was converted to a federal detention facility, the Chesapeake Detention Facility 

(CDF), in fiscal 2011, necessitating the relocation of about 200 State inmates previously incarcerated 

there.  And most recently, the department closed Baltimore Pre-Release Unit in fiscal 2014, which 

typically held 150 to 200 sentenced offenders.  Some of the inmates previously held in these now closed 

facilities were transferred to other Baltimore City facilities, while others were transferred to facilities 

in other parts of the State. 
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2. Facility Security 

 

DPD reports the rate of assaults on detainees and staff per 100 offenders in order to measure 

the division’s ability to maintain safe institutions.  The goal is to have detainee-on-detainee and 

detainee-on-staff assault rates at, or below, 13.17 and 4.54, respectively.  Overall, detainee assaults 

decreased by 9.5% since reaching a high in fiscal 2011.  As shown in Exhibit 3, in fiscal 2010, the 

detainee-on-staff assault rate increased significantly due to improved reporting.  Prior to fiscal 2010, 

this assault rate was likely underreported.  In fiscal 2014, the detainee-on-staff assault rate increased to 

a five-year high of 5.07 assaults per 100 ADP.  The assault rate decreased by 4.9% in fiscal 2015 to 

4.82 assaults per 100 ADP; however, this is still the second highest that the detainee-on-staff assault 

rate has been since reporting was improved in fiscal 2010.  The detainee-on-detainee assault rate 

declined for the third consecutive year in fiscal 2015 to 11.56 assaults per 100 ADP.  DPD should 

comment on the anticipated change in the detainee assault rates for fiscal 2016 following the 

depopulation of detainees from the Men’s Detention Center (MDC) and the transfer of inmates 

among Baltimore City and State facilities. 

 

 

Exhibit 3 

Division of Pretrial Detention 

Detainee Assault Rates 
Fiscal 2006-2015 

 

 
 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2006-2015 
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Fiscal 2016 Actions 
 

Proposed Deficiency 
 

DPD receives approximately three-quarters of all DPSCS fiscal 2016 deficiency appropriations.  

The nine general fund deficiencies add $23.5 million to the division’s working appropriation and add 

funding as follows: 

 

 $8.8 million in general funds for DPD employee overtime expenses.  The fiscal 2016 working 

appropriation for DPD employee overtime is $1.3 million below the legislative appropriation 

and $10.0 million below fiscal 2015 actual expenditures.  The fiscal 2016 deficiency 

appropriation increases overtime funding to $20.0 million, which is still nearly $1.2 million 

below fiscal 2015 actual expenditures;  

 

 $6.7 million in general funds to install cell phone managed access systems at BCBIC and the 

Maryland Reception, Diagnostic, and Classification Center (MRDCC).  DPSCS originally 

received funding to expand implementation of cell phone managed access to these facilities in 

the fiscal 2015 legislative appropriation, in accordance with a recommendation from the 

2013 Special Joint Commission on Public Safety and Security in State and Local Correctional 

Facilities.  However the funding was removed as part of the department’s fiscal 2015 2% 

general fund reduction.  Similar systems have been implemented at MTC and BCDC in 

fiscal 2013 and 2014, respectively; 

 

 $3.1 million in general funds to replace the radio system at BCBIC; 

 

 $4.8 million in general funds for emergency maintenance and repairs.  Of this amount, 

$3.6 million is provided to support maintenance and repairs related to pending litigation, as 

discussed in the Issues section of this analysis; and 

 

 $104,000 in general funds for purchase of two box trucks associated with terminating the 

Baltimore City food service contract and absorbing that function in-house.  Other related costs 

are discussed later in this analysis. 

 

 Cost Containment  
 

Departmentwide, the fiscal 2016 legislative appropriation for DPSCS included a 2% 

across-the-board general fund reduction totaling $24.4 million.  Of the total reduction, $1.9 million was 

allocated to savings for maintenance, overtime, and other costs associated with the closure of the 

Baltimore City MDC; however, the division’s fiscal 2016 deficiencies for overtime and facility 

maintenance negate this reduction.  The following reductions allocated on a departmentwide basis in 

part affected the fiscal 2016 appropriation for DPD:  

 

 $6.0 million for increased vacancies;  
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 $5.6 million for reduced inmate medical and food costs associated with a decreasing inmate 

population;  

 

 $4.5 million for elimination of roll call and implementation of a 10-hour correctional officer 

shift; 

 

 $2.4 million for salary savings associated with a 50-position reduction; and 

 

 $358,244 for reclassification of one vacant positions and elimination of contractual 

full-time equivalents (FTE) associated with the consolidation of financial operations across the 

department. 

 

The department was unable to meet the January 2016 schedule set by the Department of Budget 

and Management for negotiating the elimination of roll call and the implementation of a 10-hour 

correctional officer shift.  The implementation of a 10-hour shift would also require legislation which, 

to date, has not been introduced.  All $4.5 million in anticipated overtime savings is returned to the 

department as part of the fiscal 2016 overtime deficiency appropriation of $13.2 million.  The 

department has indicated that it still plans to pursue negotiations related to eliminating roll call and 

implementing an extended shift in facilities. 

 

 

Proposed Budget 
 

 As seen in Exhibit 4, the fiscal 2017 allowance for DPD decreases by nearly $17 million, or 

6.1%, when compared to the fiscal 2016 working appropriation and when accounting for fiscal 2016 

deficiency appropriations and the fiscal 2017 back of the bill reduction for health insurance.  Absent 

deficiency appropriations, the allowance grows by $6.5 million. 

 

 

Exhibit 4 

Proposed Budget 
DPSCS – Division of Pretrial Detention 

($ in Thousands) 

 

How Much It Grows: 

General 

Fund 

Special 

Fund 

Federal 

Fund 

Reimb. 

Fund 

 

Total 

Fiscal 2015 Actual $237,642 $1,831 $23,176 $522 $263,171 

Fiscal 2016 Working Appropriation 249,105 1,704 24,539 355 275,702 

Fiscal 2017 Allowance 231,575 2,017 24,817 343 258,752 

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Amount Change -$17,529 $313 $278 -$12 -$16,950 

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Percent Change -7.0% 18.4% 1.1% -3.5% -6.1% 
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Where It Goes: 

 Personnel Expenses  

  Employee and retiree health insurance ...................................................................................  $4,146 

  Employee retirement system ...................................................................................................  3,080 

  Workersʼ compensation premium assessment ........................................................................  582 

  Reclassification .......................................................................................................................  -85 

  Salaries and other compensation .............................................................................................  -90 

  Turnover adjustments .............................................................................................................  -2,888 

  Custodial overtime ..................................................................................................................  -5,871 

  Other fringe benefit adjustments .............................................................................................  -33 

 One-time Fiscal 2016 Deficiency Appropriations  

  Purchase of two box trucks .....................................................................................................  -104 

  Replacement of radio system at BCBIC .................................................................................  -3,048 

  Implementation of cell phone managed access systems at BCBIC and MRDCC ..................  -6,680 

 Inmate Variable Costs  

  Food purchases .......................................................................................................................  192 

  Inmate medical services ..........................................................................................................  -1,142 

  Contractual food service .........................................................................................................  -1,389 

 Facility Operation and Maintenance  

  Partial year operation of new Baltimore City YDC ................................................................  777 

  Housekeeping supply purchases .............................................................................................  -274 

  Building repairs and maintenance net of deficiencies ............................................................  -4,162 

 Other  

  Outpatient addictions aftercare at MTC ..................................................................................  358 

  Contractual full-time equivalents ............................................................................................  -120 

  Vehicle replacements ..............................................................................................................  -215 

  Other .......................................................................................................................................  16 

 Total -$16,950 
 

 

BCBIC:  Baltimore Central Booking and Intake Center 

MRDCC:  Maryland Reception, Diagnostic, and Classification Center 

MTC:  Metropolitan Transition Center 

YDC:  Youth Detention Center 

 

Note:  Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 
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Personnel Expenses 
 

Personnel expenses decrease by a net $1.2 million.  Increases for employee and retiree health 

insurance ($4.1 million), the employee retirement system ($3.1 million), and the workers’ 

compensation premium assessment ($582,000) are more than offset by decreases for the turnover 

adjustment and custodial overtime. 

 

The fiscal 2017 DPD allowance for overtime is $14.1 million, which is $5.9 million below the 

fiscal 2016 working appropriation when adjusting for deficiency appropriations.  Most of the decrease 

is attributable to the realignment of funds associated with the departmental reorganization and the 

closure of MDC.  Following the closure of MDC, the population incarcerated in DPD facilities is about 

1,300 offenders, or 28.5%, lower than it was at this time one year ago.  Compared to fiscal 2015 actual 

expenditures, the overtime allowance is nearly $7.1 million lower.  The department also plans to 

reassign or reclassify 270 correctional officer positions from DPD facilities to other functions or 

facilities in the State, as discussed in the DPSCS Overview analysis. 

 

The allowance for the Department of Budget and Management also includes funding for 

employee increments.  A general fund amount of $2,340,380 and a special fund amount of $2,606 will 

be transferred by budget amendment to DPD to allocate funding for increments. 

 

Inmate Variable Costs 
 

The fiscal 2017 DPD allowance for inmate medical care is $31.0 million, a decrease of about 

$1.1 million from the working appropriation.  The decline is largely attributable to the September 2015 

closure of MDC and associated transfer of sentenced inmates from DPD facilities to Division of 

Correction (DOC) facilities.  This is also reflected as a portion of the fiscal 2017 increase of about 

$3.9 million for DOC inmate medical care. 

 

 The DPD allowance includes a decrease of approximately $1.4 million for contractual food 

services and an increase of $192,000 for food purchases.  Prior to September 2015, food service for 

Baltimore City facilities was provided on a contractual basis.  The department terminated the food 

service contract because the number of meals needed was lower than projected, and the vendor was 

unable to perform at the contract price.  Although the department released a Request for Proposals for 

a new food service contract, it did not receive any bids.  At the same time, the department determined 

that it would be able to provide food service in-house, similar to the provision of food service at 

correctional facilities in other regions of the State. 

 

 In order to accommodate in-house food service, DPD has increased funding between the 

current year legislative and working appropriations for contractual full-time equivalents (FTE) by 

nearly $3.0 million to hire dietary workers.  DPD also receives a fiscal 2016 deficiency appropriation 

in the amount of $104,000 to purchase two box trucks for food delivery.  The allowance includes 

$5.7 million in funding for a full year of food purchases and about $588,000 for the purchase of dietary 

supplies.  These costs are offset by the reduction of $12.7 million from the fiscal 2016 legislative 

appropriation for the food services contract.  The department also plans to reclassify up to 

140 correctional officer positions to dietary officer positions for operation of the Baltimore City food 
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service.  This would allow the department to convert the Baltimore City contractual FTE dietary 

workers to regular positions, which would increase the cost of providing food service since regular 

positions receive benefits and leave, unlike contractual FTEs.  It is also important to note that, like 

inmate medical costs, the transfer of inmates to DOC facilities following the closure of MDC resulted 

in the shift of some inmate food costs to other facilities in the State.  Therefore, prior year expenditures 

for contractual food service cannot be compared exactly to the fiscal 2017 allowance for the in-house 

provision of food service. 

 

Other Changes 
 

The new Baltimore City Youth Detention Center is scheduled to open partway through 

fiscal 2017, and the allowance includes funding for partial year operation.  The allowance does not 

include additional positions, but it does include a total of $777,000 for operational costs, primarily 

consisting of utilities and supply and material purchases.  Funding for DPD building repairs and 

maintenance decreases by about $4.2 million in the allowance, largely due to the removal of associated 

fiscal 2016 deficiency appropriations.  The decrease for the deficiencies is partially offset by an 

increase of $655,000 for various maintenance and repairs at DPD facilities. 

 

The $358,000 included in the allowance for an outpatient addictions aftercare program at MTC 

is part of a total of $4.5 million statewide to implement recommendations of the Heroin and Opioid 

Emergency Task Force.  The task force recommendation involves creating a transition process to allow 

inmates with known substance abuse disorders who are nearing release to establish pre-release links to 

community resource providers and post treatment services.  The final report of the task force 

specifically indicates that participants in the program should successfully apply for health insurance 

and schedule requisite medical, mental health, and addictions appointments prior to release.  DPD 

should comment on the size of the offender population anticipated to be served by the 

pilot program. 

 

 Across-the-board Reductions 
 

 The fiscal 2017 budget bill includes an across-the-board reduction for employee health 

insurance, based on a revised estimate of the amount of funding needed.  This agency’s share of these 

reductions is $613,430 in general funds, $877 in special funds, and $48,286 in federal funds.  There is 

an additional across-the-board reduction to abolish positions statewide, but the amounts have not been 

allocated by agency. 
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Issues 

 

1. Baltimore City Offender Population and Facility Reorganization 

 

Following the depopulation of the Baltimore City MDC beginning in July 2015, the number of 

facilities housing Baltimore City pretrial detainees has increased from just BPC (formerly BCDC) and 

BCBIC, to also include MTC and MRDCC.  Exhibit 5 shows a point in time comparison of the overall 

offender population housed in Baltimore City facilities in January 2015 and January 2016.  Most of the 

764 detainees depopulated from MDC were transferred to MRDCC or buildings that now comprise 

BPC, such as the Jail Industries Building.  A small amount of detainees were also relocated to MTC to 

perform dietary work.  All Baltimore City detainees are still incarcerated at facilities in Baltimore City.  

The decreased overall detainee population, seen in Exhibit 5, could be partially attributable to the 

declining pretrial population, as well as the reduction in the jail population due to the Freddie Gray case 

and ensuing civil unrest. 

 

DPSCS also orchestrated the transfer of 832 sentenced inmates between facilities across the 

State in order to depopulate MDC, transfer the pretrial population from MDC to housing separated 

from the sentenced inmate population, and maintain comparable programming for transferred inmates.  

As illustrated in Exhibit 5, the shifts that resulted from the closure of MDC reduced the overall size of 

the sentenced population housed in Baltimore City facilities and shifted part of the population to 

facilities in other parts of the State.  This necessitated the shifting of inmate costs, such as food and 

medical, from DPD to DOC.  Sentenced inmates previously housed at MTC (582 inmates) were 

transferred to facilities in Jessup and Hagerstown, as well as the Baltimore City Correctional Center 

(BCCC) and MRDCC.  Smaller numbers of sentenced inmates were transferred from BCCC to various 

facilities across the State.  Prior to the depopulation of MDC, parole violators from the Baltimore City 

region were held at MRDCC.  Seventy-eight parole violators were moved to facilities in Hagerstown 

and Jessup while others remained in the city.  Parole violators held in Baltimore City are now held at 

MTC. 

 

Concurrently, DPSCS underwent a departmental reorganization and reestablished DPD and 

other functional agencies from the previous regional organization.  DPSCS was organized similarly to 

its current structure prior to fiscal 2013.  However, DPD in its previous form only included BCDC, 

BCBIC, and the federal CDF, as well as the Pretrial Release Services Program, which is now organized 

within the Division of Parole and Probation.  DPD now includes all six Baltimore City correctional and 

detention facilities:  BPC, BCBIC, CDF, MRDCC, MTC, and BCCC.  BCCC, however, houses only 

sentenced offenders, more than 95% of whom had a sentence of over 18 months according to 

January 2016 data.  The detainee population at MTC only accounts for 22% of the overall offender 

population incarcerated there, and only 41 out of 454 sentenced offenders incarcerated at MTC in 

January 2016 had a sentence length of 18 months or less.  BCCC and MTC, as well as MRDCC, are 

still categorized as correctional facilities.  DPSCS should comment on the reason for organizing 

correctional facilities within DPD despite the lack of a significant detainee population at those 

facilities. 
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Exhibit 5 

Average Daily Population for Offenders Incarcerated in Baltimore City by 

Facility 
January 2015 to January 2016 

 

 
BCBIC:  Baltimore Central Booking and Intake Center 

BCCC:  Baltimore City Correctional Center 

BCDC:  Baltimore City Detention Center 

BPC:  Baltimore Pretrial Complex 

BPRU:  Baltimore Pre-Release Unit 

MRDCC:  Maryland Reception, Diagnostic, and Classification Center 

MTC:  Metropolitan Transition Center 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2008-2015 
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2. Jerome Duvall, et al. v. Lawrence Hogan, Jr., et al. 
 

In June 2015, a motion was filed by the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) on behalf of 

Baltimore City detainees to reopen a partial settlement agreement (PSA) regarding conditions and 

issues related to BCDC.  This case has an extensive history, and was previously reopened in 

August 2009, when plaintiffs alleged that the administration failed to resolve ongoing issues that related 

to the deaths of 24 inmates over the prior five-year period.  The most recent June 2015 motion alleges 

that the terms of the 2009 settlement have not been met and seeks relief in the form of a preliminary 

injunction requiring DPSCS to implement 10 improvements related to the alleged environmental and 

hygiene issues, including deficiencies that affect health, safety, and security. 

 

In November 2015, DPSCS and ACLU announced that a settlement agreement had been 

reached, requiring the State to make improvements to the detainee health care system and facilities.  

The settlement also includes assessment by independent monitors in order to ensure the State’s 

compliance with the settlement.  Although the settlement agreement has been reached, it has not yet 

been signed by the judge.  The Prison Litigation Reform Act requires that all settlement agreements 

must be posted for class notice and subject to a fairness hearing before being signed by the judge.  The 

class notice was posted in December 2015, and the fairness hearing is scheduled for April 2016, after 

which it can be signed. 

 

Since the filing of the June 2015 motion to reopen the PSA, DPSCS has made several changes 

to address the plaintiffs’ allegations, most notably the August 2015 closure of MDC and the relocation 

of detainees to other State facilities in Baltimore City.  Additionally, DPD has made approximately 

$2.1 million in repairs at BPC and MTC to address temperature control, ventilation, shower, sewage, 

and other physical condition issues.  Both of these facilities, as well as MRDCC, currently house pretrial 

detainees.  DPD has also entered into a maintenance services contract, at an additional cost of 

$1.5 million.  This $3.6 million in maintenance and repairs is part of the $4.8 million general fund 

deficiency appropriation included with the Governor’s allowance for DPD.  In November 2015, the 

Board of Public Works approved the payment of $450,000 in full settlement of the plaintiff’s claim for 

attorney’s fees and costs; however, final payment is subject to the approval of the settlement. 

 

 The Department of Legislative Services recommends adding budget bill language 

restricting funds until receipt of a report outlining a plan and associated costs for complying with 

the final settlement agreement. 
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Recommended Actions 

 

1. Add the following language to the general fund appropriation:  

 

, provided that $100,000 of this appropriation made for the purpose of general administration 

may not be expended until the Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services submits 

a report outlining a plan for complying with the final settlement agreement in Jerome Duvall, 

et al. v. Lawrence Hogan, Jr., et al., including any associated costs, to the budget committees.  

The report shall be submitted by December 31, 2016.  The budget committees shall have 

45 days from receipt of the final report to review and comment.  Funds restricted pending the 

receipt of the report may not be transferred by budget amendment or otherwise to any other 

purpose and shall revert to the General Fund if the report is not submitted to the budget 

committees. 

 

Explanation:  The Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services (DPSCS) 

announced in November 2015 that a settlement agreement had been reached in Jerome Duvall, 

et al. v. Lawrence Hogan, Jr., et al., but the agreement has not yet been signed by the judge.  

This language restricts administrative funds pending receipt of a report indicating a plan and 

any anticipated costs for complying with the terms of the final settlement agreement. 

 Information Request 
 

Report on plan for complying 

with final Jerome Duvall, 

et al. v. Lawrence Hogan, Jr., 

et al. settlement agreement 

Author 
 

DPSCS 

Due Date 
 

December 31, 2016 
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Object/Fund Difference Report 

DPSCS – Division of Pretrial Detention 

 
  FY 16    

 FY 15 Working FY 17 FY 16 - FY 17 Percent 

Object/Fund Actual Appropriation Allowance Amount Change Change 

      
Positions      

01    Regular 2,314.60 2,307.60 2,307.60 0.00 0% 

02    Contractual 40.16 125.48 123.64 -1.84 -1.5% 

Total Positions 2,354.76 2,433.08 2,431.24 -1.84 -0.1% 

      
Objects      

01    Salaries and Wages $ 189,772,749 $ 187,023,209 $ 195,354,802 $ 8,331,593 4.5% 

02    Technical and Spec. Fees 1,444,158 4,370,753 4,250,849 -119,904 -2.7% 

03    Communication 624,112 664,266 658,283 -5,983 -0.9% 

04    Travel 16,052 14,500 14,680 180 1.2% 

06    Fuel and Utilities 9,150,684 8,813,942 9,103,357 289,415 3.3% 

07    Motor Vehicles 382,490 573,033 332,360 -240,673 -42.0% 

08    Contractual Services 56,272,680 39,413,821 37,872,647 -1,541,174 -3.9% 

09    Supplies and Materials 3,620,776 9,816,072 9,717,065 -99,007 -1.0% 

10    Equipment – Replacement 203,497 73,448 44,310 -29,138 -39.7% 

11    Equipment – Additional 418,623 0 404,091 404,091 N/A 

12    Grants, Subsidies, and Contributions 794,346 1,075,829 1,277,200 201,371 18.7% 

13    Fixed Charges 411,188 384,756 384,764 8 0% 

14    Land and Structures 59,828 0 0 0 0.0% 

Total Objects $ 263,171,183 $ 252,223,629 $ 259,414,408 $ 7,190,779 2.9% 

      
Funds      

01    General Fund $ 237,642,298 $ 225,626,239 $ 232,188,822 $ 6,562,583 2.9% 

03    Special Fund 1,831,001 1,703,729 2,018,090 314,361 18.5% 

05    Federal Fund 23,176,065 24,538,665 24,864,871 326,206 1.3% 

09    Reimbursable Fund 521,819 354,996 342,625 -12,371 -3.5% 

Total Funds $ 263,171,183 $ 252,223,629 $ 259,414,408 $ 7,190,779 2.9% 

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 
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Fiscal Summary 

DPSCS – Division of Pretrial Detention 

 

 FY 15 FY 16 FY 17   FY 16 - FY 17 

Program/Unit Actual Wrk Approp Allowance Change % Change 

      

01 Chesapeake Detention Facility $ 22,445,505 $ 24,589,665 $ 24,949,871 $ 360,206 1.5% 

03 Baltimore City Detention Center 88,109,737 21,600,436 0 -21,600,436 -100.0% 

04 Central Booking and Intake Facility 59,956,795 56,896,726 56,884,626 -12,100 0% 

05 Baltimore Pretrial Complex 0 61,583,025 84,373,061 22,790,036 37.0% 

06 Maryland Reception Diagnostic and Classification Center 34,813,762 34,171,520 36,394,228 2,222,708 6.5% 

07 Baltimore City Correctional Center 14,672,733 14,370,151 14,867,057 496,906 3.5% 

08 Metropolitan Transition Center 40,595,950 36,655,747 39,435,157 2,779,410 7.6% 

09 General Administration 2,576,701 2,356,359 2,510,408 154,049 6.5% 

Total Expenditures $ 263,171,183 $ 252,223,629 $ 259,414,408 $ 7,190,779 2.9% 

      

General Fund $ 237,642,298 $ 225,626,239 $ 232,188,822 $ 6,562,583 2.9% 

Special Fund 1,831,001 1,703,729 2,018,090 314,361 18.5% 

Federal Fund 23,176,065 24,538,665 24,864,871 326,206 1.3% 

Total Appropriations $ 262,649,364 $ 251,868,633 $ 259,071,783 $ 7,203,150 2.9% 

      

Reimbursable Fund $ 521,819 $ 354,996 $ 342,625 -$ 12,371 -3.5% 

Total Funds $ 263,171,183 $ 252,223,629 $ 259,414,408 $ 7,190,779 2.9% 

      

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent reductions. 
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Operating Budget Data 

 ($ in Thousands) 
 
        

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change  

  Actual Working Allowance Change Prior Year  

        
 General Fund $93,258 $87,266 $97,942 $10,676 12.2%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 11,488 -109 -11,597   

 Adjusted General Fund $93,258 $98,754 $97,833 -$921 -0.9%  

        

 Special Fund 5,487 7,203 7,457 254 3.5%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 0 -8 -8   

 Adjusted Special Fund $5,487 $7,203 $7,449 $247 3.4%  

        

 Federal Fund 180,835 144,164 138,691 -5,473 -3.8%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 -3,600 -248 3,352   

 Adjusted Federal Fund $180,835 $140,564 $138,443 -$2,121 -1.5%  

        

 Reimbursable Fund 2,053 2,965 2,936 -29 -1.0%  

 Adjusted Reimbursable Fund $2,053 $2,965 $2,936 -$29 -1.0%  

        

 Adjusted Grand Total $281,633 $249,487 $246,662 -$2,825 -1.1%  

        
 

 Fiscal 2016 deficiency appropriations total approximately $11.7 million in general funds.  This 

includes $8.1 million to support the development and scoring of State assessments.  Also 

included in the general fund deficiency appropriation is $3.6 million to enable the Maryland 

State Department of Education (MSDE) to revert federal indirect costs to the General Fund per 

Statewide Cost Allocation Plan requirements.  Therefore, there is an accompanying $3.6 million 

deficiency reduction for federal funds. 

 

 The adjusted fiscal 2016 working appropriation reflects a targeted reversion of $227,716 in 

general funds for the Library for the Blind and Physically Handicapped (LBPH) to correct the 

funding for LBPH to match its mandated amount after it was overfunded during the 

2015 session. 
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 The adjusted fiscal 2017 allowance reflects a decrease of $2.8 million when compared to the 

adjusted fiscal 2016 working appropriation.  This is primarily due to decreases in contractual 

and grant spending.  After accounting for the $8.1 million deficiency appropriation, assessment 

contract spending decreases by $4.3 million in general funds.  There is also a net $1.8 million 

decrease in federal fund spending across the rest of the agency.  However, these decreases are 

offset by $4.7 million in new spending for personnel. 

 

 
 
 

 

Personnel Data 

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17  

  Actual Working Allowance Change   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Regular Positions 

 
1,245.90 

 
1,245.90 

 
1,278.90 

 
33.00 

 
  

 Contractual FTEs 
 

139.70 
 

132.79 
 

131.84 
 

-0.95 
 
  

 
 
Total Personnel 

 
1,385.60 

 
1,378.69 

 
1,410.74 

 
32.05 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Vacancy Data:  Regular Positions 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Turnover and Necessary Vacancies, Excluding New 

Positions 
 

80.23 
 

6.45% 
 

 
 
 

 
 Positions and Percentage Vacant as of 12/31/15 

 
43.80 

 
3.52% 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

 

 The Juvenile Services Education Program (JSE) receives 20 new positions, which are meant to 

assist in providing appropriate educational services to students in the State’s detention centers 

and residential facilities.  These include special education teachers, counselors, and instructional 

assistants for individualized learning, as well as information technology (IT) and budgeting 

personnel.  These positions are part of a $2.0 million enhancement across JSE. 

 

 The fiscal 2017 allowance includes 14 new regular positions for the LBPH, created to expand 

customer access to LBPH materials and services.  The funding to create these positions is part 

of the $2.5 million mandated for LBPH under legislation passed during the 2014 session.  If 

these positions are filled, they will use a significant portion of the LBPH mandated funding in 

fiscal 2017 and beyond.  Therefore, the Department of Legislative Services (DLS) 

recommends language to restrict funding until the submission of a report to the budget 

committees on the ways that LBPH plans to utilize the new positions to expand its 

outreach programs, increase access to its materials, and enhance the services it provides.  

This will give the budget committees the opportunity to review and determine if new 

personnel is the most effective use of the mandated LBPH funding to support its mission 

in fiscal 2017 and subsequent years. 

 

 The allowance transfers an IT specialist from the MSDE Office of Information Technology into 

the Maryland Longitudinal Data System Center (MLDSC), after abolishing the current vacant 
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IT regular position within the MLDSC, generating savings from the loss of 1 regular position 

between the two programs. 

 

 

Analysis in Brief 

 

Major Trends 
 

Employment and Retention Rates among Rehabilitation Clients Hold Steady:  The Division of 

Rehabilitation Services (DORS) provides vocational rehabilitation services and determines eligibility 

for federal disability benefits.  The goal of the client services program is to provide vocational 

rehabilitation to disabled individuals so they may achieve economic self-sufficiency through 

employment.  The employment success rate for DORS historically has fluctuated from year to year but 

has held steady at approximately 60% over the past four years.  For those who obtain employment, 

approximately 89% retain employment for at least one year.  

 

Library for the Blind and Physically Handicapped Maintains High Attendance for Outreach 

Programs:  In order to increase access to its materials and services, LBPH provides outreach programs.  

There has been a decline in outreach programs, including a drop from 114 to 34 programs between 

fiscal 2014 and 2015.  The Department of Budget and Management notes that the Reference/Outreach 

Librarian position, as well as several other key positions, were vacant during fiscal 2015, contributing 

to the drop.  However, LBPH maintained relatively level total attendance for its programs for 

fiscal 2015, with over 3,200 individuals attending outreach programs in both years, by strategically 

offering programs where high attendance was expected. 

 

 

Issues 
 

Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers Testing Undergoes Its First 

Implementation in Maryland:  During the academic 2014-2015 administration of the Partnership for 

Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC), more than 575,000 students completed a 

PARCC assessment, of which 81% took the assessment online.  MSDE reports that this generated 

$2.7 million in savings in fiscal 2015.  MSDE should comment on how the $2.7 million in fiscal 2015 

savings was recognized in the budget and how the estimated $379,000 in fiscal 2016 savings will 

be utilized.  MSDE should also comment on what savings can be estimated for fiscal 2018, the 

final year of the contract, considering the increases in the number of PARCC exams expected to 

be administered online in fiscal 2016 and 2017.  The PARCC results indicate a larger number of 

students who are not college and career ready than had been anticipated.  However, these results are 

consistent with the remediation rates at community colleges, and the first year that assessments are 

administered often yields lower scores (as was true of the first administration of the High School 

Assessments).  Concerns remain over the amount of testing that students are undergoing and the 

implementation of transition courses for students who are not deemed college and career ready.  MSDE 

should comment on the status of implementing transition courses as informed by the most recent 

implementation of the PARCC.  
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Elementary and Secondary Education Act Reauthorization:  The federal programs that comprise the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act had been unauthorized since the No Child Left Behind Act 

expired after fiscal 2007.  The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) was signed into law in 

December 2015, authorizing these programs for fiscal 2017 through 2020.  Title I remains the primary 

source of federal K-12 education funding under the ESSA, which increases from fiscal 2015, while 

also including a “sense of Congress” that authorization levels should be adjusted in the event that any 

future budget agreements increase discretionary spending caps.  Title II Part A grants, known as 

Improving Teacher Quality State Grants, have been renamed Supporting Effective Instruction grants 

under the ESSA, and gradually eliminate the program’s 2001 hold-harmless base allotment over 

fiscal 2017 through 2023.  Between fiscal 2015 and 2023, Maryland is estimated to have Title II Part A 

funding decrease by $6.8 million under the ESSA.  The ESSA also eliminates more than 40 programs, 

most of which have not been funded in recent years, while creating a number of new grants.  This 

includes consolidating several programs into a new block grant, called Student Support and Academic 

Enrichment.  It is estimated that Maryland would receive $21.9 million under this grant.  Many of the 

other new grants under the ESSA are competitive among the states.  MSDE should comment on how 

much federal funding it believes Maryland may receive through these new ESSA grants and how 

Maryland will utilize additional flexibility in the ESSA. 
 

Findings from the Ongoing Adequacy Study:  The Bridge to Excellence in Public Schools Act 

(Chapter 288 of 2002), which established new primary State education aid formulas based on adequacy 

cost studies and other education finance analyses, required the State to contract with a consultant to 

conduct a follow-up study of the adequacy of education funding in the State.  The final report must be 

submitted to the Governor and the General Assembly by December 1, 2016.  The ongoing study has 

made several key findings.  MSDE should provide an update to the budget committees on the 

progress of the study thus far and the timeline for completing the study. 

 

Juvenile Services Education Needs Improvement:  As a result of legislation enacted by the 

General Assembly in 2003, MSDE began the process of assuming responsibility for the provision of 

education services to all State-operated Department of Juvenile Services (DJS) detention and 

committed care facilities in fiscal 2005.  The last of 14 facilities was transferred in fiscal 2013.  The 

assumption, at the time the legislation was enacted, was that MSDE, being the overseer of education 

services for the State, was better positioned to ensure the provision of adequate education services to 

the population of youth under the care of DJS.  With the takeover of each facility, MSDE repeatedly 

indicated that additional resources were needed to improve the delivery of education services to DJS 

youth.  In most instances, however, the department received the equivalent of the resources previously 

budgeted in DJS with no increase.  Concerns have again been raised questioning whether MSDE is 

providing the appropriate level of services to students in DJS facilities.  DLS recommends budget 

language requiring MSDE and DJS to submit biannual monitoring reports to the budget 

committees on the advancements made toward addressing the concerns raised in this issue, the 

level of communication between the agencies and with local school systems (LSS), and how the 

additional resources provided in the fiscal 2017 allowance will be utilized.  In addition, DLS 

recommends MSDE and DJS develop measures evaluating the performance of the program, in 

addition to student performance. 
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Education Data Systems and Evaluation:  Increasingly complex and interrelated policy questions 

required the State to invest considerable time and resources into building MLDSC to collect statewide 

data on K-12 and higher education students and the workforce.  Over the course of calendar 2015, 

MLDSC made enormous progress as it finished loading and sorting over 6.5 million student and worker 

records covering fiscal 2008 through 2014.  Now, nearly 90% of all students in grade 12 from public 

high schools in a given year can be linked to higher education or workforce records, and MLDSC 

believes that it can raise that to perhaps as high as 95%.  However, many issues of data being incomplete 

due to the inability to track certain student populations persist.  MLDSC has also failed to provide 

robust web-based data dashboards and research studies.  MSDE should provide information on the 

support that MLDSC currently receives to collect and present statewide data and what resources 

are necessary so that MLDSC may make content available for policymakers and the general 

public in a more efficient manner. 
 

 

Recommended Actions 
 

  Funds  

1. Add annual language expressing legislative intent that no loaned 

educator be engaged for more than six years and requesting a 

report. 

  

2. Add budget bill language making the addition of new positions 

for the Library for the Blind and Physically Handicapped 

contingent upon the submission of a report on how those 

positions will be utilized. 

  

3. Reduce funding for the Library for the Blind and Physically 

Handicapped to fund it at its mandated amount. 

$ 48,470  

 Total Reductions $ 48,470  

 

 

Updates 

 

All Race to the Top Programs Have Been Completed:  Although the Race to the Top Programs (RTTT) 

grant was scheduled to conclude at the end of fiscal 2014, MSDE was granted approval of no-cost 

extensions on 21 projects for up to one year.  MSDE reports that all 21 projects that were approved for 

no-cost extensions through fiscal 2016, have been completed.  Seventeen were completed on 

June 30, 2015; 3 on July 31, 2015; and 1 on August 15, 2015.  MSDE reports that in order to sustain 

projects implemented with RTTT funding, it received $1.8 million in general funds in fiscal 2014 

($1.1 million for technology contracts and $700,000 for software licenses), and $1.75 million in 

fiscal 2015 ($1.01 million to support 7 new positions and $740,000 for software licenses).  No 

additional general funds were appropriated to MSDE in fiscal 2016 to sustain RTTT projects.  
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Loaned Educator Program:  In the 2010 legislative session, and each year thereafter, the 

General Assembly has added budget language expressing intent that no individual loaned educator be 

engaged for more than six years and that certain loaned educators submit annual financial disclosure 

statements.  The budget language also requires that an annual report be submitted on the loaned 

educator program and that a report be submitted to the committees before hiring a new loaned educator.  

The number of loaned educators has declined from 79 in fiscal 2006 to 4 in fiscal 2016 through a 

combination of budget reductions, educators returning to counties, and conversions of educators to 

regular positions among other actions. 

 

Automated External Defibrillator Availability:  As directed by the budget committees, MSDE 

surveyed the LSS school health services coordinators and directors of student services who provided 

information regarding the total number of automated external defibrillators (AED) currently in 

elementary schools, the fiscal impact of having an AED available in all public elementary schools in 

Maryland, and the cost for the maintenance of an AED in elementary schools.  Among the 24 LSS, 

one jurisdiction reported having an AED in some elementary schools, four jurisdictions reported having 

no AEDs in the elementary school setting, and one jurisdiction was not sure about its elementary 

schools.  Eighteen jurisdictions reported having an AED available in all elementary schools. 

 

MSDE Search for New Superintendent:  Maryland State Superintendent Dr. Lillian M. Lowery 

resigned from her position in August 2015, approximately one year before her term expired.  Since 

then, she has been replaced by Interim State Superintendent Dr. Jack R. Smith, who had been serving 

as the MSDE chief academic officer.  In January 2016, the State Board of Education chose the search 

firm of Hazard, Young, Attea & Associates to assist in its search for a full-time replacement.  This is 

the same firm that has been working with Montgomery County Public Schools in its search for a new 

superintendent. 

 

Federal Grant Fund Expenditures:  MSDE is the recipient of multiple grant awards every year.  At 

times, it can be difficult to reconcile those grant awards with actual expenditures within the State’s 

fiscal year.  Due to this concern, the budget committees adopted language in the fiscal 2016 budget bill 

restricting funds to MSDE until the submission of a report detailing federal awards MSDE received, 

the amount of the awards that remain unexpended at the end of the State’s fiscal year, and when each 

grant awards are expected to expire.  MSDE submitted its report on August 31, 2015.  The details 

requested, as broken down by the federal agency issuing the grant and the grant title, are available in 

the report. 
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Operating Budget Analysis 

 

Program Description 

 

 Providing a free, public education is a constitutional obligation of the State.  The Maryland 

State Department of Education (MSDE) strives to provide leadership, support, and accountability for 

effective public education systems, including juvenile correctional education and career readiness.  The 

agency also oversees rehabilitation services and library services for all Marylanders. 

 

 The State plays an important role in public education by setting uniform standards for schools 

and students.  The State Board of Education (State board) adopted the Maryland College- and 

Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS) in English language arts/literacy and mathematics in June 2010, 

which form the foundation for Maryland’s new State curriculum.  The new State curriculum was fully 

implemented in all Maryland schools beginning in the 2013-2014 school year.  The agency uses 

assessments to hold schools and students accountable for achievement of the State standards. 

 

 MSDE helps ensure that educators have the skills necessary to improve student achievement.  

The agency handles certification of teachers, principals, and other professional school personnel.  

Training programs are offered to principals, and the agency evaluates and approves higher education 

programs that educate and prepare teachers and other certified school personnel. 

 

 MSDE includes the Office of the State Superintendent; the Division of Business Services; the 

Division of Academic Policy and Innovation; the Division of Accountability and Assessment; the 

Office of Information Technology (IT); Major IT Development Projects; the Office of School and 

Community Nutrition Programs; the Division of Early Childhood Development; the Division of 

Curriculum, Assessment, and Accountability; the Division of Student, Family, and School Support; the 

Division of Special Education/Early Intervention Services; the Division of Career and College 

Readiness;  the Juvenile Services Education Program (JSE); the Division of Certification and 

Accreditation; the Division of Library Development and Services; and the Division of Rehabilitation 

Services (DORS).  Note that a separate analysis on Early Childhood Development (R00A99) discusses 

the Division of Early Childhood Development. 
 

 

Performance Analysis:  Managing for Results 
 

 

1. Employment and Retention Rates among Rehabilitation Clients Hold Steady 
 

DORS provides vocational rehabilitation services and determines eligibility for federal 

disability benefits.  The division includes Headquarters, Client Services, the Workforce and 

Technology Center, Disability Determination Services, and Blindness and Vision Services. 
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The goal of the client services program is to provide vocational rehabilitation to disabled 

individuals so that they may achieve economic self-sufficiency through employment.  Clients can 

access services at over 20 field offices throughout the State or at the Workforce and Technology Center 

in Baltimore, which offers a wide range of job skills training and academic courses beyond what is 

offered at the field offices.  As shown in Exhibit 1, the employment success rate historically has 

fluctuated from year to year, but has held steady at approximately 60% over the past four years.  For 

those who obtain employment, Exhibit 1 also reveals that approximately 89% of them retain that 

employment for at least one year. 

 

 

Exhibit 1 

DORS Employment Success and One-year Retention Rates 
Fiscal 2007-2015 

 

 
 

 

DORS:  Department of Rehabilitation Services 

 

Source:  Maryland State Department of Education; Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2009-2016; Department of Budget 

and Management, Fiscal 2017 
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2. Library for the Blind and Physically Handicapped Maintains High 

Attendance for Outreach Programs 

 

The Library for the Blind and Physically Handicapped (LBPH) is a statewide library program 

serving blind, visually impaired, physically disabled, and reading disabled Maryland residents.  LBPH 

is operated by MSDE, located in Baltimore City, and is a component of the National Library Service 

for the Blind and Physically Handicapped at the Library of Congress.  The library is the primary source 

of books, periodicals, and other information in formats such as Braille, large print, and recorded books. 

 

 In order to increase access to its materials and services, LBPH provides outreach programs.  

The number of outreach programs provided by LBPH between fiscal 2011 and 2015 is illustrated in 

Exhibit 2, as well as the number of participants for those programs.  There has been a decline in 

outreach programs over this period, including a drop from 114 to 34 programs between fiscal 2014 and 

2015.  The Department of Budget and Management (DBM) notes that the Reference/Outreach Librarian 

position, as well as several other key positions, were vacant during fiscal 2015, contributing to the drop.  

However, LBPH maintained a relatively level total attendance for its programs for fiscal 2015, with 

over 3,200 individuals attending outreach programs in both years, by strategically offering programs 

where high attendance was expected. 

 

 

Exhibit 2 

Library for the Blind and Physically Handicapped Outreach Results 
Fiscal 2011-2015 

 

 
 

 

Source:  Department of Budget and Management 
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Fiscal 2016 Actions 
 

Proposed Deficiency 
 

Fiscal 2016 deficiency appropriations total $11.7 million in general funds.  This includes 

$8.1 million to support the development and scoring of State assessments. 

 

Also included in the general fund deficiency appropriation is $3.6 million to enable MSDE to 

revert federal indirect costs to the General Fund per Statewide Cost Allocation Plan requirements.  

Therefore, there is an accompanying $3.6 million deficiency reduction for federal funds. 

 

Targeted Reversion 
 

The LBPH has a targeted reversion of $227,716 in general funds for fiscal 2016.  A new funding 

formula was established for LBPH during the 2014 session, mandating the Governor to fund it 

equivalent to at least 25% of the funding received by the State Library Resource Center (SLRC) 

beginning in fiscal 2016.  The fiscal 2016 allowance funded LBPH above this mandate by $227,716 in 

general funds.  This targeted reversion corrects the fiscal 2016 working appropriation to fund LBPH at 

the mandated amount.  MSDE reports that the reversion should not impact LBPH operations. 

 

 

Proposed Budget 
 

 The fiscal 2017 allowance is $2.8 million, or 1.1%, less than the fiscal 2016 working 

appropriation.  Exhibit 3 shows the changes by fund as well as key increases and decreases. 

 

 

Exhibit 3 

Proposed Budget 
Maryland State Department of Education – Headquarters 

($ in Thousands) 

 

How Much It Grows: 

General 

Fund 

Special 

Fund 

Federal 

Fund 

Reimb. 

Fund 

 

Total 

Fiscal 2015 Actual $93,258 $5,487 $180,835 $2,053 $281,633 

Fiscal 2016 Working Appropriation 98,754 7,203 140,564 2,965 249,487 

Fiscal 2017 Allowance 97,833 7,449 138,443 2,936 246,662 

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Amount Change -$921 $247 -$2,121 -$29 -$2,825 

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Percent Change -0.9% 3.4% -1.5% -1.0% -1.1% 
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Where It Goes: 

 Personnel Expenses  

  New positions for LBPH and JSE ............................................................................................  $2,021 

  Abolished/transferred positions for MLDSC ...........................................................................  -171 

  Salaries and other compensation ..............................................................................................  -1,357 

  Employee and retiree health insurance ....................................................................................  1,814 

  Employee retirement system ....................................................................................................  2,509 

  Workers’ compensation premium assessment .........................................................................  96 

  Turnover adjustments ..............................................................................................................  -104 

  Other fringe benefit adjustments ..............................................................................................  -91 

 Other Changes  

  Assessment contracts ...............................................................................................................  -4,280 

  Division of Rehabilitation Services contractual and grant spending .......................................  -3,253 

  End of federal special education grant to Worcester County Public Schools ..........................  -1,400 

  Travel, equipment, and other expenses ....................................................................................  -836 

  LBPH contractual spending .....................................................................................................  -735 

  End  of eCCATS contract ........................................................................................................  -300 

  Federal funding for MLDSC academic and research data processing contracts......................  585 

  Federal funding for nutritional system software development ................................................  2,678 

 Total -$2,825 
 

 

eCCATS:  Enhanced Child Care Administration and Tracking System 

JSE:  Juvenile Services Education 

LBPH:  Library for the Blind and Physically Handicapped 

MLDSC:  Maryland Longitudinal Data System Center 

 

Note:  Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 

 

 

Across-the-board Reductions 
 

The fiscal 2017 budget bill includes an across-the-board reduction for employee health 

insurance, based on a revised estimate of the amount of funding needed.  This agency’s share of these 

reductions is $109,010 in general funds, $7,596 in special funds, and $248,123 in federal funds.  There 

is an additional across-the-board reduction to abolish vacant positions statewide, but the amounts have 

not been allocated by agency. 

 

Funding for the Library for the Blind and Physically Handicapped 
 

A new funding formula was established for LBPH during the 2014 session, mandating the 

Governor to fund it equivalent to at least 25% of the funding received by SLRC beginning in 

fiscal 2016.  The fiscal 2017 allowance provides $2,573,502 in general funds, which is $48,470 more 
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than the mandated amount.  The fiscal 2017 allowance represents an increase of $98,222 over the 

fiscal 2016 working appropriation after the targeted reversion for LBPH is taken into account. 

 

 The fiscal 2017 allowance includes 14 new regular positions for LBPH, created to expand 

customer access to LBPH materials and services.  The funding to create these positions is part of the 

mandated funding for LBPH.  If these positions are filled, they will use a significant portion of the 

LBPH mandated funding in fiscal 2017 and beyond.  Therefore, the Department of Legislative 

Services (DLS) recommends language to restrict funding until the submission of a report to the 

budget committees on the ways that LBPH plans to utilize the new positions to expand its 

outreach programs, increase access to its materials, and enhance the services that it provides.  

This will give the budget committees the opportunity to review and determine if new personnel 

is the most effective use of the mandated LBPH funding to support its mission in fiscal 2017 and 

subsequent years.  DLS also recommends decreasing the budget for LBPH by $48,470 to reduce 

funding to fund LBPH at its mandated amount.  This reduction should not affect operations for 

LBPH, as the new positions provided for the fiscal 2017 allowance currently include a 7.23% 

turnover rate, as opposed to the 25.0% turnover rate that is standard for new positions. 
 

Other Personnel Changes 
 

 The fiscal 2017 allowance provides 20 new positions for JSE, which are meant to assist in 

providing appropriate educational services to students in the State’s detention centers and residential 

facilities.  These include special education teachers, counselors, and instructional assistants for 

individualized learning, as well as IT and budgeting personnel.  These positions are part of a $2 million 

enhancement across JSE; the new JSE positions represent $1 million.  The remaining $1 million will 

allow JSE to hire 20 teachers through providing turnover relief, provide substitutes through a vendor, 

and provide new vehicles. 

 

 The allowance also transfers an IT specialist from the MSDE Office of Information Technology 

into the Maryland Longitudinal Data System Center (MLDSC), after abolishing the current vacant IT 

regular position within MLDSC, generating savings from the loss of 1 regular position between the 

two programs. 

 

It is worth noting that funding for employee increments is not included in the MSDE – 

Headquarters budget, and is instead budgeted under DBM.  This funding will be distributed later in 

fiscal 2017 via budget amendment, totaling $1,920,164, consisting of $649,133 in general funds, 

$38,102 in special funds, $2,281 in federal funds, and $1,230,648 in reimbursable funds. 
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Issues 

 

1. Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers Testing 

Undergoes Its First Implementation in Maryland 
 

In 2010, Maryland joined the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers 

(PARCC), a consortium of states working to develop a common set of assessments in English language 

arts and mathematics aligned to the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) and, in turn, to MCCRS as 

determined by the College and Career Readiness and College Completion Act (CCRCCA).  The 

PARCC assessments must be administered fully online by the 2017-2018 school year.  During the 

academic 2014-2015 administration of PARCC, more than 575,000 students completed a PARCC 

assessment, of which 81% took the assessment online.  Passing the PARCC assessment in English 10 

and Algebra I will not be a graduation requirement until the 2016-2017 school year in order to allow 

students, teachers, parents, schools, and others to adapt to the new curriculum and the new assessment.  

Local school systems (LSS) will continue to offer alternative pathways to graduation for those students 

who fail to pass a PARCC assessment. 

 

 Using PARCC to Assess College and Career Readiness 
 

Beginning with the 2015-2016 academic year, all Maryland students are required to be assessed 

using acceptable college placement cut scores no later than grade 11 to determine whether they are 

ready for college-level credit-bearing coursework in English language arts, literacy, and mathematics.  

If a student is determined not to be college and career ready by the end of grade 11, beginning in the 

2016-2017 academic year, MSDE in collaboration with LSS and community colleges, is required to 

develop and implement transition courses or other instructional opportunities to be delivered to those 

students during grade 12. 

 

The PARCC assessments in English language arts and mathematics will likely be used by the 

majority of LSS in determining college and career readiness, including for purposes of determining 

placement in transition courses or other instructional opportunities.  However, the use of PARCC is not 

required.  Other assessments such as the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT), the American College Testing 

(ACT), Accuplacer, or advanced placement may be used instead.  MSDE continues to work with LSS 

and community colleges to determine how cross-cut scores for other exams would be set. 

 

Although expected to be released during summer 2015, MSDE did not release the PARCC 

college and career readiness cut scores until October 27, 2015.  Of the five possible PARCC 

performance levels, a numerical score within Level 4 or Level 5 indicates college and career readiness.  

A Level 3 score indicates a student is approaching expectations for college and career readiness.  

Exhibit 4 shows the statewide results at each level on the Algebra I, Algebra II, and English 10 

assessments. 
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Exhibit 4 

2014-2015 High School PARCC Assessment Results 
 

 
 

Note:  Level 4 and Level 5 denote college and career ready. 

 

Source:  Maryland State Department of Education 

 

 

The PARCC results indicate a larger number of students who are not college and career ready 

than many had anticipated.  However, these results are consistent with the remediation rates at 

community colleges, and the first year that an assessment is administered often yields lower scores (as 

was true of the first administration of the High School Assessments).  Further, students who took the 

PARCC assessments were aware that the results would not impact their grades or graduation, and in 

some parts of the State, full implementation of MCCRS continues to present challenges. 

 

Administering PARCC Online and Costs 

 

MSDE reported that while preparing for the first administration, districts expressed concerns 

through surveys and feedback about administering the test online, primarily due to the number of 

devices needed to test students.  With 75% of districts reporting needing paper tests, MSDE altered its 

preparations and schedules, and structured the PARCC contract to phase in online testing over a 

four-year period, assuming 25% would take the test online in fiscal 2015 (i.e., 2014-15 school year).  

However, 82% of students took the test online, generating $2.7 million in savings in fiscal 2015.  For 

fiscal 2016 and 2017, the PARCC contract assumes that 50% of students will take the test online.  

MSDE has revised those assumptions to 85% and 90% in fiscal 2016 and 2017, respectively.  As shown 

in Exhibit 5, comparing the cost estimates provided by MSDE during the 2015 session and currently 
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yields an estimated $379,000 in savings in fiscal 2016 from what was originally budgeted due to more 

students taking PARCC online than anticipated and more phased in end of course tests being 

administered.  MSDE should comment on how the $2.7 million in fiscal 2015 savings was 

recognized in the budget and how the estimated $379,000 in fiscal 2016 savings will be utilized.  

MSDE should also comment on what savings can be estimated for fiscal 2018, the final year of 

the contract, considering the increases in the number of PARCC exams expected to be 

administered online in fiscal 2016 and 2017. 
 

 

Exhibit 5 

PARCC Costs 
Fiscal 2015-2017 

 

PARCC Expense Sources Actual 2015 Working 2016 Estimated 2017 

    
Estimated percentage of online test takers included 

within operational contract 

82% CBT 85% CBT 90% CBT 

18% PBT 15% PBT 10% PBT 

    
PARCC Operational Assessments $12,861,815 $12,899,506 $12,685,827 

Phased in additional high school end of course tests - 2,850,000 2,813,500 

Program Management and Support Contractor 

Agreement 498,735 498,979  501,402  

    
Total Cost $13,360,550 $16,248,485 $16,000,728 

Difference from 2015 Session Estimates Actual 2015 Working 2016 Estimated 2017 

    
Estimated percentage of online test takers included 

within operational contract (by percentage points) 

57% more CBT 35% more CBT 40% more CBT 

57% fewer PBT 35% fewer PBT 40% fewer PBT 

    
PARCC Operational Assessments -$2,771,588 -$2,316,030 -$2,557,182 

Phased-in additional high school end of course tests - 1,936,800 -78,300 

Program Management and Support Contractor 

Agreement 0 0 0 

    
Total Cost Difference -$2,771,588 -$379,230 -$2,635,483 

 

 

CBT:  computer-based test 

PARCC:  Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers 

PBT:  paper-based test 

 

Source:  Maryland State Department of Education 

 

  



R00A01 – MSDE – Headquarters 

 

 

Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 
253 

It is worth noting that there were differences in online testing participation across LSS.  MSDE 

reported that 4 LSS (Allegany, Caroline, Somerset, and Talbot), as well as the School for Education 

Evolution and Development (known as SEED), managed to administer 100% of their PARCC 

assessments online.  An additional 13 LSS (Cecil, Charles, Dorchester, Garrett, Howard, Kent, 

Montgomery, Prince George’s, Queen Anne’s, St. Mary’s, Washington, Wicomico, and Worcester) 

administered less than 1% of their exams on paper, with the rest being online.  Harford County was an 

outlier, in that it did not administer a single PARCC assessment online, instead using only paper 

assessments.  Over 40,000 students took the PARCC exams in Harford County. 

 

Exhibit 5 also details the amount of spending required to administer PARCC in fiscal 2015 

through 2017, as influenced by rising numbers of online administered examinations, and the cost of the 

phased-in end of course tests that are being administered for the first time in fiscal 2016.  It also 

compared these amounts to what was estimated during the 2015 session.  The fiscal 2016 amount of 

$2.85 million for end of course assessments represents a $1.9 million increase over what had previously 

been anticipated during the 2015 session.  The new estimate is based on the assumption that all LSS 

will use the PARCC Algebra 2 and English 11 end-of-course tests (approximately 130,000 tests).  

Although some districts may choose to use alternate tests to identify college and career readiness 

(i.e., SAT, ACT, and Accuplacer), others are electing to administer additional optional tests – such as 

Geometry and English 9 – using PARCC tests.  The phase-in estimates also include retests for students 

who have taken Algebra 2 and/or English 11 and did not achieve a Performance Level of 4 or 5. 

 

Exhibit 6 provides a summary for all assessment costs in Maryland, providing context for the 

cost to administer PARCC among other Maryland assessments. 

 

 

Exhibit 6 

Assessment Cost Estimates 

Assessments Shown by Test Type 

All Funds 
Fiscal 2012-2017 

 

Assessment Costs 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

       

MSA Reading and Mathematics $16,140,905 $14,140,268 $14,134,984 $526,116 n/a n/a 

PARCC Operational Assessments n/a n/a 500,000 12,861,815 $15,750,000 $15,500,000 

PARCC Support and Maintenance n/a n/a n/a 498,000 498,000 500,000 

MSA Science  4,464,243 4,274,205 4,307,055 4,971,867 4,520,389 4,425,482 

Alt-MSA (Reading, Mathematics, and 

Science) 4,335,492 4,420,617 4,580,562 4,278,703 312,550 n/a 

Alt-Science n/a n/a n/a n/a 1,942,148 1,500,000 

Alt-NCSC (Reading and Mathematics) n/a n/a n/a n/a 2,500,000 2,500,000 

English Language Learners  633,765 n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
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Assessment Costs 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

       

English Language Learners n/a 1,454,880 1,467,265 1,444,143 1,600,000 1,600,000 

High School Assessment 14,510,028 16,473,492 16,707,104 17,127,987 14,336,855 12,000,000 

High School Assessment Scoring n/a 51,150 886,580 1,775,871 1,700,000 1,700,000 

       

Technology Bundle n/a n/a n/a n/a 150,000 575,000 

       

Total $40,084,433 $40,814,612 $42,583,550 $43,484,502 $43,309,942 $40,300,482 

 

 

MSA:  Maryland School Assessments 

NCSC:  National Center State Collaborative 

PARCC:  Partnership for Assessment of Readiness of College and Careers 

 

Note:  Values in BOLD are under contract; however, estimated due to changing enrollment figures.  Values underlined 

represent a new contract period where values are estimated based on history. 

 

Source:  Maryland State Department of Education 

 

 

Concerns Over Testing Time 
 

Concerns over testing time by stakeholders led the PARCC Consortium to collapse the 

performance-based assessment and end of year assessment administration windows into one testing 

window.  Starting in spring 2016, the single window will occur when students have completed 80% of 

the school year and/or the course.  The length of the test was also reduced by an average of 90 minutes 

in both English/Language Arts and Mathematics. 

 

Concerns have also been raised regarding the amount of testing that Maryland students are 

undergoing in total.  The subject of overtesting was addressed during the 2015 legislative session with 

the establishment of the Commission to Review Maryland’s Use of Assessments and Testing in Public 

Schools.  The General Assembly tasked MSDE with surveying, assessing, and reporting to the General 

Assembly on how much time is spent in each grade and in each LSS on administering local, State, and 

federally mandated assessments.  The General Assembly also required the commission to make 

recommendations on, or before, July 1, 2016, on how LSS and the State can improve the process by 

which assessments are administered. 

 

Implementation of Transition Courses 
 

The CCRCCA encourages greater collaboration between elementary and secondary education 

and higher education systems.  At the primary and secondary education level, the CCRCCA requires 

assessment of college and career readiness of all students no later than grade 11 and implementation of 

transition courses or other instructional opportunities in grade 12 for students determined not to be 

college and career ready. 
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Beginning in summer 2014, two discipline-specific committees composed of representatives 

from secondary education and community colleges began developing frameworks of the content 

necessary for students to be college and career ready that could be used for transition courses and other 

instructional opportunities.  The committees recommended that there be multiple pathways for students 

and schools to meet the statutory requirements, including use of instructional modules to directly 

address a student’s identified gaps, taking developmental courses offered by community colleges, or 

enrollment in the next credit-bearing high school mathematics or English language arts class. 

 

A consequence of the delay in the release of the college and career ready cut scores is that local 

school systems have experienced a delay in determining how many students will require transition 

courses in the 2016-2017 academic year.  This delay may impact a local school system’s ability to 

implement transition courses for all of the students who have not achieved a Level 4 or Level 5 score 

on PARCC.  Also, similar to the challenges associated with determining an assessment tool, as 

discussed earlier, a reassessment tool required under the CCRCCA that measures the success of a 

transition course has yet to be identified.  MSDE should comment on the status of implementing 

transition courses as informed by the most recent implementation of PARCC. 
 

 

2. Elementary and Secondary Education Act Reauthorization 
 

 The federal programs that comprise the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) had 

been unauthorized since the No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) expired after fiscal 2007.  The Every 

Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) was signed into law in December 2015, authorizing these programs for 

fiscal 2017 through 2020.  The following details the effects that amendments to the ESEA under the 

ESSA will have on federal funding for the State. 

 

 Title I and II Changes 
 

Title I remains the primary source of federal K-12 education funding under the ESSA, which 

increases from fiscal 2015, while also including a “sense of Congress” that authorization levels should 

be adjusted in the event that any future budget agreements increase discretionary spending caps.  The 

increase in the authorization of Title I grants to LSS reflects elimination of School Improvement Grants 

as a distinct program under Title I. 

 

Title II Part A grants, known as Improving Teacher Quality State Grants, have been renamed 

Supporting Effective Instruction grants under the ESSA, and gradually eliminate the program’s 2001 

hold-harmless base allotment over fiscal 2017 through 2023.  It also changes the weight of the formula 

factors over four years.  Between fiscal 2015 and 2023, Maryland is estimated to have Title II Part A 

funding decrease by $6.8 million under the ESSA.  Exhibit 7 details the estimated impact on the State 

by Title I funding, and Exhibit 8 details estimates for the impact on the State by Title II funding. 
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Exhibit 7 

Title I Funding for Maryland under 

The Every Student Succeeds Act 
Fiscal 2015-2020 

($ in Thousands) 

 

Title I 

NCLB  ESSA 

2015 2016  2017 2018 2019 2020 

$195,845 $195,433  $204,034 $210,084 $216,063 $219,936 
 

 

ESSA:  Every Student Succeeds Act 

NCLB:  No Child Left Behind Act 

 

Source:  Federal Funds Information for States, The Every Student Succeeds Act Becomes Law 

 

 

 

Exhibit 8 

Title II Funding for Maryland under 

The Every Student Succeeds Act 
Fiscal 2015, 2017, and 2023 

($ in Thousands) 

 

Title II 

NCLB ESSA 

2015 2017 2023 

$33,221 $32,478 $26,384 
 

 

ESSA:  Every Student Succeeds Act 

NCLB:  No Child Left Behind Act 

 

Source:  Federal Funds Information for States, The Every Student Succeeds Act Becomes Law 
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Program Modifications 
 

 ESSA makes the following modifications to other ESEA grant programs: 

 

 General ESEA Maintenance of Effort:  (1) 90% of the previous fiscal year’s level (either 

per student or total expenditures), as in NCLB; (2) if an LSS fails to meet the Maintenance of 

Effort (MOE), it can avoid a penalty if it met the requirement in each of the five preceding 

years; and (3) an MOE waiver permitted under certain circumstances, including “exceptional 

or uncontrollable circumstances” or a precipitous decline in State resources. 

 

 Funding Flexibility:  Enhances transferability among ESEA titles for State education agencies 

and LSS. 

 

 Impact Aid:  Alters formula and other changes. 

 

 21st Century Community Learning Centers:  Reservation for State activities increases from 

3% to 5%; reservation for subawards decreases from 95% to 93%. 

 

 English Language Learners:  Amends State activities and reduces portion for direct 

administrative costs. 

 

 Rural Education Initiative:  Amends eligibility criteria; includes hold-harmless provision for 

newly ineligible LSS. 

 

The ESSA also eliminates more than 40 programs, most of which have not been funded in recent 

years, while creating a number of new grants.  This includes consolidating several programs into a new 

block grant, called Student Support and Academic Enrichment.  It is estimated that Maryland would 

receive $21.9 million under this grant.  Many of the other new grants under the ESSA are competitive 

among the states.  MSDE should comment on how much federal funding it believes Maryland may 

receive through these new ESSA grants and how Maryland will utilize additional flexibility in 

the ESSA. 

 

 

3. Findings from the Ongoing Adequacy Study 
 

The Bridge to Excellence in Public Schools Act (Chapter 288 of 2002), which established new 

primary State education aid formulas based on adequacy cost studies and other education finance 

analyses, required the State to contract with a consultant to conduct a follow-up study of the adequacy 

of education funding in the State approximately 10 years after its enactment.  The concept of adequacy 

is based on determining the level of resources that is adequate for all public school students to have the 

opportunity to achieve academic proficiency standards.  After legislation delayed the beginning of the 

study, work on the adequacy study began in June 2014, when a contract was awarded to Augenblick, 

Palaich, and Associates (APA) and its team of researchers that includes Picus Odden and Associates 
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and the Maryland Equity Project.  The final report must be submitted to the Governor and 

General Assembly by December 1, 2016.  Key findings from reports submitted by APA are described 

below. 

 

 Geographic Cost of Education Index 
 

The goal of the Geographic Cost of Education Index (GCEI) is to recognize regional differences 

in the cost of educational resources and to compensate school systems where resources cost more due 

to factors beyond their control.  Under State law, the GCEI must be updated every three years.  The 

preliminary report examined the current methodology used in Maryland and other methods that could 

be used to account for geographic differences in cost. 

 

The study recommends that Maryland use a Comparable Wage Index (CWI) rather than the 

existing index.  A more reliable data source, less complexity, and more accuracy led the study team to 

recommend the CWI.  The CWI measures the variation in wages of workers similar to teachers and 

includes wages paid, worker preferences, and local amenities (e.g., desirability of a particular area).  

The CWI would exclude student characteristic variables and energy costs from the calculation (which 

are included in the current State methodology) and focus solely on wages, which make up the majority 

of school systems’ costs, and isolates the impact of geographic location.  Using a CWI also takes out 

the subjectivity in deciding what variables to use, providing a more accurate index. 

 

The next step for this study is to calculate the fiscal impact of using a CWI so that it can be 

compared to the current GCEI.  The final report is due by June 30, 2016. 

 

 Economically Disadvantaged Students Proxy 
 

Since fiscal 2004, the State compensatory aid formula for students with educational needs 

resulting from educationally or economically disadvantaged environments has been calculated using 

free and reduced-price meals (FRPM) eligibility as a proxy for identifying economically disadvantaged 

students.  The adequacy report has evaluated this methodology, particularly in the context of the new 

federal Community Eligibility Provision (CEP) program, which allows schools and school systems to 

provide free meals to every student. 

 

The study concluded that FRPM eligibility or the use of direct certification are still the best 

proxies for identifying economically disadvantaged students in Maryland.  Using FRPM eligibility 

maintains the status quo for calculating compensatory aid but would require school systems 

participating in CEP to collect FRPM eligibility information.  MSDE, DBM, and DLS were required 

by Chapter 291 of 2015 to recommend a proxy to the General Assembly by December 1, 2015.  While 

direct certification may be the best option, MSDE, DBM, and DLS recommended waiting to make any 

changes to the FRPM proxy until the adequacy study is completed. 
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 Increasing and Declining Enrollment 
 

The study assessed the impact of enrollment changes on district finances and included an 

analysis of enrollment trends and their relationship to local school system characteristics and 

operational and transportation costs.  The study examined how fixed and variable costs are impacted 

differently by enrollment changes and described options and limitations that districts face when 

experiencing enrollment changes. 

 

The study found that as of December 2014, 16 states, including Maryland, have no provisions 

in their funding formulas to accommodate declining enrollment.  The states that do address the funding 

consequences of school enrollment declines take a number of different approaches and, for Maryland, 

the study team recommended changing the student count used in the foundation formula calculations 

to a multi-year rolling average of the full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment count currently used.  The 

rolling average, which would average a district’s FTE enrollment count over two to four years, would 

temporarily reduce the funding impact of declining enrollment.  Using the higher of the two numbers 

prevents districts experiencing enrollment growth from being penalized. 

 

The study found that Maryland’s transportation costs vary widely in school districts based on 

certain geographic factors.  Maryland’s funding formula does not incorporate some of the features that 

other states commonly use to promote efficiency, such as decreasing transportation funding when total 

enrollment declines.  The study recommends that Maryland modernize its transportation funding 

formula in an effort to equalize the allocation process. 

 

 School Finance Equity and Local Wealth Measures 
 

The study analyzed fiscal neutrality and equity of school funding in Maryland and addressed a 

series of issues pertaining to the measurement of wealth or fiscal capacity of Maryland school districts.  

The study looked at measures of the fiscal neutrality of the system (i.e., the degree to which revenues 

and expenditures are related to local measures of fiscal capacity and measures of the equality or equity 

of per pupil revenues and expenditures across school districts in the State).  The analysis showed a 

relationship between wealth and funding in Maryland, but that the relationship has decreased over time.  

Thus, the system has become more fiscally neutral since 2002 when the Bridge to Excellence in Public 

Schools Act was enacted. 

 

In looking at local wealth, the study considered combining property values and net taxable 

income (NTI) to determine local fiscal capacity.  Maryland’s three-year reappraisal process for 

assessing property wealth was found to be reasonable.  The study recommended that, similar to 10 other 

states, a portion of the assessed value effectively lost through tax increment financing should be 

subtracted from the calculation of local wealth so that districts’ equalization funding is more closely 

related to what is actually raised through property taxes.  The study team also suggested that the State 

move incrementally from measuring NTI in both September and November 2015, with districts 

receiving the larger amount of aid generated by the two measures, to only using the November 2015 

measure.  Finally the study recommended that the State consider replacing its current approach of 

adding income and property components to determine local wealth, an approach multiplying indices of 

property and income wealth.  However, no state in the country uses the recommended method. 
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MSDE should provide an update to the budget committees on the progress of the study 

thus far and the timeline for completing the study. 

 

 

4. Juvenile Services Education Needs Improvement 

 

As a result of legislation enacted by the General Assembly in 2003, MSDE began the process 

of assuming responsibility for the provision of education services to all State-operated Department of 

Juvenile Services (DJS) detention and committed care facilities in fiscal 2005.  The last of 14 facilities 

was transferred in fiscal 2013.  The assumption, at the time that the legislation was enacted, was that 

MSDE, being the overseer of education services for the State, was better positioned to ensure the 

provision of adequate education services to the population of youth under the care of DJS.  With the 

takeover of each facility, MSDE repeatedly indicated that additional resources were needed to improve 

the delivery of education services to DJS youth.  In most instances, however, the department received 

the equivalent of the resources previously budgeted in DJS with no increase.  Concerns have again been 

raised questioning whether MSDE is providing the appropriate level of services to students in 

DJS facilities. 

 

Concerns 
 

Evaluation of whether services have improved under MSDE has been an ongoing issue 

throughout the decade of transition.  Past attempts at analysis have focused on student performance 

outcomes as a means of evaluation.  This has proven difficult, however, as both MSDE and DJS are 

unable to provide comparable data measures.  The recent concerns focus more on program operation 

and whether students are getting the proper services and educational support.  Specific concerns raised 

repeatedly by the Juvenile Justice Monitoring Unit, within the Attorney General’s Office, and other 

sources include: 

 

 lack of postsecondary, vocational, and work opportunities; 

 

 grouping classes by living unit as opposed to skill level; 

 

 high vacancy rates and turnover for facility staff and a lack of substitute system; 

 

 space limitations due to the physical plant and age of the DJS facilities; 

 

 adherence to students’ Individualized Education Programs (IEP); and  

 

 recordkeeping and transition services between DJS facility schools and LSS. 

 

MSDE has acknowledged the validity of these concerns, although the department does note 

improvements have been made since the assumption of DJS education programs was complete.  For 

example, all 14 DJS facilities have Internet access and provide at least 3 Career Technology Education 
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programs leading toward an industry recognized certification.  Youth at the Backbone Mountain Youth 

Center have long had the opportunity to complete postsecondary education coursework through Garrett 

Community College, and MSDE is looking to expand those opportunities to other community colleges. 

 

Additional Resources Provided 
 

Addressing some of these concerns may ultimately prove difficult due to the nature of the 

population.  Security concerns for the students and staff, the short length of stay for some students, and 

having a State agency operate the equivalent of a local school system are a few of the obstacles 

acknowledged by both departments as impeding the delivery of education services.  The fiscal 2017 

allowance does, however, provide additional resources in both the MSDE and DJS budgets to address 

the concerns. 

 

DJS receives an additional $457,000 to improve the educational facilities.  An additional 

$2 million in general funds is provided to enhance staffing within the MSDE JSE unit to address the 

identified concerns.  The increased funding will provide 20 new positions and turnover relief, allowing 

MSDE to hire 40 staff in total.  MSDE anticipates that the additional staff and resources will allow it 

to: 

 

 double the number of IT staff dedicated to JSE schools; 

 

 eliminate turnover expectancy for all teacher positions to allow for improved hiring; 

 

 provide 4 new special education teachers; 

 

 provide every school with at least 1 counselor; 

 

 hire 12 instructional assistants to help teachers provide individualized instruction as students 

are coming from different grades, schools, and classrooms; 

 

 hire substitutes so that classes are not canceled due to teacher leave/illness; 

 

 provide JSE administration with 1 budget position to manage the finances of 14 schools; and 

 

 replace two vehicles and buy one new vehicle to transport students. 

 

 The goal is to utilize the additional IT staff to improve communications regarding student 

records.  Filling existing vacancies and enhancing teaching staff through additional special education 

teachers and instructional assistants will improve adherence to IEPs.  Retaining substitute teachers will 

ensure better continuation of coursework without lost class time for students.  Addressing these facility 

and staffing issues is a key first step to improving the other areas of concern and ultimately improving 

student performance and the level of services provided.  In addition, better communication between 

MSDE and DJS and LSS is a necessity. 
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 DLS recommends budget language requiring MSDE and DJS to submit biannual 

monitoring reports to the budget committees on the advancements made toward addressing the 

concerns raised in this issue, the level of communication between the agencies and with LSS, and 

how the additional resources provided in the fiscal 2017 allowance will be utilized.  In addition, 

DLS recommends MSDE and DJS develop measures evaluating the performance of the program, 

in addition to student performance.  Example measures could include average length of time to 

transition student records between a JSE school and a local school; teacher vacancy rates and 

length of tenure; contacts with local school system liaisons to support student transition into the 

community; students participating in postsecondary opportunities, etc. 
 

 Although MSDE is responsible for the provision of services, the care and custody of the 

youth ultimately falls to DJS.  Both agencies should have a vested interest in resolving this issue.  

The recommendation, therefore, is for both departments to contribute in the reporting 

requirements.  The specific language associated with the DLS recommendations will be included 

in the DJS fiscal 2017 operating analysis. 

 

 

5. Education Data Systems and Evaluation 

 

The 2013 Maryland State Plan for Postsecondary Education added a new goal for the State on 

Data Use and Distribution, calling for the “deliberate use and distribution of quality data related to 

postsecondary education.”  Increasingly complex and interrelated policy questions required the State 

to invest considerable time and resources into building MLDSC to collect statewide data on K-12 and 

higher education students and the workforce (Chapter 190 of 2010). 

 

 By statute, MLDSC must produce an annual report on the status of MLDSC and a report on the 

dual enrollment of high school students at institutions of higher education in Maryland, an issue of 

great interest for the Maryland General Assembly.  An important takeaway from the first two reports 

from calendar 2013 and 2014 was that available vetted data was in short supply.  Over the course of 

calendar 2015, MLDSC made enormous progress on this issue as it finished loading and sorting over 

6.5 million student and worker records covering fiscal 2008 through 2014.  Now, nearly 90% of all 

students in grade 12 from public high schools in a given year can be linked to higher education or 

workforce records, and MLDSC believes that it can raise that to perhaps as high as 95%.  This loading 

and matching process took longer than anticipated, but with assistance from the Motor Vehicle 

Administration to verify records, it now places MLDSC in a position where it can begin making serious 

progress on its research agenda. 

 

Of students who leave the State after high school graduation, only those who enroll in 

postsecondary education can be tracked by MLDSC using National Student Clearinghouse data.  If 

students leave for any other reason, such as enlisting in any of the uniformed services, the student 

effectively disappears from MLDSC.  Due to these limitations, a critical step for the MLDSC 

Governing Board was passing data reporting standards in April 2015 to address the many complications 

arising with reporting using known incomplete data.  However, the MLDSC Governing Board has made 

limited progress since then as it has been without a chair since July 2015. 
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Many limitations currently exist with MLDSC for reasons of statutory scope and privacy.  For 

example, there has been a recent push at the federal and State level to provide higher education 

experiences to prison inmates, but there is currently no way to flag incarcerated students, so MLDSC 

cannot track outcomes of these programs.  Similarly, MLDSC does not track children in foster care or 

any records from DJS.  Expanding data collection to include or flag certain new populations would 

require statutory change.  Online education outcomes are also absent from MLDSC.  It is worth noting 

that an early test of MLDSC will be its collaboration with Baltimore’s Promise to use data to improve 

the outcomes of Baltimore City’s youth. 

 

 One of the primary goals of MLDSC is to provide web-based data dashboards and research 

studies.  Although MLDSC technically met its statutory deadline of December 31, 2014, to become 

fully developed and operational, its website content is not as robust as envisioned.  As DLS noted in 

fiscal 2015, the website contained little more than the dual enrollment reports.  Today, the web page 

for Published Research is empty; there is only one dashboard series on initial postsecondary enrollment, 

and there are two snapshots on dual enrollment and charter schools (dashboards are updated over time 

and may interact with the user, whereas snapshots are static).  This level of content lags behind the 

output of some states, like Virginia or Washington. 

 

 MSDE should provide information on the support that MLDSC currently receives to 

collect and present statewide data and what resources are necessary so that MLDSC may make 

content available for policymakers and the general public in a more efficient manner. 
 

 



R00A01 – MSDE – Headquarters 

 

 

Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 
264 

Recommended Actions 

 

1. Add the following language:  

 

Provided that it is the intent of the General Assembly that no individual loaned educator be 

engaged by the Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) for more than six years.  For 

loaned educators engaged in fiscal 2010, the time already served at MSDE may not be counted 

toward the six-year limit. 

 

Further provided that it is the intent of the General Assembly that all loaned educators submit 

annual financial disclosure statements, as is required by State employees in similar positions. 

 

Further provided that MSDE shall provide an annual census report on the number of loaned 

educator contracts and any conversion of these personnel to regular positions to the General 

Assembly by December 15, 2016, and every year thereafter.  The annual report shall include 

job function, title, salary, fund source(s) for the contract, the first year of the contract, the 

number of years that the loaned educator has been employed by the State, and whether the 

educator files a financial disclosure statement.  MSDE shall also provide a report to the budget 

committees prior to entering into any new loaned educator contract to provide temporary 

assistance to the State.  The budget committees shall have 45 days to review and comment from 

the date of receipt of any report on new contracts. 

 

Explanation:  This annual language on loaned educators expresses legislative intent that 

loaned educators should not be engaged for more than six years, educators should submit 

annual financial disclosure statements as appropriate, and reports on the loaned educator 

program should be submitted.  The loaned educator program at MSDE allows local employees 

to work for MSDE on special projects. 

 Information Request 
 

Report on loaned educator 

contracts 

Author 
 

MSDE 

Due Date 
 

December 15, 2016, and 

annually thereafter 

2. Add the following language to the general fund appropriation:  

 

, provided that $400,000 of this appropriation made for the purpose of hiring new positions for 

the Maryland State Library for the Blind and Physically Handicapped (LBPH) may not be 

expended until the Maryland State Department of Education submits a report to the budget 

committees on the ways LBPH plans to leverage its new positions to expand its outreach 

programs, increase access to its materials, and utilize the services it provides.  This report will 

be submitted by September 1, 2016, and the budget committees shall have 45 days to review 

and comment from the date of receipt of the report.  Funds restricted pending a receipt of a 

report may not be transferred by budget amendment or otherwise to any other purpose and shall 

revert to the General Fund if the report is not submitted to the budget committees. 
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Explanation:  Legislation from the 2014 session established a minimum State funding amount 

for LBPH, making it at least 25% of the amount received by the State Library Resource Center 

beginning in fiscal 2016.  The mandated amount for fiscal 2017 is $2.5 million.  The 

Governor’s allowance uses much of this funding to create new positions for LBPH to enhance 

services.  This report would allow the General Assembly to determine that these new positions 

are the best use for the new money, considering they would require funding in the out-years 

that could be directed to different purposes. 

 Information Request 
 

Report on personnel use for 

increased outreach, material 

access, and service 

enhancement 

Author 
 

MSDE 

Due Date 
 

September 1, 2016 

  
Amount 

Reduction 

 

 

3. Reduce funding to fund the Library for the Blind and 

Physically Handicapped (LBPH) at its mandated 

amount of 25.0% of the amount received by the State 

Library Resource Center.  This reduction should not 

affect operations for LBPH, as new positions provided 

in the fiscal 2017 allowance currently include a 7.23% 

turnover rate, as opposed to the 25.0% turnover rate 

that is standard for new positions. 

$ 48,470 GF  

 Total General Fund Reductions $ 48,470   
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Updates 

 

1. All Race to the Top Programs Have Been Completed 

 

Maryland was awarded $250 million over four years through the federal Race to the Top 

(RTTT) program, with $125 million going to participating LSS and $125 million administered by 

MSDE Headquarters for statewide reform efforts through 54 projects to (1) revise the preK-12 

Maryland State Curriculum, assessments, and accountability system based on the new CCSS to assure 

that all graduates are college and career ready; (2) build a statewide technology infrastructure to link 

data with analytic and instructional tools to monitor and promote student achievement; (3) redesign the 

model for preparation, development, retention, and evaluation of teachers and principals; and (4) fully 

implement the Breakthrough Center approach for transforming low-performing schools and districts. 

 

Although the RTTT grant was scheduled to conclude at the end of fiscal 2014, MSDE was 

granted approval of no-cost extensions on 21 projects for up to one year.  MSDE reports that all 

21 projects that were approved for no-cost extensions through fiscal 2016 have been completed.  

Seventeen were completed on June 30, 2015; 3 on July 31, 2015; and 1 on August 15, 2015. 

MSDE reports that in order to sustain projects implemented with RTTT funding, it received 

$1.8 million in general funds in fiscal 2014 ($1.1 million for technology contracts and $700,000 for 

software licenses) and $1.75 million in fiscal 2015 ($1.01 million to support 7 new positions and 

$740,000 for software licenses).  No additional general funds were appropriated to MSDE in fiscal 2016 

to sustain RTTT projects. 

 

 

2. Loaned Educator Program 
 

 The loaned educator program at MSDE allows an LSS to enter into a contract with the State so 

that a local school system employee may work for MSDE for a finite period of time.  The benefit to the 

State is that these employees bring local knowledge to special projects, and school systems benefit 

when their employees return with in-depth knowledge of State-level policies and processes. 

 

 To use loaned educators, MSDE executes annual contracts with LSS, and the department 

reimburses the system for the educators’ salaries and certain fringe benefits.  MSDE has long used 

loaned educators, but an August 2009 report by legislative auditors articulated a number of concerns 

about the program, including the practice of contracting with educators for many years rather than using 

them for short-term projects, paying them more than State employees in similar positions, and not 

requiring certain educators to complete annual financial disclosure statements. 

 

 In the 2010 legislative session and each year thereafter, the General Assembly has added budget 

language expressing intent that no individual loaned educator be engaged for more than six years and 

that certain loaned educators submit annual financial disclosure statements.  The budget language also 

requires that an annual report be submitted on the loaned educator program and that a report be 

submitted to the committees before hiring a new loaned educator. 
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 Exhibit 9 shows the number of loaned educators since fiscal 2006.  The number has declined 

from 79 in fiscal 2006 to 4 in fiscal 2016 through a combination of budget reductions, educators 

returning to counties, and conversions of educators to regular positions, among other actions. 

 

 

Exhibit 9 

Loaned Educators 
Fiscal 2006-2016 

 

 
 

 

Source:  Maryland State Department of Education; Governor’s Budget Book, Fiscal 2016 
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3. Automated External Defibrillator Availability 
 

An automated external defibrillator (AED) is a portable electronic device, designed for use by 

a layperson, which automatically diagnosis certain life-threatening cardiac conditions and is able to 

treat them through defibrillation.  Maryland law requires that each county board develop and implement 

an AED program for each high school and middle school in the county.  However, the decision to 

implement an AED program in elementary schools is left to the county board. 

 

As directed by the budget committees, MSDE surveyed LSS school health services coordinators 

and directors of student services who provided information regarding the total number of AEDs 

currently in elementary schools, the fiscal impact of having an AED available in all public elementary 

schools in Maryland, and the cost for the maintenance of AEDs in elementary schools. 

 

Among the 24 LSS, one jurisdiction reported having AEDs in some elementary schools, and 

four jurisdictions reported having no AEDs in the elementary school setting.  Eighteen jurisdictions 

reported having an AED available in all elementary schools.  One LSS, Baltimore City Public School 

System, stated that it was unsure of the number of elementary schools with AEDs.  In total, Maryland 

has 744 elementary schools, not including those in Baltimore City.  According to survey responses, 

606 (81%) of those 744 elementary schools currently have AEDs.  The reported average cost per AED 

was approximately $1,700, while the cost of maintenance and replacement equipment ranged from 

$106 and $325.  The average maintenance and replacement cost was approximately $240.  The range 

in cost may be caused by the rise in price for new models versus the cost paid for older models.  Also, 

the range may be based on prices negotiated for bulk purchases or prices negotiated to include the cost 

of maintenance, training, and/or installation. 

 

 

4. MSDE Search for New Superintendent 
 

 Maryland State Superintendent Dr. Lillian M. Lowery resigned from her position in 

August 2015, approximately one year before her term expired on June 30, 2016.  Since then, she has 

been replaced by Interim State Superintendent Dr. Jack R. Smith, who had been serving as MSDE’s 

chief academic officer.  In January 2016, the State Board of Education chose the search firm of Hazard, 

Young, Attea & Associates to assist in their search for a full-time replacement.  This is the same firm 

that has been working with Montgomery County Public Schools in its search for a new superintendent. 

 

According to Title 2 of the State Education Article, the State Superintendent of Schools must 

meet the following qualifications: 

 

 be an experienced and competent educator;  

 

 be a graduate of an accredited college or university;  

 

 have at least two years of special academic and professional graduate preparation in an 

accredited college or university; and  
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 have at least seven years of experience in teaching and administration. 

 

 

5. Federal Grant Fund Expenditures 
 

 MSDE is the recipient of multiple grant awards every year.  At times, it can be difficult to 

reconcile those grant awards with actual expenditures within the State’s fiscal year.  Due to this 

concern, the budget committees provided language in the fiscal 2016 budget bill restricting funds to 

MSDE until the submission of a report detailing federal awards MSDE received, the amount of the 

awards that remain unexpended at the end of the State’s fiscal year, and when each grant is expected 

to expire.  MSDE submitted its report on August 31, 2015.  The details requested, as broken down by 

the federal agency issuing the grant and the grant title, are available in the report. 

 

MSDE also noted challenges in presenting a consolidated picture of federal grants at any given 

time in the MSDE budget, due to the State budget being structured to show funding by agency program, 

while federal grants may be allocated across programs.  Further challenges are presented from possible 

differences between budgeted amounts and actual awards and expenditures because of the difference 

in timing of the State and federal fiscal years, the lead time required in developing budget estimates, 

and the fact that federal formula funds are available for 27 months, which means that they span 

three State fiscal years. 
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 Appendix 1 

 

 

Current and Prior Year Budgets 

 

Fiscal 2015

Legislative

   Appropriation $79,363 $7,371 $146,612 $2,452 $235,798

Deficiency

   Appropriation 16,465 0 0 0 16,465

Cost

   Containment -1,921 0 0 0 -1,921

Budget

   Amendments -386 197 46,435 0 46,246

Reversions and

   Cancellations -264 -2,081 -12,211 -399 -14,955

Actual

   Expenditures $93,258 $5,487 $180,835 $2,053 $281,633

Fiscal 2016

Legislative

   Appropriation $85,318 $7,165 $143,083 $2,865 $238,431

Budget

   Amendments 1,949 38 1,082 100 3,168

Working

   Appropriation $87,266 $7,203 $144,164 $2,965 $241,599

Current and Prior Year Budgets

Fund FundFund

Reimb.

Fund Total

($ in Thousands)

Maryland State Department of Education – Headquarters

General Special Federal

 
 

 

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  Numbers may not sum to total 

due to rounding. 
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Fiscal 2015 
 

 General fund expenditures totaled approximately $93.3 million in fiscal 2015, reflecting an 

increase of approximately $13.9 million when compared to the legislative appropriation. 

 

 Deficiency appropriations increased the legislative appropriation by nearly $16.5 million.  The 

agency received $16.8 million to provide funds to develop and score State assessments.  This 

was offset by a deficiency appropriation to reduce the appropriation for the MLDSC by 

$304,000 to implement cost containment reductions related to personnel turnover, contractual 

turnover, and indirect expenditures. 

 

 Measures from the Board of Public Works (BPW) cost containment reduction, approved in 

January 2015, decreased the legislative appropriation by approximately $1.9 million across 

divisions. 

 

 Budget amendments decreased the legislative appropriation by approximately $386,000.  

Decreases from the funding reduction due to the State Employee Voluntary Separation Program 

totaled $642,000, split between the Division of Accountability and Assessment and the Division 

of Rehabilitation Services – Client Services.  Funding was also decreased by $135,000 due to a 

reallocation in the Headquarters and Aid Budgets for the January 2015 reduction approved by 

BPW that reduced the current appropriation 2% across the board, resulting in reductions in 

contractual services and employee turnover.  The remaining budget amendment decreases, 

totaling $211,000, were made due to transfers between divisions and programs in the 

Headquarters and Early Childhood Development budgets to cover costs of accrued leave 

payments, technical and special fees, contractual services, fuel and utilities, and educational 

equipment.  These decreases were offset by funding for the cost-of-living adjustment (COLA), 

which provided an increase of nearly $581,000, and a realignment between State agencies based 

on telecommunication expenditures that provided an increase of nearly $22,000. 

 

 General fund reversions at the close of fiscal 2015 totaled $264,000.  Over $61,000 was 

attributed to unexpended telecommunications funds, over $60,000 was attributed to position 

vacancies, and nearly $28,000 was unexpended for a loaned educator contract.  The remainder 

of actual expenditures below budgeted levels were between employee retirement, instructional 

supplies, and travel expenses. 

 

Special fund expenditures totaled approximately $5.5 million in fiscal 2015, a decrease of 

approximately $1.9 million from the legislative appropriation.  The department received a net $197,000 

increase via budget amendments.  $153,000 was increased for the Division of Special Education/Early 

Intervention Services and $25,000 for the Division of Accountability, Assessment, and Data Systems 

to recognize revenue anticipated though the collection of administrative fees charged to participating 

Medicaid providers.  The remaining $19,000 was due to personnel expense increases from the COLA.  

At the close of fiscal 2015, approximately $2.1 million in special funds were canceled by the 

department.  $835,000 of these funds were canceled from within the Division of Rehabilitation Services 

due to lower than budgeted revenue attainment and subsequent commission payments from vending 
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machines at federal buildings.  An additional $411,000 was attributed to regular and contractual 

vacancies.  The remainder of the reversions were due to lower than expected expenditures distributed 

between educational grants, software/computer maintenance contracts, supplies, and travel. 

 

Federal fund expenditures totaled $180.8 million in fiscal 2015, an increase of $34.2 million 

when compared to the legislative appropriation.  The department received approximately 

$46.4 million in additional federal funding via budget amendment.  Of this funding, $23.8 million 

came from the State Fiscal Stabilization Fund – RTTT Incentive Grants.  An additional $20.3 million 

was received recognizing a grant awarded through the RTTT Assessment Program for PARCC 

Consortium, of which Maryland is a member.  Funding for the COLA increased by $584,000.  The 

department received federal grants of $450,000 for Child Nutrition Programs, $581,000 to support 

the development and administration of State assessments and standards required by the ESEA, 

$641,000 for the development and implementation of longitudinal data systems, and $333,000 to 

provide educational continuity for neglected and delinquent youth in State-run institutions and in 

adult correctional facilities.  These increases were offset by a decrease in funds of $270,000 as part 

of a transfer of funds between the Headquarters, Aid to Education, and Early Childhood Development 

budgets to align federal funds with spending objectives.  At the close of fiscal 2015, the department 

canceled $12.2 million in federal funds.  Approximately $3.8 million was canceled due to regular 

position and contractual FTE vacancies among programs within the department.  Cancellations of 

$1.7 million pertain to funds received from the Statewide Data Systems program and will be 

expended for MLDSC in fiscal 2016.  The remainder of canceled funds were due to unrealized grant 

revenue or operating expenses being lower than anticipated. 

 

Reimbursable fund expenditures totaled nearly $2.1 million at the close of fiscal 2015, a 

decrease of $399,000 below the legislative appropriation.  This $399,000 was due to cancellations by 

the department.  Of the appropriation, $307,000 was unexpended due to regular and contractual 

employee vacancies, with the rest occurring due to the procurement for the requisition of contractual 

services not being finalized until after the close of fiscal 2015, and due to grant revenue that exceeded 

estimates. 

 

 

Fiscal 2016 
 

 The fiscal 2016 general fund working appropriation is nearly $87.3 million, reflecting an 

increase of $1.9 million over the legislative appropriation.  Of this increase, $1.2 million is from the 

2% State salary adjustment, which restored the funding reduced in Section 20 of the fiscal 2016 budget 

bill.  An additional $544,000 of the increase is due to realignment from the 2% cost containment 

reductions in Section 19 of the budget bill.  The remaining $250,000 was increased in support of a 

charter school funding study in accord with Section 48 of the budget bill. 

 

 The fiscal 2016 special fund working appropriation is approximately $7.2 million, which 

reflects an increase of $38,000 over the legislative appropriation for the 2% salary adjustment. 
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The fiscal 2016 federal fund working appropriation is nearly $144.2 million, which reflects an 

increase of $1.1 million over the legislative appropriation.  This includes an increase of nearly 

$1.2 million for the 2% salary adjustment, which is offset by a decrease of approximately $83,000 due 

to a budget amendment that transferred funds to the Early Childhood Development budget as part of 

an agencywide reorganization. 

 

 The fiscal 2016 reimbursable fund working appropriation is approximately $3.0 million, which 

reflects an increase of $100,000 over the legislative appropriation.  These funds are received for the 

Division of Special Education/Early Intervention Services from the Department of Health and Mental 

Hygiene as part of the System Development for Children with Special Health Care Needs initiative. 
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Object/Fund Difference Report 

MSDE – Headquarters 

 

  FY 16    

 FY 15 Working FY 17 FY 2016-17 Percent 

Object/Fund Actual Appropriation Allowance Amount Change Change 

      

Positions      

01    Regular 1,245.90 1,245.90 1,278.90 33.00 2.6% 

02    Contractual 139.70 132.79 131.84 -0.95 -0.7% 

Total Positions 1,385.60 1,378.69 1,410.74 32.05 2.3% 

      

Objects      

01    Salaries and Wages $ 107,197,826 $ 112,018,042 $ 117,099,829 $ 5,081,787 4.5% 

02    Technical and Spec. Fees 36,267,872 45,500,287 41,683,752 -3,816,535 -8.4% 

03    Communication 2,020,272 1,919,829 1,826,537 -93,292 -4.9% 

04    Travel 1,127,839 1,071,299 1,254,193 182,894 17.1% 

06    Fuel and Utilities 1,088,521 759,940 1,101,119 341,179 44.9% 

07    Motor Vehicles 726,673 772,362 645,373 -126,989 -16.4% 

08    Contractual Services 98,490,269 60,500,072 67,042,609 6,542,537 10.8% 

09    Supplies and Materials 1,536,837 2,107,105 1,911,522 -195,583 -9.3% 

10    Equipment – Replacement 1,266,134 946,481 687,852 -258,629 -27.3% 

11    Equipment – Additional 710,373 589,952 500,816 -89,136 -15.1% 

12    Grants, Subsidies, and Contributions 25,817,492 9,790,727 7,493,546 -2,297,181 -23.5% 

13    Fixed Charges 4,985,862 5,450,132 5,513,382 63,250 1.2% 

14    Land and Structures 397,296 173,000 266,000 93,000 53.8% 

Total Objects $ 281,633,266 $ 241,599,228 $ 247,026,530 $ 5,427,302 2.2% 

      

Funds      

01    General Fund $ 93,257,916 $ 87,266,496 $ 97,942,270 $ 10,675,774 12.2% 

03    Special Fund 5,486,795 7,202,900 7,457,025 254,125 3.5% 

05    Federal Fund 180,835,357 144,164,360 138,691,252 -5,473,108 -3.8% 

09    Reimbursable Fund 2,053,198 2,965,472 2,935,983 -29,489 -1.0% 

Total Funds $ 281,633,266 $ 241,599,228 $ 247,026,530 $ 5,427,302 2.2% 

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 
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Fiscal Summary 
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  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17   FY 16-17 

Program/Unit Actual Wrk Approp Allowance Change % Change 

      01 Office of the State Superintendent $ 43,350,143 $ 11,501,312 $ 12,070,013 $ 568,701 4.9% 

02 Division of Business Services 27,677,904 7,619,669 7,838,662 218,993 2.9% 

03 Division of Academic Reform and Innovation 471,344 1,102,104 1,123,110 21,006 1.9% 

04 Division of Accountability, Assessment, and Data Systems 50,445,750 42,437,683 46,822,012 4,384,329 10.3% 

05 Office of Information Technology 5,857,244 6,053,730 6,671,804 618,074 10.2% 

06 Major Information Technology Development Projects 2,167,718 300,000 0 -300,000 -100.0% 

07 Office of School and Community Nutrition Programs 6,293,509 8,197,130 9,908,459 1,711,329 20.9% 

11 Division of Instruction 5,055,686 6,056,366 6,700,569 644,203 10.6% 

12 Division of Student, Family and School Support 5,352,707 6,960,892 5,302,965 -1,657,927 -23.8% 

13 Division  of Special Education/Early Intervention Services 11,927,871 12,978,074 11,773,186 -1,204,888 -9.3% 

14 Division of Career and College Readiness 3,248,689 3,062,489 3,103,712 41,223 1.3% 

15 Juvenile Services Education Program 16,494,042 17,269,947 20,201,065 2,931,118 17.0% 

17 Division of Library Development and Services 2,537,840 5,188,740 4,710,579 -478,161 -9.2% 

18 Division of Certification and Accreditation 2,506,300 2,800,655 2,702,355 -98,300 -3.5% 

20 Division of Rehabilitation Services – Headquarters 11,275,827 10,950,588 11,450,853 500,265 4.6% 

21 Division of  Rehabilitation Services – Client Services 35,565,023 32,334,452 33,909,846 1,575,394 4.9% 

22 Division of  Rehabilitation Services – Workforce and Tech. Center 9,141,215 9,374,072 9,440,635 66,563 0.7% 

23 Division of Rehabilitation Services – Disability Determination 

Services 

32,564,914 46,434,046 42,256,014 -4,178,032 -9.0% 

24 Division of Rehabilitation Services – Blindness and Vision 

Services 

7,794,638 8,848,309 8,272,759 -575,550 -6.5% 

01 Maryland Longitudinal Data Systems Center 1,904,902 2,128,970 2,767,932 638,962 30.0% 

Total Expenditures $ 281,633,266 $ 241,599,228 $ 247,026,530 $ 5,427,302 2.2% 

      General Fund $ 93,257,916 $ 87,266,496 $ 97,942,270 $ 10,675,774 12.2% 

Special Fund 5,486,795 7,202,900 7,457,025 254,125 3.5% 

Federal Fund 180,835,357 144,164,360 138,691,252 -5,473,108 -3.8% 

Total Appropriations $ 279,580,068 $ 238,633,756 $ 244,090,547 $ 5,456,791 2.3% 

      Reimbursable Fund $ 2,053,198 $ 2,965,472 $ 2,935,983 -$ 29,489 -1.0% 

Total Funds $ 281,633,266 $ 241,599,228 $ 247,026,530 $ 5,427,302 2.2% 

 

 

 

 

     
Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent reductions. 
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Operating Budget Data 

 ($ in Thousands) 
 
        

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change  

  Actual Working Allowance Change Prior Year  

        
 General Fund $5,751,551 $5,818,305 $5,905,108 $86,803 1.5%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 2,508 0 -2,508   

 Adjusted General Fund $5,751,551 $5,820,813 $5,905,108 $84,295 1.4%  

        

 Special Fund 391,187 399,107 463,944 64,838 16.2%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 -6,123 0 6,123   

 Adjusted Special Fund $391,187 $392,984 $463,944 $70,960 18.1%  

        

 Federal Fund 785,932 825,423 914,608 89,185 10.8%  

 Adjusted Federal Fund $785,932 $825,423 $914,608 $89,185 10.8%  

        

 Reimbursable Fund 10 140 140 0   

 Adjusted Reimbursable Fund $10 $140 $140 $0 0.0%  

        

 Adjusted Grand Total $6,928,681 $7,039,359 $7,283,800 $244,440 3.5%  

        
 

 Fiscal 2016 deficiency appropriations provide a total of $33.5 million increase in general funds.  

This is offset by $11.6 million decrease in special funds due to Video Lottery Terminal (VLT) 

revenue shortfalls.  These deficiencies are for fiscal 2016 costs and prior year costs.   

 

 Deficiencies for fiscal 2016 costs impact several programs.  Proposed fiscal 2016 deficiency 

appropriations for the Foundation program provide an increase of $6.1 million in general funds 

and a corresponding decrease in special funds due to revised VLT revenue projections for 

fiscal 2016.  A $7.9 million increase in general funds is provided to the Nonpublic Placements 

program (NPP) due to anticipated actual expenditures in fiscal 2016.  An increase of $600,000 is 

provided for anticipated expenditures for Montgomery County Optional Library Retirement and 

$600,000 is also provided for funds for planning grants to establish four Pathways in 

Technology Early College High Schools, or P-TECH schools, in Maryland.   
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 Deficiency appropriations also occur in fiscal 2016 to cover prior costs in fiscal 2015.  This 

includes $12.4 million for NPP expenses, $5.5 million to replace Education Trust Fund (ETF) 

special fund revenues with general funds due to VLT revenue shortfall, and $443,238 for 

Maryland Meals for Achievement program expenses.  These amounts are not reflected in the 

table.   

 

 Two reversions, one due to Section 48 of the fiscal 2016 budget bill, and one due to over 

budgeting the Out-of-county Placements program, decrease funding for fiscal 2016 by a 

combined $12.7 million. 

 

 The fiscal 2017 allowance is $244.4 million above the adjusted fiscal 2016 working 

appropriation, considering all funds.  General funds increase by $84.3 million, or 

1.4%, primarily due to the Geographic Cost of Education Index (GCEI) being restored to full 

funding.  Special funds increase by $71.0 million, or 18.1%, based on ETF revenue projections 

to cover required Foundation program formulas.  Federal funds increase by 10.8%, primarily 

due to food services programs and increased Title I funding. 

 

 

Analysis in Brief 

 

Major Trends 
 

Reading and Math Scores Decrease:  The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) is an 

assessment performed by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES).  Though reading and 

math scores rose for the State for much of calendar 2007 through 2013, from 2013 to 2015, as the State 

has been transitioning to the Maryland College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS), the percentage 

of students scoring at or above the NAEP basic level for math dropped by 3 percentage points for both 

fourth graders and eighth graders, while the percentage of students scoring at the basic level or above 

for reading dropped 9 percentage points for fourth graders and 6 percentage points for eighth graders.  

According to NCES, Maryland is not scoring higher than public schools nationally in any of these 

categories.  These declines in math and reading scores follow the same trends that were occurring in 

the Maryland School Assessment before it was phased out after school year 2013-2014. 

High School Assessment Percent Passing Decreases in Three of Four Subject Areas:  The Maryland 

High School Assessments (HSA) measure school and individual student performance in high school 

English, Algebra I, Biology, and Government.  Beginning with the class of 2009, the assessments have 

been a graduation requirement.  The percent of State students passing the Biology HSA has held level 

at 87.6% from the previous school year.  This was the only subject area that did not decrease in pass 

rates from the prior year.  The percent passing the English HSA decreased to 83.9% in the 2014-2015 

school year from 85.9% the previous year.  The percent passing the Algebra HSA decreased slightly, 

from 88.2% to 87.4%.  The percent passing the Government HSA also decreased from 80.9% to 75.7%.  

 

Statewide Graduation Rate Increases:  The four-year cohort graduation rate is calculated by dividing 

the number of students who graduate in four years or less with a regular high school diploma by the 
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number of students who form the adjusted cohort for that graduating class.  Cohort graduation rates 

indicate that an increasing number of Maryland students are graduating on-time each year.  The 

four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate for the class of 2015 was 87.0%, which amounts to a 

0.6 percentage point increase over the class of 2014 rate.  Graduation rates improved for 19 school 

districts from the class of 2014-2015.  The Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) reports 

that Maryland continues to perform above the national average, and that dropout rates for the State are 

at an all-time low. 

 

 

Issues 
 

State Aid to Education to Increase by $152.5 Million:  Under current law, public schools are expected 

to receive approximately $6.3 billion in fiscal 2017, representing a $152.5 million (2.5%) increase over 

the prior fiscal year.  The increase is comprised of aid that flows directly to local school boards, which 

grows by $114.5 million (2.1%), along with an increase of $38.0 million (5.2%) in retirement aid.  The 

increase in direct aid is driven by a slight rise in the per pupil foundation amount and enrollment 

increases, full funding of the GCEI, and the continued phase-in of Net Taxable Income education 

grants. 

 

Addressing Basic Cost and Local Share of Basic Cost Concerns for Nonpublic Placements:  Due to 

the NPP being a current year funded program, there have been ongoing needs to reconcile costs at the 

close of the fiscal year.  In the case of deficiency appropriations for fiscal 2015 and 2016, this has 

included funds necessary to cover expenses in fiscal 2014 and 2015 following their close.  MSDE and 

the Department of Legislative Services (DLS) discovered flaws in the methodology used for calculating 

basic cost and the local share of basic cost during the 2014 session.  MSDE has developed new 

methodologies for basic cost and the local share of basic cost calculations, which it has implemented 

for fiscal 2016.  DLS has questions about aspects of this new methodology and has suggested 

simplifying the calculation.  MSDE should comment on the progress of its work to simplify the 

calculation of basic cost.  MSDE should also comment on whether the appropriation for 

fiscal 2016 and 2017 will be sufficient to cover costs, and on progress it has made in predicting 

costs for the NPP. 
 

Cost of Quality Teaching Incentives Continues to Be Addressed:  To better inform recommendations 

for the allocation of Quality Teacher Incentive (QTI) grants, MSDE has requested an additional year 

to analyze new assessment data, given that Maryland has recently transitioned to the MCCRS and to 

the Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC) assessments aligned 

with MCCRS.  This would allow for PARCC assessment data to be used to review the status and 

progress of low-performing schools.  Additionally, given that the accountability system related to the 

PARCC assessments is not fully developed, it is not presently possible to utilize the data from the 

2015 administration for use with the administration of the QTI grants for the 2015-2016 school year.  

MSDE states that the opportunity for additional review could ultimately lead to recommendations for 

revisions in statutory language that would allow for increased flexibility in allocating the QTI grants.  

In addition to utilizing new data, MSDE wants to work with a diverse group of stakeholders to further 

develop options that may include other models for teacher support beyond the current focus on stipends.  

DLS recommends the adoption of committee narrative directing MSDE to use new assessment 
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data and evidence-based research to make recommendations to enhance teaching as a profession 

and improve teacher preparation and retention. 

 

Funding for Jurisdictions with Declining Enrollment and Decreasing State Aid:  The fiscal 2017 

allowance includes $5.6 million to provide aid to jurisdictions that have declining enrollment.  This 

includes $4.0 million for Carroll County, $1.3 million for Garrett County, and $300,000 for Kent 

County.  This aid is separate from the mandated funding in the allowance for Jurisdictions with Small 

and Declining Enrollment Populations under Section 5-202 of the Education Article.  In fiscal 2017, 

Kent County is the only county that qualifies for the grant and receives $65,000 in the allowance.  

Carroll, Garrett, and Kent counties are only 3 of the 13 counties experiencing a decline in enrollment 

to impact their fiscal 2017 foundation aid, and only 2 counties – Kent and Baltimore City – also have 

a decrease in State direct aid.  Of particular note, Baltimore City experiences a 2.4% decline in student 

enrollment for fiscal 2017, as well as a 2.7% decline in direct education aid.  DLS recommends 

deleting the additional $5.6 million from the fiscal 2017 allowance since the counties receiving the 

grants do not qualify for them under current law.  Kent County would still receive $65,000. 

 

 

Recommended Actions 
 

  Funds  

1. Add language requiring the Maryland State Department of 

Education to notify the budget committees of fund transfers from 

R00A02 Aid to Education to any other budgetary unit. 

  

2. Add language making funding for Pathways in Technology Early 

College High Schools grants contingent upon the enactment of 

legislation. 

  

3. Delete funding for declining enrollment aid for Carroll, Garrett, 

and Kent counties. 

$ 5,600,000  

4. Adopt narrative requesting a report on improving teacher 

preparation and retention. 

  

5. Add language making deficiency appropriation for Pathways in 

Technology Early College High Schools grants contingent upon 

the enactment of legislation. 

  

 Total Reductions $ 5,600,000  
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Updates 

 

Baltimore City Public Schools Deficit:  Pursuant to a request from the 2015 Joint Chairmen’s Report, 

the Baltimore City Board of Commissioners and Baltimore City Public Schools (BCPS) provided 

responses to questions regarding the structural deficit for BCPS in fiscal 2016.  BCPS reports that it 

had originally projected a $73.0 million budget gap for fiscal 2016 due to matching flat or reduced 

revenues against expenditures with built-in escalators, such as contractual labor obligations and vendor 

contracts.  Budget reductions increased the budget gap to $94.9 million, taking into account some 

restorations of funding.  In addition, BCPS identified $23.0 million in priority areas and initiative 

spending, resulting in a combined deficit of $117.9 million.  This deficit was resolved through a 

combination of cost saving measures implemented in the third quarter of fiscal 2015, and in the 

fiscal 2016 budget.  Additionally, the State allowed BCPS and Baltimore City to defer $20.0 million in 

contributions for 21st Century Schools until fiscal 2017.  Altogether, these savings total $117.9 million. 
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Operating Budget Analysis 

 

Program Description 

 

 State and local governments share responsibility for Maryland’s public schools.  In 2002, the 

State’s Commission on Education Finance, Equity, and Excellence (a.k.a. the Thornton Commission) 

recommended, and the legislature approved, altering and enhancing the distribution of State aid to 

education.  The new distribution system was phased in from fiscal 2003 through 2008.  Since 

fiscal 2009, funding adjustments have been determined primarily by changes in enrollment. 

 

 Under the Bridge to Excellence (BTE) in Public Schools Act of 2002, commonly referred to as 

“Thornton,” school systems receive a basic per pupil funding amount through the Foundation program.  

Additional formulas provide supplemental aid based on students with special needs including students 

with disabilities, students eligible for free and reduced-price meals (FRPM), and students with limited 

English proficiency (LEP).  The Geographic Cost of Education Index (GCEI) is a mandated formula to 

account for differences in the costs of educational resources among school systems.  State aid for 

student transportation also increased under Thornton. 

 

 Along with enhanced funding, local jurisdictions received broad flexibility in determining how 

to meet State goals for student achievement.  At the same time, each school system is held accountable 

for achieving the goals and student outcome measurements outlined in its Comprehensive Master Plan, 

which is updated annually.  Local education agencies (LEA) submitted new five-year master plans in 

fall 2015, as required by Chapter 466 of 2012, which will be updated annually to encompass a rolling 

five-year period.  The Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) should comment on the 

status of the master plan review and approval process.    
 

 In addition to funding for public education, MSDE is responsible for the general direction and 

control of library development in Maryland.  The State provides support for local libraries, the State 

Library Resource Center, and several regional resource centers.  State library aid is budgeted under Aid 

to Education. 

 

 

Performance Analysis:  Managing for Results 
 

 

1. Reading and Math Scores Decrease 

 

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) is an assessment performed by the 

National Center for Education Statistics (NCES).  NAEP provides results on subject-matter 

achievement, instructional experiences, and school environment for populations of students and is 

administered uniformly nationwide.  Exhibit 1 shows the NAEP results in reading and mathematics 
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for Maryland fourth graders and eighth graders from calendar 2007 through 2015.  Though scores rose 

for much of this time period, from 2013 to 2015, as the State has been transitioning to the Maryland 

College and Career-Ready Standards (MCCRS), the percentage of students scoring at or above the 

NAEP basic level for math dropped by 3 percentage points for both fourth graders and eighth graders 

respectively, while the percentage of students scoring at the basic level or above for reading dropped 

9 percentage points for fourth graders and 6 percentage points for eighth graders.  According to NCES, 

Maryland is not scoring higher than public schools nationally in any of these categories.  These declines 

in math and reading scores follow the same trends that were occurring in the Maryland School 

Assessment (MSA) before they were phased out after the school year 2013-2014.  The MSA declines 

have been attributed by MSDE to the misalignment between the MCCRS curriculum and the MSAs.   

 

 

Exhibit 1 

National Assessment of Educational Progress Scores 

Students Performing At or Above Basic 
Calendar 2007-2015 

 

 
 

 

Source:  National Center for Education Statistics, State Profiles  
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2. High School Assessment Percent Passing Decreases in Three of Four Subject 

Areas 

 

 The Maryland High School Assessments (HSA) measure school and individual student 

performance in high school English, Algebra I, Biology, and Government.  The assessments are 

administered at the end of courses and are offered four times per year.  Beginning with the class of 2009, 

the assessments have been a graduation requirement.  As shown in Exhibit 2, the percent passing the 

Biology HSA held level at 87.6% from the previous school year.  This was the only subject area that 

did not decrease in pass rates from the prior year.  The percent passing the English HSA decreased to 

83.9% in the 2014-2015 school year from 85.9% the previous year.  The percent passing the Algebra 

HSA decreased slightly, from 88.2% to 87.4%.  The percent passing the Government HSA decreased 

significantly from 80.9% to 75.7%.  In fiscal 2012, the Government HSA was eliminated to recognize 

cost savings, although Chapter 476 of 2012 required MSDE to reinstate the Government HSA.  Due to 

the elimination and subsequent reinstatement of the Government exam, passing the Government exam 

is a graduation requirement beginning with students entering grade 9 in the 2013-2014 school year.  

With the transition to Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC), 

passing the English and Algebra HSAs is not a graduation requirement for students taking the 

assessments in the 2014-2015 and 2015-2016 school years.   

 

 

Exhibit 2 

High School Assessments – Percent Passing 
School Year 2008-2009 to 2014-2015 

 

 
 

 

Notes:  Pass rates shown are for twelfth-grade students. 
 

Source:  The Maryland Report Card, Maryland State Department of Education  
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3. Statewide Graduation Rate Increases 

 

The four-year adjusted cohort rate follows the cohort of students who entered high school.  From 

the beginning of grade 9, students who transfer into the cohort later during grade 9 and the next 

three years are added, and students who transfer out, emigrate to another country, or die during that 

same period are subtracted.  The four-year cohort graduation rate is calculated by dividing the number 

of students who graduate in four years or less with a regular high school diploma by the number of 

students who form the adjusted cohort for that graduating class.  Students who drop out remain in the 

adjusted cohort in the denominator of the calculation.  MSDE also reports three- and five-year adjusted 

cohort rates. 

 

Cohort graduation rates indicate that an increasing number of Maryland students are graduating 

on-time each year.  The four-year adjusted cohort graduation rate for the class of 2015 was 87.0%, as 

shown in Exhibit 3, which amounts to a 0.6 percentage point increase over the class of 2014 rate.  

Graduation rates improved for 19 school districts from the class of 2014 to 2015, as shown in Exhibit 4.  

MSDE reports that Maryland continues to perform above the national average, and that dropout rates 

for the State are at an all-time low.  The lowest graduation rate in the State at 69.5% was in 

Baltimore City, which was a slight decline from the 2014 cohort.   

 

 

Exhibit 3 

State Graduation Rates 
2010-2015 School Years 

 

 
 

 

Source:  The Maryland Report Card, Maryland State Department of Education 
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Exhibit 4 

Graduation Rate by County 
2015 Cohort 

 

School System 

Students  

Graduating 

Adjusted  

Cohort Rate 

Difference from 

Prior Year Rate 

     

Allegany 638 693 92.1% 0.6% 

Anne Arundel 5,025 5,710 88.0% 0.3% 

Baltimore City 3,540 5,092 69.5% -0.1% 

Baltimore County 6,882 7,840 87.8% 0.2% 

Calvert 1,264 1,342 94.2% 0.1% 

Caroline 354 399 88.7% 6.8% 

Carroll - - ≥ 95.0% ≥ 0.0% 

Cecil  1,060 1,208 87.7% -0.9% 

Charles 2,127 2,303 92.4% 0.9% 

Dorchester 306 355 86.2% -1.7% 

Frederick 2,861 3,061 93.5% 0.9% 

Garrett 243 260 93.5% 0.3% 

Harford 2,602 2,893 89.9% 0.1% 

Howard 3,839 4,107 93.5% 0.6% 

Kent 158 174 90.8% 1.1% 

Montgomery 9,940 11,124 89.4% -0.3% 

Prince George’s 7,321 9,297 78.7% 2.2% 

Queen Anne’s 571 602 94.9% 0.9% 

Saint Mary’s 1,231 1,306 94.3% 0.8% 

Somerset 161 183 88.0% 2.4% 

Talbot 290 311 93.2% 1.5% 

Washington 1,599 1,754 91.2% 0.1% 

Wicomico 857 1,026 83.5% -0.9% 

Worcester 486 522 93.1% 2.0% 

SEED 29 34 85.3% n/a 

State 55,473 63,775 87.0% 0.6% 
 

 

SEED:  School for Education Evolution and Development 

 

Source:  The Maryland Report Card, Maryland State Department of Education 
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Fiscal 2016 Actions 
 

Proposed Deficiency 
 

 The fiscal 2017 allowance provides a total of $22.0 million in deficiency funds for Aid to 

Education.  This includes a $33.5 million increase in general funds, which is offset by a decrease of 

$11.6 million in special funds due to video lottery terminal (VLT) and table game revenue shortfalls.  

These deficiencies are for fiscal 2016 costs and for prior year costs. 

 

Deficiencies for fiscal 2016 costs are provided for several programs.  Proposed fiscal 2016 

deficiency appropriations for the Foundation program provide an increase of $6.1 million in general 

funds and a corresponding decrease in special funds due to revised VLT and table game revenue 

projections for fiscal 2016.  A $7.9 million increase in general funds is provided to the Nonpublic 

Placements program (NPP) due to anticipated actual expenditures.  An increase of $600,000 is provided 

for anticipated expenditures for Montgomery County Optional Library Retirement.  In addition, 

$600,000 is provided for funds for planning grants to establish four Pathways in Technology Early 

College High Schools (P-TECH) in Maryland.  This deficiency is to be used for planning grants, with 

additional funding provided in fiscal 2017 for operations.  MSDE disseminated a Request for Proposals 

(RFP) on January 15, 2016, for the fiscal 2016 grants to support the planning phase of the P-TECH 

schools (April 15, 2016, through September 30, 2016), stating that these grants are available through 

fiscal 2016 State Budget Appropriation, contingent on the availability of funds.  MSDE should 

comment on why this RFP was issued prior to approval of planning grant funding and whether 

the deficiency funds can be fully spent in fiscal 2016.  

 

 Deficiency appropriations are also budgeted in fiscal 2016 to cover prior costs in fiscal 2015, 

totaling $18.3 million in general funds.  This includes $12.4 million for NPP expenses, $5.5 million to 

replace Education Trust Fund (ETF) revenues with general funds due to a VLT revenue shortfall, and 

$443,238 for Maryland Meals for Achievement program expenses. 

 

Assumed General Fund Reversions 

 The Governor’s fiscal 2017 allowance includes $12.7 million in assumed general fund 

reversions from programs budgeted within Aid to Education.  Of this reversion, $11.9 million is due to 

Section 48 of the fiscal 2016 budget bill, which restricted those funds from foundation spending for 

other programs, and $800,000 is due to over budgeting for the Out-of-county Placements program.  The 

fiscal 2017 allowance for the Out-of-county Placement program reduces its funding by $600,000. 

 

 

Proposed Budget 
 

 The proposed fiscal 2017 allowance is $7.3 billion, a $244.4 million increase over the 

fiscal 2016 working appropriation across all funds, as shown in Exhibit 5.  The changes by program 

are shown in Appendix 4.  General funds increase by $84.3 million.  BTE formulas increase 

$110.6 million in fiscal 2017.  The fiscal 2017 allowance includes $463.9 million in special funds 
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primarily budgeted from VLT and table game proceeds and funding for the School for Education 

Evolution and Development (SEED).  

 

 

 

Exhibit 5 

Proposed Budget 
MSDE – Aid to Education 

($ in Thousands) 

 

How Much It Grows: 

General 

Fund 

Special 

Fund 

Federal 

Fund 

Reimb. 

Fund 

 

Total 

Fiscal 2015 Actual $5,751,551 $391,187 $785,932 $10 $6,928,681 

Fiscal 2016 Working Appropriation 5,820,813 392,984 825,423 140 7,039,359 

Fiscal 2017 Allowance 5,905,108 463,944 914,608 140 7,283,800 

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Amount Change $84,295 $70,960 $89,185 $0 $244,440 

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Percent Change 1.4% 18.1% 10.8%       3.5% 

 

Where It Goes: 

 Bridge to Excellence Changes  

  Geographic Cost of Education Index restore to 100% ...................................................  $68,798 

  Net taxable income adjustment phase in from 40% to 60 % ..........................................  15,880 

  Foundation formula ........................................................................................................  14,906 

  Limited English proficiency ...........................................................................................  10,021 

  Transportation funding ...................................................................................................  4,611 

  Compensatory education ................................................................................................  3,978 

  Special education formula ..............................................................................................  3,610 

  Guaranteed Tax Base .....................................................................................................  749 

  Small and declining enrollment grant ............................................................................  -21 

 General Fund Changes  

  Teacher and librarian retirement ....................................................................................  38,884 

  Declining enrollment aid for Carroll, Garrett, and Kent counties ..................................  5,600 

  Public libraries funding formula ....................................................................................  974 

  State library network ......................................................................................................  404 

  Out-of-county Placements program ...............................................................................  200 

  Local library retirement administration charge ..............................................................  38 

  SEED School ..................................................................................................................  15 

  P-TECH Schools ............................................................................................................  -496 

  Nonpublic placements ....................................................................................................  -3,896 
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Where It Goes: 

  Quality Teacher Incentives grants ..................................................................................  -7,000 

 Combined Fund Changes  

  Science and mathematics education initiative ................................................................  -1,558 

 Federal Fund Changes  

  Food services program ...................................................................................................  74,394 

  Title I – educationally deprived children funds and school improvement grants ..........  12,768 

  GEAR-UP program ........................................................................................................  1,648 

  Gifted and talented .........................................................................................................  800 

  English language grants .................................................................................................  713 

  Museum and Library Services Act .................................................................................  450 

  Teacher development – Improving Teacher Quality ......................................................  150 

  Rural School Enhancement ............................................................................................  -7 

  Special education – grants to states, preschool, and infant/family grants ......................  -1,071 

  Children at risk ...............................................................................................................  -1,103 

 Total $244,440 
 

 

GEAR-UP:  Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs 

P-TECH:  Pathways in Technology Early College High Schools 

SEED:  School for Education Evolution and Development  

 

Note:  Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 

 

 

Bridge to Excellence Changes 
 

 GCEI ($68.8 Million Increase):  The GCEI is a mandated formula that accounts for differences 

in the costs of educational resources among the local school systems.  A detailed discussion on 

the increase for GCEI is located in the Issues section of this analysis. 

 

 Net Taxable Income ($15.9 Million Increase):  The fiscal 2017 allowance includes a 

$15.9 million increase for the fourth of a six-year phased change to the Net Taxable Income 

(NTI) amount used to calculate wealth-based education formulas enacted by Chapter 4 of 2013.  

A detailed discussion on changes in NTI funding is located in the Issues section of this analysis. 

 

 Foundation Formula ($14.9 Million Increase):  The Foundation formula ensures a minimum 

funding level per pupil and requires the LEA to provide a local match.  The formula is calculated 

based on a per pupil amount and student enrollment.  Less wealthy school systems, as measured 

by the assessable base and the NTI, receive more aid per pupil than wealthier school systems.  

A detailed discussion on the increase for Foundation funding is located in the Issues section of 

this analysis. 
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 LEP ($10.0 Million Increase):  The LEP formula provides additional funds based on the 

number of students for whom English is a second language.  The formula is calculated based 

on the enrollment of LEP students and 99.0% of the per pupil foundation amount.  The 

$10.0 million increase represents a 9.9% increase over the fiscal 2016 level and is based on 

2,700 more LEP students.  Like the compensatory formula, the State pays 50.0% of the formula 

costs statewide for LEP with a floor of 40.0% for each LEA.  

 

 Transportation Funding ($4.6 Million Increase):  The State provides grants to assist LEAs 

with the cost of transporting students to school.  The grant includes a separate component for 

the transportation of disabled students, which equals $1,000 per student requiring special 

transportation enrolled in the school system in the prior fiscal year.  Section 5-205 of the 

Education Article requires an inflationary increase based on the Consumer Price Index for 

private transportation in the second preceding fiscal year for the base grant.  The rate can 

fluctuate between 1.0% and 8.0%.  The fiscal 2017 allowance includes funds to support a 

1.0% increase for student transportation. 

 

 Compensatory Education ($4.0 Million Increase):  The compensatory education formula 

provides additional funding based on the number of students eligible for FRPM.  The formula is 

calculated using the number of eligible students and 97.0% of the per pupil foundation amount.  

The State share of the formula cost is 50.0%, with the State paying no less than 40.0% of formula 

funding for each LEA.  Funds are distributed to each LEA based on the enrollment of students 

eligible for FRPM in the school system and local wealth.  The $4.0 million increase in fiscal 2017, 

reflects an increase of 1,045 FRPM students.  Currently, 44.0% of students statewide qualify for 

FRPM. 

 

 Special Education ($3.6 Million Increase):  The special education formula provides additional 

aid based on the number of students with disabilities.  The formula is calculated using special 

education enrollment and 74.0% of the per pupil foundation amount.  The State share of the 

formula cost is 50.0% statewide with a floor of 40.0% for each LEA.  The State share increases 

by $3.6 million, or 1.3%, in the fiscal 2017 allowance, due to the 0.1% increase in the 

foundation per pupil amount and an increase of 1,365 students.  

 

 Guaranteed Tax Base ($749,000 Increase):  The Guaranteed Tax Base provides additional 

funding to LEAs with less than 80.0% of statewide wealth per pupil and with a contribution of 

more than the minimum required local share under the Foundation program in the prior 

fiscal year compared to the LEA’s wealth (i.e., education effort).  In fiscal 2017, 10 school 

systems qualify for the grant.  
 

 Small and Declining Enrollment Grants ($21,000 Decrease):  As required by Chapters 515 

and 516 of 2014, the State is required to provide grants in fiscal 2015 through 2017 to local 

boards of education, which receive a decrease of more than 1.0% in total direct education aid 

from the current fiscal year and that have a total enrollment count of less than 5,000 students 

that have declined from the previous fiscal year.  The grant must equal 50.0% of the decrease 

in total direct education aid.  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation provided $86,321 for 
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Kent County, while the 2017 allowance decreases that amount to $64,973.  The allowance also 

includes $5.6 million in grants of additional aid for Carroll, Garrett, and Kent counties due to 

their declining enrollments that are not included in the foundation amount here.  Grants to 

jurisdictions with declining enrollment is discussed in the Issues section of this analysis.  

 

Other General Fund Changes 
 

 Teachers’ and Librarians’ Retirement ($38.9 Million Increase):  The increase in teacher and 

librarian retirement is due to $47.4 million added in the allowance for K-12 education and local 

library pensions, including money added in accordance with the Budget Reconciliation and 

Financing Act (BRFA) of 2015, and increased retirement costs.  These increases are offset due 

to Chapter 1 of the first special session of 2012 (the BRFA), which requires school boards to 

pay the actual normal cost for their eligible employees beginning in fiscal 2017.  More detail 

on retirement contributions is in the Issues section of this analysis.  

 

 Public Library Aid ($974,000 Increase):  Chapter 481 of 2005 provided funding increases for 

county public libraries based on an increase in the per capita formula funding level.  Budget 

reconciliation legislation enacted between 2007 and 2011 slowed enhancements and reduced 

the target per resident amount to $14.00 from $16.00.  Chapter 489 of 2015 (the BRFA) altered 

a multi-year plan to phase in an increase in the per capita amount, from $14.47 per resident in 

fiscal 2016 to $16.70 per resident by fiscal 2025.  The fiscal 2017 per capita amount is $14.54. 

 

 State Library Network ($404,000 Increase):  The State provides funds in addition to the local 

library formula to libraries designated as resource centers, including the State Library Resource 

Center in Baltimore City, the Eastern Resource Center in Salisbury, the Southern Resource 

Center in Charlotte Hall, and the Western Resource Center in Hagerstown. 

 

State funding for the State Library Resource Center had been steady at $1.85 per Maryland 

resident, but Chapter 487 of 2009 reduced the amount to $1.67 per resident in fiscal 2010 and 

2011.  Chapter 397 of 2011 (the BRFA) held funding at $1.67 per resident for fiscal 2012 

through 2016, before a phase-in to $1.85 per resident in 2019 and in subsequent years.  

Chapter 397 also set funding for regional resource centers at $6.75 per resident of each region 

for fiscal 2012 through 2016, before phasing up to $7.50 per resident in 2019 and in subsequent 

years.  Chapter 500 of 2014 accelerated the per capita increase to $7.50 and established a 

multi-year plan to phase in an increase up to $8.75 per resident by fiscal 2019.  Chapter 489 

extended the phase-in from 5 to 10 years.  The per capita amount in fiscal 2017, under current 

law, is $7.15 per resident.   

 

 Out-of-county Placements and Schools Near County Lines ($200,000 Increase):  The State 

provides a contribution to counties for educating students who are not permanent residents of 

the county but may be attending the local school.  This includes students who live near county 

lines and the closest school is not in their county of residence, and students in State-supervised 

or foster care who are not in the county where their legal guardian resides.  The State 

contribution is a statutory mandate and depends on the number of children in these 
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circumstances.  Fiscal 2015 actual expenditures totaled $2.2 million.  The fiscal 2017 allowance 

is $2.4 million.  The Out-of-county Placements program, receives a $200,000 increase over the 

working appropriation, taking into account the $800,000 targeted reversion for the program in 

fiscal 2016. 

 

 At-risk Youth – School for Disadvantaged Youth ($15,000 Increase):  SEED of Maryland is 

a residential education boarding program for at-risk students that opened in August 2008 

(fiscal 2009) with a grade 6 class of 80.  SEED graduated its first grade 12 class of 29 students 

at the end of the 2014-2015 school year. 

 

General funds increase by $15,000 in the allowance, bringing the total State funds for SEED to 

$10.3 million.  Beginning in fiscal 2014, minimum funding per student is the prior year funding 

amount as altered by the annual change in the per pupil foundation amount that is used to 

determine State aid for public primary and secondary education.  The inflationary factor used 

in the Foundation program, under current law, is 0.1% in fiscal 2017.  

 

Special funds for SEED are level funded at $4.8 million in fiscal 2016.  Special funds are 

collected from LEAs where SEED students are domiciled.  Because the LEA local cost of 

education (LCE) varies from year to year, the SEED special fund budget is an estimate, which 

is adjusted after the fiscal year starts.  Once actual LEA LCE fund amounts are calculated, 

usually in March, the appropriation is either increased or a deficiency request or budget 

amendment is submitted to cover the shortfall.  

 

 P-TECH Schools ($496,000 Decrease):  The Governor’s allowance includes funding to 

establish P-TECH schools.  Students attending P-TECH schools would have the opportunity to 

graduate from the six-year program with a high school diploma and a two-year degree at a 

community college in science, technology, engineering, or mathematics disciplines.  The 

allowance includes a $600,000 deficiency appropriation in fiscal 2016 for planning grants, with 

$104,000 included in fiscal 2017 for the first year of P-TECH operations.  According to the 

proposal, two P-TECH schools will be in Baltimore City, and two will be in rural Maryland.  

The Department of Legislative Services (DLS) recommends that this funding be made 

contingent upon the enactment of HB 464 or SB 376, which establishes P-TECH schools 

in the State.  
 

 NPPs ($3.9 Million Decrease):  The State funds a share of the cost of placing students with 

special needs in nonpublic school facilities.  The costs vary depending on the number of students 

and the cost of the services provided for students placed in the program.  Funding for NPP 

decreases by $3.9 million from the working appropriation, taking into account the $7.9 million 

deficiency to cover fiscal 2016 expenses.  Funding for NPP is further discussed in the Issues 

section of this analysis.   

 

 QTI and NBC Fees ($7.0 Million Decrease):  Funds for Quality Teacher Incentives (QTI) are 

used to recruit and retain quality teachers by providing stipends to teachers achieving the 

National Board of Certification (NBC).  Shortfalls in funding for the program existed beginning 
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in fiscal 2013.  The fiscal 2017 allowance is decreased by $7.0 million due to the BRFA of 2015 

eliminating the stipend for Advanced Professional Certificate (APC) teachers who teach in 

comprehensive needs schools and who have not also achieved the NBC.  The QTI program is 

further discussed in the Issues section of this analysis.  

 

NBC fees provide funds to reimburse teachers for the cost of attaining the NBC.  The fiscal 2017 

allowance, which includes $600,000 in general funds and $300,000 in special funds, is level 

funded at the fiscal 2016 amount.  Chapter 581 of 2013 repealed the termination date for the 

program, which provides State reimbursement for NBC fees for to up to 1,000 teachers.  The 

State pays two-thirds of the fee, and the counties pay one-third.   

 

Combined Fund Changes 
 

 Science and Mathematics Education Initiative ($1.6 Million Decrease):  Funding for the 

Science and Mathematics Education Initiative includes programs such as summer sessions for 

teachers and an equipment incentive fund.  This includes federal funding through the 

Mathematics and Science Partnership grants by the U.S. Department of Education (USDE).  

Though USDE grants for the partnership increase by $442,000 for fiscal 2017, the allowance 

eliminates all $2.0 million in general funds for the initiative.  

 

Federal Fund Changes 
 

 Food Services Program ($74.4 Million Increase):  Federal funds budgeted for food services 

include the School Breakfast Program, the National School Lunch Program, and the Child and 

Adult Care Food Program. 

 

 Title I – Educationally Deprived Children ($12.8 Million Increase):  Federal Title I grants are 

allocated to states under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act to provide additional 

resources for low-income children.  

 

 Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs ($1.6 Million 

Increase):  Gaining Early Awareness and Readiness for Undergraduate Programs (GEAR-UP) 

provides multi-year USDE grants to provide support, and maintain a commitment, to a cohort 

of low-income students to obtain a diploma and prepare for postsecondary education.  The 

2017 allowance includes $2.0 million for GEAR-UP grants. 

 

 Gifted and Talented ($800,000 Increase):  MSDE provides technical assistance and funding 

for programs serving gifted and talented children in all 24 jurisdictions.  Federal fund support 

has been provided through the Advanced Placement Test Fee Payment Program.   

 

 English Language Grants ($713,000 Increase):  The Language Assistance Program supports 

instruction in public and nonpublic schools for students whose native language is not English.  

Funds are provided to LEAs for speakers of other language or bilingual instruction, in-service 
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training for English to Speakers of Other Languages/bilingual teachers, and curriculum and 

materials.  

 

 Improving Teacher Quality ($150,000 Increase):  Federal funds for Improving Teacher 

Quality are distributed to states based on a two-part formula:  a base allocation; and a formula 

that accounts for each state’s share of the population ages 5 to 17 and relative share of poor 

children in that age range.  Funds are used for professional development, class-size reduction, 

and other activities that improve teacher quality. 

 

 Special Education ($1.1 Million Decrease):  Federal special education funds include special 

education grants to states, preschool grants, and grants for infants and families with disabilities.   

 

 Children at Risk ($1.1 Million Decrease):  Programs for at-risk youth experience a decrease 

of $1.1 million in federal funds.  This is due to decreased funding for safe and drug free schools 

and communities. 
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Issues 

 

1. State Aid to Education to Increase by $152.5 Million 
 

Under current law, public schools are expected to receive approximately $6.3 billion in 

fiscal 2017, representing a $152.5 million (2.5%) increase over the prior fiscal year.  The increase is 

comprised of aid that flows directly to local school boards, which grows by $114.5 million (2.1%), 

along with an increase of $38.0 million (5.2%) in retirement aid.  The increase in direct aid is driven 

by a slight rise in the per pupil foundation amount and enrollment increases, full funding of the GCEI, 

and the continued phase-in of NTI education grants. 

 

Foundation and Most Other Direct Aid Programs Will Increase Slightly 
 

The Foundation program is the major State aid program for public schools, accounting for 

nearly half of State education aid.  For each school system, a formula determines the State and local 

shares of a minimum per pupil funding level, or “foundation.”  The foundation program is projected to 

total nearly $3.0 billion in fiscal 2017, an increase of $14.9 million (0.5%), over fiscal 2016, as shown 

in Exhibit 6.  The increase is attributable to enrollment growth of 0.43% (3,632 full-time equivalent 

students (FTES)) and a 0.15% increase in the per pupil foundation amount.  The 0.15% increase in the 

per pupil foundation amount in fiscal 2017 is equivalent to the estimated change in the Implicit Price 

Deflator for State and Local Government Purchases.   

 

Of the at-risk formulas, LEP has the largest dollar increases of $10.0 million in fiscal 2017.  A 

portion of the increase in the program is due to projected enrollment growth in English language 

learners and the rest of the increase can be attributed to the slight increase in the per pupil foundation 

amount.  Compensatory education and special education both increase a very modest $4.0 million and 

$3.6 million, respectively.   

 

GCEI 
 

GCEI is a formula established in 2005 that accounts for differences in the costs of educational 

resources among local school systems and provides additional funding to school systems where 

educational resource costs are above the State average.  The Governor’s fiscal 2016 State budget 

included 50% funding for the GCEI formula.  The fiscal 2016 budget adopted by the General Assembly 

provided for 100% funding of the GCEI ($136.2 million); however, restoration of half the GCEI 

funding was at the discretion of the Governor.  Chapter 477 of 2015 makes funding of the program 

mandatory rather than discretionary, contingent upon full funding not being provided in the fiscal 2016 

operating budget; since the Governor did not release funds set aside by the General Assembly 

($68.1 million) to fund the GCEI at 100% in fiscal 2016, full funding is mandatory beginning in 

fiscal 2017.  Prior to fiscal 2016, the GCEI was partially funded in fiscal 2009 and was fully funded in 

fiscal 2010 to 2015.  The formula applies a cost index to the foundation amount calculated for a school 

system; each eligible school system receives additional funds equal to the product of the foundation 

amount and the cost index.  Thirteen local school systems are eligible for the GCEI funds in fiscal 2017.  

Full funding in fiscal 2017 results in $136.9 million in grants, an increase of $68.8 million.    
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Exhibit 6 

State Aid for Education 
Fiscal 2016 and 2017 

($ in Thousands) 

 

Program 2016 2017 $ Change % Change 

     
Foundation Program $2,947,083 $2,961,988 $14,906 0.5% 

Net Taxable Income 23,821 39,702 15,880 66.7% 

Geographic Cost Adjustment 68,100 136,898 68,798 101.0% 

Supplemental Grant 46,620 46,620 0 0.0% 

Small and Declining Enrollment Grant 86 5,665 5,579 6462.7% 

Compensatory Ed Program 1,305,133 1,309,111 3,978 0.3% 

Special Ed Program 275,997 279,608 3,610 1.3% 

Nonpublic Placements 130,514 126,618 -3,896 -3.0% 

Limited English Proficiency 217,180 227,201 10,021 4.6% 

Guaranteed Tax Base 53,762 54,511 749 1.4% 

Student Transportation 266,247 270,858 4,611 1.7% 

Other 55,346 45,623 -9,724 -17.6% 

Direct Aid Subtotal $5,389,891 $5,504,403 $114,512 2.1% 

Teachers Retirement 729,286 767,255 37,969 5.2% 

Total $6,119,176 $6,271,658 $152,482 2.5% 
 

 

SEED:  School for Education Evolution and Development 

STEM:  science, technology, engineering, and mathematics 

 

Note:  Other includes general and special funds supporting SEED, formulas for specific populations, Infants and Toddlers, 

Innovative Programs, Food Service, STEM, and Teacher Development.  Excludes State Retirement Agency administrative 

fee for teachers’ retirement. 

 

Source:  Department of Legislative Services 

 

 

NTI Education Grants 
 

 The fiscal 2017 allowance includes a $15.9 million increase for the fourth of a six-year phased 

change to the NTI amount used to calculate wealth-based education formulas enacted by 

Chapter 4 of 2013.  The majority of State education aid is distributed through formulas that allocate 

funding to the local school boards inverse to local wealth per pupil.  Local wealth includes the NTI and 

the assessable property tax base.  Under the law, the NTI measure is based either on returns filed on or 

before September 1 of each year or tax returns filed through November 1, aligning the date with the 

automatic income tax extension deadline of October 15.  Using the November NTI data results in a 

reallocation of State education aid, in which most counties receive more aid and some receive less.  
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However, under Chapter 4, jurisdictions that would otherwise be adversely impacted are held harmless, 

and the NTI adjustment is phased in over six years (per the BRFA of 2015, the phase in was frozen at 

40% in fiscal 2016), so local school boards that will receive an increase in State aid based on the 

November NTI realize 40% of the additional amount in fiscal 2016, 60% in fiscal 2017, and increasing 

incrementally to 100% in fiscal 2019.   

 

State and Local Retirement Contributions Increase  
 

State retirement costs for public school teachers and other professional personnel will total an 

estimated $767.3 million in fiscal 2017, representing a $38.0 million (5.2%) increase.  This increase is 

attributed to approximately $47.0 million added by the Governor for teacher pensions, including a 

portion of the fiscal 2015 surplus in accordance with the BRFA of 2015, offset by a decrease in State 

teacher retirement costs due to the local school boards paying the actual normal cost starting in 

fiscal 2017.  Local school boards will contribute approximately $279.8 million in fiscal 2017, not 

including State Retirement Agency administrative costs.  The comparison of the local share of 

retirement as compared to the State share by jurisdiction for fiscal 2017 is available in Exhibit 7.  

Overall, the State is paying 73.0% of total costs and the locals are paying 27.0% 
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Exhibit 7 

Cost Share for Teacher Retirement 
Fiscal 2017 

 

 Local Share State Share 

   
Allegany $2,763,242  $7,578,562  

Anne Arundel 23,751,648  65,142,096  

Baltimore City 24,959,627  68,455,139  

Baltimore County 31,600,022  86,667,321  

Calvert 5,326,003  14,607,280  

Caroline 1,644,635  4,510,633  

Carroll 7,460,180  20,460,549  

Cecil 4,865,193  13,343,449  

Charles 7,971,354  21,862,512  

Dorchester 1,386,542  3,802,780  

Frederick 12,112,802  33,220,992  

Garrett 1,177,020  3,228,138  

Harford 10,170,828  27,894,865  

Howard 21,295,257  58,405,111  

Kent 657,556  1,803,434  

Montgomery 58,672,664  160,917,685  

Prince George’s 41,195,463  112,984,111  

Queen Anne’s 2,277,138  6,245,360  

St. Mary’s 4,781,065  13,112,714  

Somerset 995,816  2,731,161  

Talbot 1,279,527  3,509,275  

Washington 6,334,809  17,374,066  

Wicomico 4,543,143  12,460,183  

Worcester 2,529,473   6,937,419  

   
Total  $279,751,007   $767,254,835  

 

 

Source:  Department of Legislative Services 

 

 

Chapter 1 of the first special session of 2012, the BRFA, phased in over four years (fiscal 2013 

to 2016) the requirement that local employers pay the employer “normal cost” for active members of 

the State Teachers’ Pension or Retirement Systems.  Chapter 1 also initiated annual teacher retirement 

supplemental grants totaling $27.7 million to lower-wealth counties (including Baltimore City) to help 

offset the impact of sharing teachers’ retirement costs with the counties, beginning in fiscal 2013.  

Counties were required to increase their appropriations to the local school boards to fund these teacher 

retirement costs during the four-year phase-in.  Fiscal 2017 is the first year that the actual normal cost 
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will be used to determine local contributions; the estimated normal cost was set in statute for each 

county during the fiscal 2013 to 2016 period.  Local contributions increase by $25.0 million or 9.8% in 

fiscal 2017, as shown in Exhibit 8.  While the required fiscal 2017 contribution is higher than 

fiscal 2016, it is about 9.0% lower than the estimate for fiscal 2017 at the same time last year.  During 

the phase-in period normal costs were higher than initially projected in 2012.  The State paid the 

difference in the estimated and actual normal cost rates at a total cost of $159.9 million in fiscal 2014 

to 2016.  Current estimates project that normal costs will decrease modestly over the next three years.  

Chapter 1 also repealed the requirement that school systems reimburse the State for the full retirement 

costs of federally funded positions beginning in fiscal 2015 to help offset the impact of pension cost 

sharing.  
 

 

Exhibit 8 

Local Cost Share for Teacher Retirement 
Fiscal 2016 and 2017 

 

County 2016 2017 Difference 

    
Allegany $2,773,677 $2,763,242 -$10,435 

Anne Arundel 21,428,297 23,751,648 2,323,351 

Baltimore City 24,092,793 24,959,627 866,834 

Baltimore 29,374,395 31,600,022 2,225,627 

Calvert 5,287,193 5,326,003 38,810 

Caroline 1,480,175 1,644,635 164,460 

Carroll 7,468,196 7,460,180 -8,016 

Cecil 4,585,973 4,865,193 279,220 

Charles 7,339,061 7,971,354 632,293 

Dorchester 1,224,028 1,386,542 162,514 

Frederick 10,987,499 12,112,802 1,125,303 

Garrett 1,239,262 1,177,020 -62,242 

Harford 10,309,396 10,170,828 -138,568 

Howard 18,309,945 21,295,257 2,985,312 

Kent 682,628 657,556 -25,072 

Montgomery 50,761,802 58,672,664 7,910,862 

Prince George’s 36,456,662 41,195,463 4,738,801 

Queen Anne’s 2,061,093 2,277,138 216,045 

St. Mary’s 4,634,220 4,781,065 146,845 

Somerset 895,121 995,816 100,695 

Talbot 1,171,665 1,279,527 107,862 

Washington 5,768,522 6,334,809 566,287 

Wicomico 4,052,348 4,543,143 490,795 

Worcester 2,370,640 2,529,473 158,833 

Total $254,754,591 $279,751,007 $24,996,416 
 

 

Note:  Chapter 1 of the 2012 special session shifted teachers retirement costs to the local boards of education and required 

county governments to provide equivalent funds to the local boards above the required maintenance of effort.  Other 

legislation passed at the special session enhanced county income and recordation tax revenues, in part, to offset these 

additional costs. 
 

Source:  Department of Legislative Services 
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Fiscal 2017 is the first year that the required local contribution for retirement costs will be 

incorporated into the per pupil Maintenance of Effort (MOE) amount.  During the phase-in period, 

counties were required to fund the retirement cost in addition to the per pupil MOE amount.  Beginning 

in fiscal 2017, the highest local appropriation in fiscal 2016 will include the pension contribution for 

purposes of calculating the per pupil MOE amount for fiscal 2017.  Based on the 2012 projections, 

fiscal 2016 was expected to be the highest local pension contribution since normal cost was projected 

to decrease in the out-years.  Although the normal cost is expected to decline, due to the higher than 

projected normal cost in fiscal 2017, for many counties the highest local pension contribution is in 

fiscal 2017 rather than fiscal 2016.  One way to address this unexpected increase for the school systems 

would be to require the counties to include the additional fiscal 2017 contribution in the highest 

appropriation used to calculate the per pupil MOE amount for fiscal 2017.  This would require separate 

legislation. 

 

Maintenance of Effort 
 

The MOE law requires each county government (including Baltimore City) to provide as much 

per pupil funding for the local school board as was provided in the prior fiscal year.  The State Board 

of Education (SBE) has certified that the school appropriations of all counties have met the fiscal 2015 

MOE requirement.  In total, 14 counties exceeded the MOE by an average of 1.4% more than the 

required appropriation.  In response to Montgomery County’s appeal of the State Superintendent’s 

finding that the county underfunded the school board by $1.5 million (or by 0.1% of the $1.5 billion 

appropriation) based on advice from MSDE, SBE declined to order the county to appropriate the 

$1.5 million for fiscal 2016.  However, the county may choose to appropriate the additional $1.5 million 

in fiscal 2016, and SBE has directed the county to include the $1.5 million within its fiscal 2016 highest 

local appropriation calculation when determining its fiscal 2017 MOE base amount.   

 

Chapter 6 of 2012 made several changes to the MOE law and waiver processes.  Under the law, 

beginning in fiscal 2015, a county that has an education effort below the five-year statewide average 

education effort must increase its MOE payment to the local school board in years when its local wealth 

base is increasing.  The required increase is the lesser of the increase in a county’s per pupil wealth, the 

average statewide increase in per pupil local wealth, or 2.5%.  This provision ensures an increase in the 

amount a county provides to the local school board concomitant with an increase in county wealth.   

 

Statewide per pupil local wealth increases 2.3% from fiscal 2016 to 2017.  Ten jurisdictions 

will be required to increase their MOE appropriations in fiscal 2017 under this provision, 6 according 

to the change in their local per pupil wealth and 4 by the average statewide per pupil wealth.  This is 

detailed in Exhibit 9.   

 

The provision did not affect any counties in fiscal 2015 or 2016 due to declines in statewide per 

pupil local wealth from fiscal 2014 to 2015 and again from fiscal 2015 to 2016. 
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Exhibit 9 

Projections of Required Increases in Per Pupil MOE Amounts 
Fiscal 2017 

 

 

Estimated Percent 

Change in Per Pupil 

Wealth 

Estimated Required 

Increase in Per Pupil 

MOE 

   
Allegany  1.7% 1.7% 

Anne Arundel  2.3% 0.0% 

Baltimore City 7.7% 2.3% 

Baltimore 2.1% 0.0% 

Calvert  2.0% 0.0% 

Caroline  0.2% 0.2% 

Carroll  3.7% 0.0% 

Cecil 1.0% 0.0% 

Charles 2.0% 0.0% 

Dorchester 1.5% 1.5% 

Frederick  4.9% 0.0% 

Garrett 2.6% 2.3% 

Harford  2.4% 0.0% 

Howard  2.9% 0.0% 

Kent  3.8% 2.3% 

Montgomery 3.2% 0.0% 

Prince George’s 2.6% 0.0% 

Queen Anne’s  1.9% 0.0% 

St. Mary’s  1.8% 0.0% 

Somerset 2.6% 2.3% 

Talbot -0.1% 0.0% 

Washington  1.8% 0.0% 

Wicomico 0.2% 0.2% 

Worcester   1.0% 1.0% 
 

 

MOE: Maintenance of Effort  

 

Source: Department of Legislative Services 

 

 

 

2. Addressing Basic Cost and Local Share of Basic Cost Concerns for 

Nonpublic Placements 

 
Most students with disabilities receive special education services in the public schools.  

However, if an appropriate program is not available in the public schools, a student may be placed in a 

private school offering more specialized services.  The costs for these students, who are placed in 

nonpublic day or residential facilities, are shared by the local school systems and the State.  The school 
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system contributes an amount equal to the local share of the basic cost of educating a child without 

disabilities plus two times the total basic cost.  Any costs above this are split 70% State/30% local. 

 

Due to NPP being a current year funded program, there have been ongoing needs to reconcile 

costs at the close of the fiscal year.  In the case of deficiency appropriations for fiscal 2015 and 2016, 

this has included funds necessary to cover expenses from the prior year.  Exhibit 10 details the 

appropriation for the NPP by fiscal year showing the deficiency appropriations in the year the expenses 

were incurred.  Expenditures for the NPP are difficult to predict due to variables such as the number of 

students in the program, the services they require, the local appropriation to the school system, and 

changes in State K-12 aid.  Costs for the NPP have been trending upward, though MSDE has expressed 

confidence that the fiscal 2016 working appropriation should cover all costs after accounting for the 

deficiency appropriation.  Due to the decrease in funding for fiscal 2017, NPP may be underfunded.  

Approximately $500,000 should be available to apply toward fiscal 2017 expenses but that is still less 

than the projected total NPP appropriation for fiscal 2016.  However, as discussed next, errors in the 

basic cost calculations have contributed to increased costs and correcting these errors may stabilize 

NPP funding at or below the fiscal 2016 level.   

 

 

Exhibit 10 

Funding for Nonpublic Placements 
Fiscal 2013-2017 

($ in Millions) 

 

 
Actual 

2013 

Actual 

2014 

Actual 

2015 

Working 

2016 

Allowance 

2017 

      
Budget Appropriation $109.6 $109.9 $110.9 $122.6 $126.6 

      Fiscal 2014 Shortfall Covered by Fiscal 2015 

Deficiency  10.4    

      Excess Fiscal 2015 Deficiency Funds Used For 

Fiscal 2015 Shortfall   0.4   

      Fiscal 2016 Deficiency Appropriations   12.4 7.9  

      Adjusted Appropriation $109.6 $120.3 $123.7 $130.5 $126.6 
 

 

Note:  The $12.4 million fiscal 2016 deficiency appropriation to cover fiscal 2015 expenses was based on the shortfall 

before the $400,000 excess funds from the fiscal 2015 deficiency appropriation were applied.  The shortfall in fiscal 2015 

was only $11.9 million.  Therefore, the amount provided in the fiscal 2016 deficiency is $500,000 more than needed. 

 

Source:  Department of Legislative Services 

 

 

Addressing Errors in Basic Cost and Local Share of Basic Cost Calculation 

 

The basic cost of education is defined in § 8-415 of the Education Article as “the average 

amount spent by the county from county, State, and federal sources for the public education of a 
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nonhandicapped child.  Basic cost does not include amounts specifically allocated and spent for 

identifiable compensatory programs for disadvantaged children.”  The definition and methodology for 

calculating basic cost are not defined or outlined in statute.  The calculation for basic cost is detailed in 

Exhibit 11. 

 

 

Exhibit 11 

Calculating Basic Cost  
 

Basic Cost =
Total Expenditures - Special Education Expenditures - (Total Federal Revenue - (IDEA + Title I + McKinney-Vento))

FTE Enrollment
 

 

 
FTE:  full-time equivalent 
IDEA:  Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 

 

Source:  Department of Legislative Services 

 

 

MSDE and DLS discovered flaws in the methodology being used for calculating basic cost and 

local share of basic cost during the 2014 session.  These flaws included double counting the amount of 

special education expenditures excluded from the calculation, using different definitions of basic cost 

at different points in the calculation, and overstating the anticipated change in the local share of basic 

cost when trying to forecast for budget development purposes.  To some extent, the issues with the 

methodology may be complicated by the State’s implementation of BTE, which made State funding 

unrestricted to specific purposes, making it more difficult to calculate State aid and expenditures on 

special education in the calculation.  Due to the basic cost and local share of basic cost errors, MSDE 

froze the fiscal 2015 rates at the fiscal 2014 rates. 

 

New rates were developed and implemented by MSDE for fiscal 2016, and are discussed below.  

Some questions about aspects of the new methodology remain.  These questions are discussed in greater 

detail later in this issue.   

 

Local Share of Basic Cost 

 

Since implementation of the BTE, most State and county aid to school systems is unrestricted.  

It is not possible to identify the local share of any given expenditure with absolute accuracy, therefore, 

making it difficult to follow funding streams specifically for special education.  It is possible, and very 

likely, that many LEAs use revenue from other State Aid formulas (Foundation, Compensatory 

Education, LEP, etc.) to pay for special education services.  Conversely, LEAs may choose not to use 

the entire amount provided through the State Special Education formula for special education services.  

The lack of transparency in the amount of State and local funds spent on special education may have 

contributed to a number of compounding missteps over the years.  Flaws in calculations for basic cost 

and the local share of basic cost have understated the fiscal commitment of jurisdictions for funding 

nonpublic placements, which may have contributed to the large increases in State funding needed to 

support the program. 
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 The new methodology used by MSDE for fiscal 2016 is to use the local and State revenue that 

is tracked and reported through Selected Financial Data.  The local share of total revenue to each LEA 

could serve as a proxy for the local share of expenditures, including basic cost.  As such, MSDE will 

determine the percent of total revenue, for each LEA, from local sources and then multiply the percent 

of revenue from local sources by the basic cost of education to estimate the local share of basic cost.  

The old calculation for local share of basic cost is detailed in Exhibit 12, while the methodology 

implemented for fiscal 2016 is detailed in Exhibit 13. 

 

 

Exhibit 12 

Old Methodology for Calculating Local Share of Basic Cost 
 

Local Share of Basic Cost = (Basic Cost – (State Aid – State Aid for Special Education)) 
 

 

Source:  Department of Legislative Services 

 

 

 

Exhibit 13 

New Methodology for Calculating Fiscal 2016 Local Share of Basic Cost 
 

Local Share of Basic Cost = % of Revenue from Local Sources x Basic Cost 
 

 

Source:  Maryland State Department of Education 

 

 

Projecting Basic Cost 

 

The most recent year of actual expenditure data is used as the basis for calculating the local 

share of basic cost.  The data is from three years prior to the year for which the rates are being 

calculated.  Because the old methodology compounded flawed rates by using year-over-year changes 

in prior rates, anomalies and outliers would impact the rates for multiple years.  MSDE has proposed 

to apply inflation factors used in the Foundation formula to project current year rates, which would 

allow consistency among formulas.  The old methodology, as it would have pertained to calculating 

the fiscal 2016 local share of basic cost, is detailed in Exhibit 14, while the new methodology 

implemented for fiscal 2016 is detailed in Exhibit 15. 
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Exhibit 14 

Old Methodology for Projecting Fiscal 2016 Local Share of Basic Cost 
 

Amount of Change = FY13 Local Share of Basic Cost – FY11 Local Share of Basic Cost 

 

Average Amount of Change = Amount of Change x 0.5 

 

Average Annual Change Percentage=
Average Amount of Change

FY11 Local Share of Basic Cost Per Pupil
 

 

 

Note:  Local share of basic cost is adjusted based on the average annual change in the local share of basic cost for the 

fiscal years five and three years preceding the year for which the rate is being calculated.  For fiscal 2016 the rates would 

be adjusted based on the average annual change between fiscal 2011 and 2013.  

 

Source:  Maryland State Department of Education 

 

 

 

Exhibit 15 

New Methodology Implemented Calculations for Projecting  

Fiscal 2016 Local Share of Basic Cost 
 

FY14 Estimate = FY13 Local Share of Basic Cost x FY14 Inflation Factor 

 

FY15 Estimate = FY14 Local Share of Basic Cost x FY15 Inflation Factor 

 

FY16 Local Share of Basic Cost = FY15 Estimate x FY16 Inflation Factor 
 

 

Note:  The inflation factors used in the Foundation formula are applied to the local basic cost per pupil from the base year 

used in the calculation. 

 

Source: Maryland State Department of Education 

 

 

Local Contribution Toward Nonpublic Basic Cost 

  

Flaws also have existed in the local contribution toward NPP basic costs, also referred to as the 

300% calculation.  This refers to the formula for each NPP that requires the respective student’s LEA 

to contribute the sum of local share of basic cost and two times basic cost per pupil.  As mentioned 

previously, any costs incurred over the 300% calculation is covered 70% by the State and 30% by the 

LEA.  

 

In their review, MSDE noted that the local share of basic cost calculation and the 300% 

calculation used different methodologies for identifying the basic cost per pupil.  The old methodology 
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found basic cost for the local share calculation by subtracting special education expenditures and certain 

federal programs for compensatory education from total expenditures.  All expenditures in this 

calculation are from three years prior to the fiscal year for which the rate is being calculated.  

Meanwhile, the 300% calculation calculated basic cost by adding State Aid for K-12 under the BTE to 

the local share of basic cost.  Moving forward, both will use the same basic cost per pupil methodology, 

calculated in the same fashion as the local share of basic cost, as shown in Exhibit 13.  Because the rate 

is calculated using actual expenditures from three years prior, the inflation factors used in the 

Foundation formula will also be applied to the base rate to estimate current year rates.  Exhibit 16 

details the effect that applying this change had on the 300% calculation for local jurisdictions for 

fiscal 2016. 

 
 

Exhibit 16 

Effect of New Basic Cost Methodology on 300% Calculation  

Costs Per Student 
Fiscal 2016 

 

 Old Methodology New Methodology Difference 

    
Allegany $31,539 $22,136 -$9,404 

Anne Arundel 24,699 24,831 132 

Baltimore 23,604 23,855 251 

Baltimore City 20,339 23,387 3,048 

Calvert 25,893 23,817 -2,076 

Caroline 18,613 20,074 1,461 

Carroll 26,139 23,630 -2,510 

Cecil 22,420 21,066 -1,354 

Charles 22,579 23,134 555 

Dorchester 21,258 22,756 1,498 

Frederick 20,898 23,955 3,057 

Garrett 28,563 23,879 -4,684 

Harford 22,158 22,150 -8 

Howard 28,370 28,329 -41 

Kent 23,979 27,259 3,281 

Montgomery 23,782 29,425 5,643 

Prince George’s 19,951 23,814 3,863 

Queen Anne’s 21,354 21,480 125 

Saint Mary’s 24,529 21,539 -2,990 

Somerset 20,721 22,354 1,633 

Talbot 27,436 25,596 -1,840 

Washington 21,168 22,551 1,383 

Wicomico 17,247 20,684 3,438 

Worcester 37,718 33,536 -4,183 
 

 

Source:  Maryland State Department of Education 
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Exhibit 17 details the State share of contributions for the NPP, including the fiscal 2015 actual 

amount as it was calculated under the old methodology and the fiscal 2016 working appropriation 

amount that was calculated by using the new methodology. 

 
 

Exhibit 17 

State Share of Nonpublic Placements 
Fiscal 2015-2016 

 

 

(Old Methodology) 

2015 Actual 

(New Methodology) 

2016 Working Difference 
    
Allegany $2,225,644 $2,055,660 -$169,983 

Anne Arundel 8,247,830 8,003,298 -244,532 

Baltimore 14,618,392 16,486,800 1,868,408 

Baltimore City 16,355,527 14,356,530 -1,998,997 

Calvert 851,400 849,283 -2,117 

Caroline 201,766 204,237 2,472 

Carroll 2,550,480 2,542,569 -7,911 

Cecil 914,322 877,574 -36,747 

Charles 1,174,832 1,183,016 8,184 

Dorchester 102,829 99,056 -3,773 

Frederick 4,349,709 4,185,378 -164,331 

Garrett 160,614 158,137 -2,477 

Harford 6,865,639 6,663,890 -201,749 

Howard 4,212,925 4,069,368 -143,558 

Kent 256,271 251,160 -5,112 

Montgomery 16,651,066 15,449,755 -1,201,310 

Prince George’s 23,134,910 22,163,425 -971,485 

Queen Anne’s 118,721 119,819 1,098 

Saint Mary’s 810,364 810,521 157 

Somerset 25,187 27,209 2,022 

Talbot 16,788 17,886 1,098 

Washington 892,227 908,999 16,771 

Wicomico 118,103 118,941 838 

Worcester 254 0 -254 

Total $104,855,800 $101,602,511 -$3,253,289 
 

 

Source:  Maryland State Department of Education 
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Ongoing Conversation Regarding Basic Cost and Local Share of Basic Cost 

 

DLS notes that though the new methodology for fiscal 2016 does address many of the issues 

with the calculation of basic cost and local share of basic cost, some questions still remain.  This 

includes questions on how the indirect costs for educating a special education student are determined, 

which is a complicated calculation that does not use readily available data.  DLS has suggested 

simplifying the calculation and using published or available data.  MSDE and DLS are continuing to 

work together to resolve these questions so that a final new methodology can be used to calculate 

fiscal 2017 rates.  MSDE should comment on the status of its work to address the issue of 

simplifying the calculation of basic cost.  MSDE should also comment on whether the 

appropriation for fiscal 2016 and 2017 will be sufficient to cover costs, and on progress it has 

made in predicting costs for the NPP. 
 

 

3. Cost of Quality Teaching Incentives Continues to Be Addressed 
 

The Quality Teacher Incentive Act of 1999 was enacted to assist in attracting and retaining 

quality teachers particularly in “comprehensive needs” schools, i.e., low-performing schools.  

However, it did not take into account the variability in the identification of these schools based on 

changes to statewide assessment requirements or the introduction of new college and career-ready 

standards.  As such, the funding for the QTI grants has substantially increased over the past five years, 

with the program reaching its highest point yet in fiscal 2015 at $21.9 million.  In an effort to rein in 

costs, the BRFA of 2015 capped fiscal 2016 stipends at fiscal 2014 eligibility and eliminated the stipend 

for APC teachers who teach in a comprehensive needs school and do not have NBC beginning in 

fiscal 2017.   

 

The fiscal 2016 working appropriation for QTI is $9.5 million and the fiscal 2017 allowance is 

$2.5 million, which reflects full funding of the remaining NBC incentives.  The fiscal 2016 Joint 

Chairmen’s Report requested a report on best practices for teacher incentives, an evaluation of the 

QTI program, and proposals to improve the quality of teaching at the lowest performing schools.   

 

MSDE has requested an additional year to analyze new assessment data, given that Maryland 

has recently transitioned to the MCCRS and to the PARCC tests aligned with MCCRS.  This would 

allow for PARCC assessment data to be used to review the status and progress of low-performing 

schools.  Additionally, given that the accountability system related to the PARCC assessments is not 

fully developed, it is not presently possible to utilize the data from the 2015 administration for use with 

the administration of the QTI grants for the 2015-2016 school year.  MSDE states that the opportunity 

for additional review could ultimately lead to recommendations for revisions in statutory language that 

would allow for increased flexibility in allocating the QTI grants.  In addition to utilizing new data, 

MSDE wants to work with a diverse group of stakeholders to further develop options that may include 

other models for teacher support beyond the current focus on stipends.   
 

Given that the accountability system for PARCC data is in the process of development, for 

fiscal 2017, MSDE recommended that the same criteria used for the incentives in fiscal 2016 (reverting 

back to fiscal 2014 eligibility) be applied.  However, DLS notes that the repeal of the APC stipends 
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beginning in fiscal 2017 has reduced mandated QTI funding by $7.0 million, allocating $2.5 million 

for QTI; thus, further limiting the remaining NBC stipends is not necessary. 
 

MSDE has made the following recommendations for consideration for fiscal 2018 and beyond: 
 

 continuing the current QTI model but adopting more relevant criteria for performance-based 

stipends to any English/Language Arts and Math teachers in a comprehensive needs school, 

provided that the school shows progress; or 
 

 creating a new set of alternatives for the QTI funds, based on a comprehensive study to 

determine teacher impact for school year 2016-2017.  A broad-based stakeholder group would 

be charged with developing a comprehensive plan with recommendations for implementation 

in fiscal 2018.  These recommendations could include a range of high Return on Investment 

programs for teachers, including loan forgiveness, induction support, career ladders, 

collaboratively developed professional development opportunities with higher education and 

industries, school or local education agency-based stipends, and other evidence-based options 

suggested in the P-20 Teacher Education Task Force Report. 
 

Legislation has also been introduced in the 2016 session (SB 493) that would increase NBC 

stipends, create a teacher induction program, and establish an MSDE workgroup to study and report on 

teacher preparation and certification requirements.   
 

 DLS recommends the adoption of committee narrative directing MSDE to use new 

assessment data and evidence-based research to make recommendations to enhance teaching as 

a profession and improve teacher preparation and retention.   
 

 

4. Funding for Jurisdictions with Declining Enrollment and Decreasing State 

Aid 
 

 The fiscal 2017 allowance includes $5.6 million to provide aid to jurisdictions that have 

declining enrollment.  This includes $4.0 million for Carroll County, $1.3 million for Garrett County, 

and $300,000 for Kent County.  This aid is separate from the mandated funding in the allowance for 

Jurisdictions with Small and Declining Enrollment Populations under  Section 5-202 of the Education 

Article.  The statutory criteria to receive a grant has varied over the years, but in every year a county 

had to have both declining enrollment and a decrease in State direct education aid in order to receive 

funding, and only a portion of the decrease in direct aid was provided as the grant.  Funding that has 

been provided through those grants since fiscal 2012, including funding for Kent County in the 

fiscal 2017 allowance, is detailed in Exhibit 18.  In total, Allegany, Garrett, and Kent counties have 

received over $3.3 million in grants.  
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Exhibit 18 

Foundation Grants Made to Jurisdictions with Declining Enrollments 
Fiscal 2012-2017 

 

 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 
       
Allegany $779,282 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Garrett 640,578 1,161,009 0 464,103 0 0 

Kent 0 0 0 128,952 86,321 64,973 

Total $1,419,860 $1,161,009 $0 $593,055 $86,321 $64,973 
 
 

Source: Department of Legislative Services 
 

 

Carroll, Garrett, and Kent counties, are only 3 of the 13 counties experiencing a decline in 

enrollment for fiscal 2017, as shown in Exhibit 19.  The exhibit also shows that only 2 counties – 

Kent County and Baltimore City – have declining enrollment and a decrease in direct aid.  Of particular 

note, Baltimore City experiences a 2.4% decline in student enrollment for fiscal 2017, as well as a 

2.7% decrease in direct education aid.  The fiscal 2017 allowance includes $64,973 for Kent County, 

which restores half of the county’s 1.5% decrease in direct education aid.  Under current law, Baltimore 

City does not qualify for a grant because the grant has been limited to small school systems with 5,000 or 

fewer FTES since fiscal 2015.  Additional counties would have qualified for the grant without the 

5,000 FTES cap in prior years, including Carroll County (in fiscal 2015-2017), Calvert County (in 

fiscal 2016), and Baltimore City (in fiscal 2017).  The statutory grant sunsets after fiscal 2017, although 

legislation has been introduced to alter the grant and extend it through fiscal 2018.   

 

Exhibit 19 also shows the impact of including the $5.6 million in direct education aid for Carroll, 

Garrett, and Kent counties.  Garrett receives an increase of 6.4% over fiscal 2016 when the additional 

$1.3 million is included in direct aid, compared to an increase of 0.1% under the direct aid formulas in 

current law.  The pattern is similar for Carroll and Kent counties.  DLS recommends deleting the 

additional $5.6 million from the fiscal 2017 allowance since the counties receiving the grants do not 

qualify for them under current law.  Kent County would still receive the $64,973 grant in the 

fiscal 2017 allowance.      

 

Declining enrollment has been a major issue for several school systems, and it will continue to be 

an issue in the future.  Exhibit 20 shows the change in actual FTES from fiscal 2012 through 2017 and 

projections through fiscal 2021.  Ten counties have had declining enrollment over the past five years.  

The largest decreases have been in Garrett, Kent, and Carroll counties, as well as Calvert County.  

Enrollment projections through fiscal 2021 estimate that Allegany, Carroll, Calvert, Garrett, and Harford 

counties will continue to decline, although at lower rates than in prior years, and Kent will increase 

slightly.  In total, 19 counties are projected to have increasing enrollment over the next four years, with 

enrollment statewide growing 3%.  Appendix 2 shows FTES beginning in fiscal 2012 through estimated 

enrollment for fiscal 2021, and Appendix 3 shows the annual change in FTES.   
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Exhibit 19 

Student Enrollment Growth and Local Wealth Impact Local Education Aid 
Annual Percent Change – Fiscal 2017 

 

       Direct Education Aid 

 Student Enrollment  Direct Education Aid  

Excluding Special 

Foundation Grants 

      

1. Howard 2.0% 1. Garrett 6.4% 1. Cecil 6.3% 

2. Wicomico 1.3% 2. Cecil 6.3% 2. Wicomico 5.1% 

3. Montgomery 1.2% 3. Wicomico 5.1% 3. Howard 4.9% 

4. Baltimore 1.1% 4. Howard 4.9% 4. Prince George’s 4.7% 

5. Cecil 1.1% 5. Prince George’s 4.7% 5. Montgomery 4.3% 

6. Prince George’s 1.1% 6. Montgomery 4.3% 6. Anne Arundel 3.9% 

7. Anne Arundel 1.0% 7. Anne Arundel 3.9% 7. Charles 3.5% 

8. Talbot 0.7% 8. Charles 3.5% 8. Caroline 3.5% 

9. Charles 0.2% 9. Caroline 3.5% 9. Calvert 2.8% 

10. Caroline 0.2% 10. Carroll 3.2% 10. Baltimore 2.7% 

11. Worcester 0.0% 11. Calvert 2.8% 11. Allegany 2.3% 

12. St. Mary’s -0.1% 12. Baltimore 2.7% 12. Somerset 2.3% 

13. Calvert -0.2% 13. Allegany 2.3% 13. Dorchester 1.7% 

14. Queen Anne’s -0.2% 14. Kent 2.3% 14. Queen Anne’s 1.6% 

15. Washington -0.2% 15. Somerset 2.3% 15. Talbot 1.6% 

16. Harford -0.3% 16. Dorchester 1.7% 16. St. Mary’s 1.6% 

17. Somerset -0.5% 17. Queen Anne’s 1.6% 17. Washington 1.6% 

18. Allegany -0.6% 18. Talbot 1.6% 18. Harford 1.3% 

19. Frederick -0.7% 19. St. Mary’s 1.6% 19. Frederick 0.9% 

20. Garrett -0.8% 20. Washington 1.6% 20. Carroll 0.2% 

21. Carroll -1.3% 21. Harford 1.3% 21. Garrett 0.1% 

22. Dorchester -1.6% 22. Frederick 0.9% 22. Worcester -0.4% 

23. Baltimore City -2.4% 23. Worcester -0.4% 23. Kent -1.5% 

24. Kent -3.0% 24. Baltimore City -2.7% 24. Baltimore City -2.7% 

 Statewide 0.4%  Statewide 2.1%  Statewide 2.1% 
 
 

Note:  Three local school systems receive special grants under the Foundation program in fiscal 2017:  Carroll County 

($4.0 million), Garrett County ($1.3 million), and Kent County ($300,000). 
 

Source:  Department of Legislative Services 
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Exhibit 20 

Full-time Enrollment Actuals and Projections 
Fiscal 2012-2021 

 

 Actual Estimate 

County 2012-2017 2017-2021 

   
Allegany  -3% -1% 

Anne Arundel  6% 4% 

Baltimore City -1% 3% 

Baltimore  7% 5% 

Calvert  -5% -2% 

Caroline  3% 4% 

Carroll  -7% -5% 

Cecil -2% 0% 

Charles -2% 6% 

Dorchester  3% 7% 

Frederick  1% 0% 

Garrett -10% -3% 

Harford  -3% -1% 

Howard  7% 7% 

Kent  -6% 1% 

Montgomery  8% 3% 

Prince George’s  3% 3% 

Queen Anne’s  0% 4% 

St. Mary’s  3% 8% 

Somerset 0% 3% 

Talbot 3% 2% 

Washington  0% 2% 

Wicomico  3% 2% 

Worcester   -1% 1% 

Statewide 3% 3% 
 

 

Note:  Enrollment estimates for fiscal 2017 through 2021 are based on adjusted projections by the Maryland Department of 

Planning. 
 

Source:  Maryland Department of Planning; Department of Legislative Services 
 

 

Baltimore City Enrollment Irregularities 

 

Outstanding issues are related to declining enrollment in Baltimore City.  First, reports have 

recently been released stating that irregularities have been found in Baltimore City Public Schools’ 
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(BCPS) enrollment counts, with about 200 students having been kept on rolls when they should have 

been removed.  The removal of these students from BCPS’ roll contributes to its 2.7% decline in direct 

State education aid.  Investigations into how these errors occurred are ongoing.  Altogether, enrollment 

for BCPS has decreased by 1,920 for fiscal 2017. 

 

A second issue for Baltimore City are changes in the enrollment count for FRPM, as informed 

by the Hunger Free Schools Act of 2015.  This legislation altered the enrollment count used to calculate 

State compensatory education aid in fiscal 2017 and 2018 for local boards of education that participate, 

in whole or in part, in the U.S. Department of Agriculture Community Eligibility Provision, which 

allows school districts with high enrollments of FRPM students to provide free breakfast and lunch to 

all students.  Under the new law, BCPS calculates its FRPM count as a percentage of its total 

enrollment, meaning that it loses compensatory education aid as a result of its overall decline in 

enrollment.   

 

Commission on Innovation and Excellence in Education 

 

 The adequacy study that is currently underway as required by State law includes a report on 

declining and increasing enrollment.  Legislation has been introduced in the 2016 session to establish 

the Commission on Innovation and Excellence in Education.  This commission would be tasked with 

reviewing the adequacy reports, including the final report due by December 1, 2016, and the State’s 

education finance formulas, among many other things.  In addition to reviewing the previously 

discussed issues regarding enrollment, the commission would also address issues of calculating wealth, 

as wealth increases due to local efforts to stimulate economic development, such as the use of tax 

increment financing, have had some impact on the allocation of State education aid.  
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Recommended Actions 

 

1. Add the following language:  

 

Provided that the Maryland State Department of Education shall notify the budget committees 

of any intent to transfer the funds from program R00A02 Aid to Education to any other 

budgetary unit.  The budget committees shall have 45 days to review and comment on the 

planned transfer prior to its effect. 

 

Explanation: The Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) should not transfer any 

funds from Aid to Education until the transfer is reviewed by the budget committees. 

 

 Information Request 
 

Report on any transfer of 

funds from R00A02 

Author 
 

MSDE 

Due Date 
 

45 days prior to transfer 

2. Add the following language to the general fund appropriation:  

 

, provided that $104,000 of this appropriation made for the purpose of providing Pathways in 

Technology Early College High Schools grants shall be contingent upon the enactment of 

HB 464 or SB 376. 

 

Explanation:  This action adds language making fiscal 2017 general funding to provide grants 

for the operation of Pathways in Technology Early College High Schools, or P-TECH schools, 

contingent on the enactment of legislation establishing such schools. 

 

  
Amount 

Reduction 

 

 

3. Delete funding for declining enrollment aid for 

Carroll, Garrett, and Kent counties. 

$ 5,600,000 GF  

4. Adopt the following narrative: 

 

High Quality Teaching:  The budget committees direct the Maryland State Department of 

Education to submit a report on its recommendations for improving teacher preparation and 

retention, including any statutory changes that would allow for increased flexibility in 

allocating the Quality Teacher Incentive grants and models for teacher support beyond the use 

of grants.  These recommendations shall be informed by the use of new assessment data to 

review the status and progress of comprehensive needs schools, as well as the inclusion of 
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stakeholders in the recommendation process.  The report shall be submitted to the budget 

committees no later than December 1, 2016. 

 

 Information Request 
 

Recommendations for 

improving teacher 

preparation and retention 

Author 
 

MSDE 

Due Date 
 

December 1, 2016 

5. Add the following language to the general fund appropriation:  

 

, provided that this appropriation be contingent upon the enactment of HB 464 or SB 376. 

 

Explanation:  This action adds language making the fiscal 2016 deficiency appropriation to 

provide $600,000 in general funding for planning grants to establish Pathways in Technology 

Early College High Schools, or P-TECH schools, contingent on the enactment of legislation 

establishing such schools. 

 

 Total General Fund Reductions $ 5,600,000   
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Updates 

 

1. Baltimore City Public Schools Deficit  

 
Pursuant to a request from the 2015 Joint Chairmen’s Report, the Baltimore City Board of 

Commissioners and BCPS provided responses to questions regarding the structural deficit for BCPS in 

fiscal 2016.   

 

 Deficit Amount and Costs 

 

 BCPS reports that it had originally projected a $73.0 million budget gap for fiscal 2016 due to 

matching flat or reduced revenues against expenditures with built-in escalators, such as contractual 

labor obligations and vendor contracts.  Budget reductions increased the budget gap to $94.9 million, 

taking into account some restorations of funding.  Details for the budget gap are available in Exhibit 21.  

In addition, BCPS identified $23.0 million in priority areas and initiative spending, resulting in a 

combined deficit of $117.9 million. 

 

 

Exhibit 21 

Baltimore City Schools Budget Gap 
Fiscal 2016 

 

Adjusted State Revenue Amount Cost Drivers Amount 

    
Foundation $903,324 Direct School Support -$24,357,710 

GCEI -11,252,757 21st Century Buildings and Maintenance -13,000,000 

Compensatory -5,468,498 Nonrecurring Revenue (Fund Balance) -27,526,157 

Limited English Proficient 2,123,102 Fixed Cost Increases (Fringe) -3,827,274 

Special Education -2,411,074 Continuation of Full Day Pre-K -4,014,611 

Transportation 336,788   

Guaranteed Tax Base -8,006,454   

Net Taxable Income Adjustment -1,832,136   

Other (Stipends) 453,884   

Other Revenues 2,977,578   

Total -$22,176,243 Total -$72,725,752 

    
Combined Total -$94,901,995   

 

 

GCEI:  Geographic Cost of Education Index 

 

Source:  Baltimore City Public Schools 
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 Resolving the Deficit 

 

 During the third quarter of fiscal 2015, BCPS implemented cost savings and other measures 

resulting in $25 million in savings.  Those savings of $23 million are used as follows: 

 

 $21 million – to increase the projected fund balance and become another financing source to 

offset expenditures; and  

 

 $2 million – to increase the projected unassigned fund balance as part of a two-year plan to meet 

the Baltimore City Board of Commissioners policy requiring at least 3% of general fund 

budgeted expenditures be available in unassigned fund balance.  

 

In addition, BCPS identified $92.9 million in savings in the fiscal 2016 budget.  These savings 

include the following:  

 

 implementing employee reductions; 

 

 reorganizing and reducing contractual positions; 

 

 maintaining level per pupil funding; 

 

 closing six schools; 

 

 eliminating double funding for students who moved to charter schools; 

 

 reducing contractual services; 

 

 removing ineligible dependents from health benefit plans; and 

 

 prioritizing spending in fiscal 2015. 

 

Additionally, the State allowed BCPS and Baltimore City to defer the $20.0 million in 

contributions for 21st Century Schools until fiscal 2017.  Altogether, these savings total $117.9 million. 

 

Avoiding Future Deficits 

 

 BCPS reports that actions to address the fiscal 2016 budget gap, such as cost savings in salaries 

and benefits, will reduce costs for future years as well.  It also notes, that the fiscal 2016 budget contains 

$6 million in one-time expenditures that will not carry into future years, and that it is analyzing 

components of employee benefit expenditures where cost savings might be realized.   
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 Appendix 1 

 

 

Current and Prior Year Budgets 

 

Fiscal 2015

Legislative

   Appropriation $5,716,230 $412,012 $794,567 $130 $6,922,940

Deficiency

   Appropriation 41,900 -20,500 0 0 21,400

Cost

   Containment 0 0 0 0 0

Budget

   Amendments -3,886 208 28,639 0 24,961

Reversions and

   Cancellations -2,693 -533 -37,275 -120 -40,620

Actual

   Expenditures $5,751,551 $391,187 $785,932 $10 $6,928,681

Fiscal 2016

Legislative

   Appropriation $5,816,605 $399,107 $825,423 $140 $7,041,274

Budget

   Amendments 1,700 0 0 0 1,700

Working

   Appropriation $5,818,305 $399,107 $825,423 $140 $7,042,974

Current and Prior Year Budgets

Fund FundFund

Reimb.

Fund Total

($ in Thousands)

MSDE – Aid to Education

General Special Federal

 

 

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  Numbers may not sum to total 

due to rounding. 
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Fiscal 2015 
 

 General fund expenditures totaled nearly $5.8 billion in fiscal 2015, reflecting an increase of 

approximately $35.3 million when compared to the legislative appropriation.  

 

 Deficiency appropriations increased the legislative appropriation by a net $41.9 million.  
This included a fund swap of $20.5 million to replace ETF revenues with general funds due to 

revised VLT revenue projections, a $10.8 million supplement to fund anticipated expenditures 

in the NPP program, and $10.6 million to provide stipends for teachers in comprehensive needs 

schools that have obtained NBC or APC, as required in statute. 

 

 Budget amendments decreased the legislative appropriation by approximately 

$3.9 million.  This included $3.7 million attributed to the BRFA of 2015, reverting the 

$2.8 million unexpended for the Autism Waiver and the $900,000 for out-of-county special 

education placements back to the General Fund.  An additional $186,000 was reduced from 

MSDE’s Innovative Programs allocation by amendment as part of the re-allocation in general 

funds in the Headquarters and Aid budgets, and a 2% across-the-board reduction approved by 

the Board of Public Works in January of 2015. 

 

 General fund reversions further reduced the legislative appropriation by nearly 

$2.7 million.  Approximately $1.1 million was reverted due to the actual count of educators 

qualifying for APC stipends by fiscal 2015 year-end being lower than the projected count.  After 

the $443,000 was incorrectly reverted for the Maryland Meals for Achievement Program, the 

accrual for fiscal 2015 expenditures were inadvertently canceled in June 2015.  The 

2015 fiscal year closed before the error was corrected.  As directed by language in the 

fiscal 2015 budget bill, $280,000 of the appropriation was reverted in satisfaction of a 

judgement and settlement agreement between the Worcester County Board of Education and 

BEKA Industries, Inc., providing a payment of $280,000 to BEKA Industries, Inc., and an 

accompanying reversion of MSDE funds.  The remainder of the reversions were due to costs 

that were lower than the budgeted estimate. 

 

Special fund expenditures totaled $391.2 million in fiscal 2015, a decrease of $20.8 million 

from the legislative appropriation.  This includes a withdrawn deficiency appropriation of $20.5 million 

as part of the fund swap to reflect replaced funds in the ETF with general funds due to revised VLT 

revenue projections.  The lone budget amendment for special funds increased the appropriation to 

SEED by $208,000, based on actual enrollment and increased revenue from LEAs.  Special fund 

cancellations totaled $533,000.  Due to one-third cost of NBC fees contributed by LEAs mistakenly 

not being forwarded to the national board and instead $300,000 being canceled.  National board fees 

were instead supported with the State’s General Fund payment for two-thirds the cost for that year.  

Based on the increased appropriation for SEED, $208,000 was canceled as the LEAs disputed the 

enrollment counts and revenues were therefore not collected.  Resolution of the billings is in process 

and if revenues are collected from the LEAs they will be applied to the current fiscal year.  The 

remaining $25,000 in cancelations were due to MSDE not having to use the appropriation to 

accommodate revenues from fees paid by LEAs to attend certain MSDE nutritional meetings.   
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Federal fund expenditures totaled $785.9 million in fiscal 2015, a decrease of $8.6 million when 

compared to the legislative appropriation.  Budget amendments created increases of approximately 

$28.6 million.  This includes an increase in the Food Service Program in the amount of $26.0 million 

to recognize a new grant award from the National School Lunch Program, and the carryover and 

realignment of $3.0 million fiscal 2014 fund balances remaining for fiscal 2015 from the 

Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education Act of 2006.  This was offset by a decrease of nearly 

$333,000 reflecting a transfer of federal funds from the Educationally Deprived Children program in 

Aid to Education to programs within the Headquarters and Early Childhood Development budgets.  

Increases in the federal fund appropriation were further offset by cancellations of nearly $37.3 million.  

About $11.0 million of the cancellation is from the Food Services Program due to weather-related late 

openings and closings of schools that were not made up and resulted in fewer meals served.  

Cancellation of $1.7 million was for Career and Technology Education due to costs that did not occur 

as expected, including grants to the Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation and grants for 

secondary and post-secondary programs.  Due to actual expenditures being lower than budgeted 

estimates, $305,000 of grant funding for MSDE to implement projects that improve math and science 

education were canceled.  The remaining $24.3 million is carried forward into the next fiscal year.  The 

largest programs with canceled funds carrying over into fiscal 2016 include $18.3 million for the Food 

Services Program, $2.8 million for Title 1 grants, $1.8 million for the Division of Special Education’s 

issuing of Individuals with Disabilities Education Act grants, and $908,000 for public libraries.  

 

Reimbursable fund expenditures totaled $10,000 at the close of fiscal 2015, $120,000 less than 

the legislative appropriation.  This $120,000 reflects canceled funds due to delays in the implementation 

of the approved grant activities between MSDE and Department of Health and Mental Hygiene for the 

purpose of a School-Based Sexual Harassment and Assault Prevention Program.  The Memorandum of 

Understanding between the departments was extended to January 31, 2016.  

 

 

Fiscal 2016 
 

 The fiscal 2016 general fund working appropriation is $5.8 billion, reflecting an increase of 

$1.7 million over the legislative appropriation from rate increases to NPP providers in accords with 

Section 48 of the fiscal 2016 budget bill. 
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Full-time Enrollment 
Fiscal 2012-2021 

 

County 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

           
Allegany  8,515.3 8,414.0 8,408.0 8,313.5 8,332.8 8,284.8 8,245.0 8,314.5 8,245.0 8,215.3 

Anne Arundel  73,654.8 74,305.3 75,446.3 76,181.0 77,280.0 78,051.5 78,838.0 79,744.0 80,530.5 81,327.0 

Baltimore City 78,618.0 78,871.0 79,268.0 79,352.0 79,503.0 77,583.0 78,228.5 78,903.0 79,635.3 79,962.8 

Baltimore  100,329.3 101,281.8 103,015.5 104,357.8 105,904.3 107,104.0 108,636.5 110,139.0 111,402.8 112,796.0 

Calvert  16,375.0 16,136.3 15,885.8 15,822.8 15,594.0 15,569.3 15,488.5 15,407.8 15,327.0 15,226.3 

Caroline  5,173.5 5,221.0 5,220.0 5,235.0 5,293.0 5,303.0 5,362.5 5,451.8 5,471.5 5,501.3 

Carroll  27,060.8 26,785.8 26,318.0 25,948.5 25,504.5 25,162.5 24,704.0 24,554.5 24,245.5 23,986.3 

Cecil 15,347.0 15,236.0 15,007.0 15,100.0 14,936.0 15,094.8 15,064.5 15,094.8 15,115.0 15,105.0 

Charles 25,954.5 25,869.5 25,717.0 25,523.8 25,413.0 25,470.8 25,651.3 26,192.5 26,443.0 26,894.0 

Dorchester  4,372.0 4,391.0 4,447.0 4,505.0 4,574.8 4,501.3 4,569.3 4,705.3 4,783.0 4,822.0 

Frederick  39,163.0 39,316.3 39,357.0 39,471.5 39,654.5 39,391.3 39,490.0 39,569.0 39,509.8 39,579.0 

Garrett 4,084.0 3,942.8 3,918.0 3,785.5 3,710.0 3,682.0 3,632.0 3,612.0 3,592.0 3,562.0 

Harford  37,590.0 37,426.0 37,085.0 37,055.0 36,740.3 36,634.5 36,574.3 36,584.3 36,343.3 36,413.5 

Howard  49,946.3 50,481.5 50,953.3 51,629.8 52,474.5 53,535.8 54,307.0 55,388.8 56,300.3 57,071.5 

Kent  2,035.0 2,041.0 2,009.3 1,995.0 1,970.0 1,911.0 1,901.3 1,891.5 1,940.3 1,920.8 

Montgomery  140,401.5 142,670.8 144,869.0 147,462.3 150,097.0 151,944.8 154,053.5 155,306.8 155,903.5 157,206.5 

Prince George’s  119,805.8 117,995.3 117,789.3 119,280.8 121,619.3 122,905.8 123,303.3 124,436.3 125,529.5 126,493.5 

Queen Anne’s  7,489.0 7,508.0 7,503.5 7,471.5 7,477.8 7,461.3 7,570.5 7,660.0 7,699.8 7,739.5 

St. Mary’s  16,441.8 16,732.3 16,687.0 16,890.3 16,959.0 16,935.0 17,300.3 17,596.3 17,951.5 18,267.3 

Somerset 2,700.5 2,677.0 2,725.0 2,727.0 2,726.0 2,711.5 2,750.8 2,741.0 2,819.5 2,799.8 

Talbot 4,257.3 4,273.3 4,277.0 4,298.5 4,371.0 4,400.5 4,410.3 4,469.3 4,469.3 4,479.0 

Washington  21,642.5 21,724.5 21,887.5 21,939.3 21,759.5 21,705.3 21,804.8 21,973.8 21,973.8 22,172.8 

Wicomico  13,832.3 13,911.0 13,962.3 13,929.5 14,074.0 14,259.0 14,401.5 14,513.5 14,513.5 14,584.8 

Worcester   6,316.8 6,241.0 6,243.0 6,249.0 6,261.0 6,259.0 6,318.8 6,328.8 6,368.5 6,318.8 

Total 821,105.5 823,452.0 827,998.5 834,524.0 842,229.0 845,861.3 852,606.0 860,578.0 866,112.8 872,444.3 
 
 

Note:  Italicized enrollment for fiscal 2018-2021 are projections based on adjusted projections by the Maryland Department of Planning. 
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Full-time Enrollment Changes 
Fiscal 2012-2018 

 

County 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 
           
Allegany  -2.0% -1.2% -0.1% -1.1% 0.2% -0.6% -0.5% 0.8% -0.8% -0.4% 

Anne Arundel  1.0% 0.9% 1.5% 1.0% 1.4% 1.0% 1.0% 1.1% 1.0% 1.0% 

Baltimore City 0.9% 0.3% 0.5% 0.1% 0.2% -2.4% 0.8% 0.9% 0.9% 0.4% 

Baltimore  0.8% 0.9% 1.7% 1.3% 1.5% 1.1% 1.4% 1.4% 1.1% 1.3% 

Calvert  -1.5% -1.5% -1.6% -0.4% -1.4% -0.2% -0.5% -0.5% -0.5% -0.7% 

Caroline  -1.0% 0.9% 0.0% 0.3% 1.1% 0.2% 1.1% 1.7% 0.4% 0.5% 

Carroll  -1.3% -1.0% -1.7% -1.4% -1.7% -1.3% -1.8% -0.6% -1.3% -1.1% 

Cecil -1.7% -0.7% -1.5% 0.6% -1.1% 1.1% -0.2% 0.2% 0.1% -0.1% 

Charles 0.2% -0.3% -0.6% -0.8% -0.4% 0.2% 0.7% 2.1% 1.0% 1.7% 

Dorchester  -0.9% 0.4% 1.3% 1.3% 1.5% -1.6% 1.5% 3.0% 1.7% 0.8% 

Frederick  0.3% 0.4% 0.1% 0.3% 0.5% -0.7% 0.3% 0.2% -0.1% 0.2% 

Garrett -2.4% -3.5% -0.6% -3.4% -2.0% -0.8% -1.4% -0.6% -0.6% -0.8% 

Harford  -0.3% -0.4% -0.9% -0.1% -0.8% -0.3% -0.2% 0.0% -0.7% 0.2% 

Howard  0.6% 1.1% 0.9% 1.3% 1.6% 2.0% 1.4% 2.0% 1.6% 1.4% 

Kent  -1.2% 0.3% -1.6% -0.7% -1.3% -3.0% -0.5% -0.5% 2.6% -1.0% 

Montgomery  1.6% 1.6% 1.5% 1.8% 1.8% 1.2% 1.4% 0.8% 0.4% 0.8% 

Prince George’s  -0.3% -1.5% -0.2% 1.3% 2.0% 1.1% 0.3% 0.9% 0.9% 0.8% 

Queen Anne’s  0.2% 0.3% -0.1% -0.4% 0.1% -0.2% 1.5% 1.2% 0.5% 0.5% 

St. Mary’s  0.4% 1.8% -0.3% 1.2% 0.4% -0.1% 2.2% 1.7% 2.0% 1.8% 

Somerset -0.1% -0.9% 1.8% 0.1% 0.0% -0.5% 1.4% -0.4% 2.9% -0.7% 

Talbot -0.4% 0.4% 0.1% 0.5% 1.7% 0.7% 0.2% 1.3% 0.0% 0.2% 

Washington  1.2% 0.4% 0.8% 0.2% -0.8% -0.2% 0.5% 0.8% 0.0% 0.9% 

Wicomico  -0.9% 0.6% 0.4% -0.2% 1.0% 1.3% 1.0% 0.8% 0.0% 0.5% 

Worcester   0.8% -1.2% 0.0% 0.1% 0.2% 0.0% 1.0% 0.2% 0.6% -0.8% 

Statewide 0.4% 0.3% 0.6% 0.8% 0.9% 0.4% 0.8% 0.9% 0.6% 0.7% 
 

Note:  Italicized enrollment for fiscal 2018-2021 are projections based on adjusted projections by the Maryland Department of Planning. 
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 Fiscal Summary 

MSDE – Aid to Education 
 

 FY 15 FY 16 FY 17   FY 16 - FY 17 

Program/Unit Actual Wrk Approp Allowance Change % Change 

      
01 State Share of Foundation Program $ 3,088,916,185 $ 3,097,621,351 $ 3,190,873,106 $ 93,251,755 3.0% 

02 Compensatory Education 1,251,675,638 1,305,132,944 1,309,111,285 3,978,341 0.3% 

03 Aid for Local Employee Fringe Benefits 757,672,688 748,386,037 787,908,173 39,522,136 5.3% 

04 Children at Risk 33,842,979 33,227,967 32,140,317 -1,087,650 -3.3% 

05 Formula Programs for Specific Populations 2,182,848 3,000,000 2,400,000 -600,000 -20.0% 

07 Students with Disabilities 413,053,967 427,248,409 434,858,582 7,610,173 1.8% 

08 State Assistance for Students with Disabilities 200,070,886 202,365,484 201,294,786 -1,070,698 -0.5% 

09 Gifted and Talented 564,687 0 800,000 800,000 0% 

12 Educationally Deprived Children 201,174,639 204,840,000 217,608,134 12,768,134 6.2% 

13 Innovative Programs 14,722,262 8,722,000 10,467,215 1,745,215 20.0% 

15 Language Assistance 9,343,356 9,363,356 10,076,648 713,292 7.6% 

18 Career and Technology Education 14,074,309 13,056,307 13,056,307 0 0% 

24 Limited English Proficient 197,653,373 217,180,270 227,201,204 10,020,934 4.6% 

25 Guaranteed Tax Base 59,390,154 53,762,142 54,511,367 749,225 1.4% 

27 Food Services Program 316,105,098 354,946,344 429,340,672 74,394,328 21.0% 

31 Public Libraries 35,059,456 36,005,977 37,429,660 1,423,683 4.0% 

32 State Library Network 16,323,271 16,612,968 17,016,786 403,818 2.4% 

39 Transportation 258,379,692 266,246,924 270,858,167 4,611,243 1.7% 

52 Science and Mathematics Education Initiative 4,367,004 3,205,247 1,647,200 -1,558,047 -48.6% 

55 Teacher Development 54,108,251 42,050,000 35,200,000 -6,850,000 -16.3% 

Total Expenditures $ 6,928,680,743 $ 7,042,973,727 $ 7,283,799,609 $ 240,825,882 3.4% 

      
General Fund $ 5,751,550,980 $ 5,818,304,553 $ 5,905,107,677 $ 86,803,124 1.5% 

Special Fund 391,187,482 399,106,600 463,944,212 64,837,612 16.2% 

Federal Fund 785,932,016 825,422,574 914,607,720 89,185,146 10.8% 

Total Appropriations $ 6,928,670,478 $ 7,042,833,727 $ 7,283,659,609 $ 240,825,882 3.4% 

      
Reimbursable Fund $ 10,265 $ 140,000 $ 140,000 $ 0 0% 

Total Funds $ 6,928,680,743 $ 7,042,973,727 $ 7,283,799,609 $ 240,825,882 3.4% 

      Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 
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Note:  Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 
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Operating Budget Data 

 ($ in Thousands) 
 
        

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change  

  Actual Working Allowance Change Prior Year  

        
 General Fund $26,078 $28,133 $28,295 $161 0.6%  

 Adjusted General Fund $26,078 $28,133 $28,295 $161 0.6%  

        

 Special Fund 5,671 6,040 11,040 5,000 82.8%  

 Adjusted Special Fund $5,671 $6,040 $11,040 $5,000 82.8%  

        

 Adjusted Grand Total $31,750 $34,173 $39,335 $5,161 15.1%  

        

 

 The fiscal 2017 adjusted general fund allowance increases by $161,491 when compared to the 

fiscal 2016 adjusted working appropriation.   

 

 The Maryland School for the Blind (MSB) receives an increase of $76,491, in addition to the 

continuation of the $1.8 million grant provided in fiscal 2016. 

 

 Young Audiences of Maryland receives $85,000 for being added as a State Aided Institution 

(SAI).  

 

 The fiscal 2017 special fund allowance includes $5 million for Student Assistance Organization 

(SAO) Business Entity Grants. 
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Analysis in Brief 

 

Major Trends 
 

Maryland School for the Blind:  MSB awarded four certificates and four diplomas in fiscal 2015.  

MSB has a goal to help students learn independent living skills that allow them to achieve success as 

graduates or when they return to their local schools.  Sixty-six percent of students have shown 

improvement in their social relationships and functional independence skills, 53% increased their 

fluency rate, and 76% indicate a self-perceived enhancement of their self-esteem.  

 

Blind Industries and Services of Maryland:  The Blind Industries and Services of Maryland (BISM) 

has far exceeded its goal of providing at least 45,540 hours of training in blindness skills to participants.  

The 60,054 hours provided in fiscal 2015 was slightly below the previous year’s total of 60,406.  An 

intensive program to obtain employment or higher education had 24 participants in fiscal 2015.  The 

Department of Legislative Services (DLS) recommends that BISM revise its goal for annual hours 

of training in blindness skills. 

 

 

Issues 
 

Funding for the Maryland School for the Blind:  MSB serves students from birth to age 21 who are 

blind or visually impaired, including some with multiple disabilities.  MSB educates students whose 

needs cannot be met in their respective 24 local school systems through community-based outreach and 

comprehensive on-campus programs on a day or residential basis.  Since fiscal 2008, there has been 

minimal growth in the per pupil foundation, which impacts the mandated funding for MSB through the 

main formula grant.  MSB has expressed concern that its State operating funding does not adequately 

address the considerable expense of providing the services necessary to meet the needs of its student 

population, particularly because so many students have multiple disabilities; MSB is projecting a 

fiscal 2017 shortfall of $1.4 million, despite the continuation of the $1.8 million grant first provided in 

fiscal 2016.  MSB should discuss why the shortfall is $1.4 million since the $1.8 million received 

in fiscal 2016 is ongoing and addressed most of the MSB shortfall estimated for fiscal 2016.  The 

Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) and DLS have discovered errors in the methodology 

used for calculating basic cost and the local share of basic cost, which has an impact on the State and 

local revenue received by MSB.  Resolving the errors in the calculations for the basic cost and the local 

share of basic cost would provide additional funding for MSB and offset at least part of the identified 

fiscal 2017 budget shortfall.  MSDE should comment on any updates that it has made to the 

proposal to correct errors in basic cost and local share of basic cost.  MSB should comment on 

the impact of increased local contributions on its projected shortfall.  MSB also receives funds for 

billing for medical assistance after checking their students’ eligibility against their Eligibility 

Verification System database.  For school year 2016, MSB students were eligible for medical 

assistance.  After submitting medical assistance forms to the State, the State processes the forms with 

medical assistance.  MSB nets 50% of the medical assistance billings, and MSDE retains 50%.  MSDE 

should comment on how much funding it receives from medical assistance billing and how those 

funds are directed. 
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Grants to State Aided Institutions:  The State of Maryland, through MSDE, provides annual grants to 

nonprofit organizations to provide enriching educational programs that cannot be replicated in the 

classroom.  Collectively, these programs are known as SAIs.  Over the past decade, the number of SAIs 

has increased by 38%, from 29 grant recipients in fiscal 2005 to 40 in fiscal 2016, with a new SAI 

included in the fiscal 2017 allowance.  In many instances, the services provided by the grant recipients 

fall into duplicative categories.  With the exception of three organizations, programs funded through 

the SAI program have continuously received State funding.  In response to a Joint Chairmen’s Report 

request, MSDE reviewed the SAI program and reports that it has continued to use accountability 

metrics (Managing for Results report, midyear progress report, final report, and annual site visits) to 

monitor each organization’s timeliness and ability to meet requirements and responsibilities of 

receiving such funding.  If, after receiving technical assistance, those organizations are unable to meet 

the requirement, they should be recommended for discontinued funding.  MSDE should comment on 

the findings from the accountability metrics used to monitor SAIs in the last fiscal year.  The SAI 

program has never been promoted by MSDE.  MSDE should comment on why it has not promoted 

the SAI program in the past and the timeline for increasing program transparency.  DLS 

recommends that language be added to the budget expressing the intent that the number of SAI 

programs be limited to 41, and that MSDE develop a process to limit the number of years a 

program may receive funding as an SAI in order to cycle in new applicants that are diverse in 

location and offering to receive funding. 
 

Maryland Education Grant Program:  The Governor’s fiscal 2017 allowance provides $5 million in 

special funds from the Cigarette Restitution Fund to create a grant program for 50% of the contribution 

made by a business entity or nonprofit organization to an SAO to provide financial assistance to 

students attending nonpublic schools, provided those schools meet the same eligibility requirements to 

participate in the Nonpublic Schools Textbook and Technology Grants Program administered by 

MSDE.  The Department of Commerce would administer the grant program.  Prior to receiving grants, 

business entities would be certified as eligible on a first-come, first-served basis.  Business entities 

receiving grants would be required to spend no less than 95% of the funds annually on financial 

assistance.  The $5 million in special funds the Governor’s fiscal 2017 allowance designates for the 

program represents a significant amount.  MSDE should comment on the process for establishing 

and implementing this grant program in Maryland. 

 

 

Recommended Actions 

 

  Funds  

1. Add language directing the Maryland State Department of 

Education to develop a process to place time limits on 

participation for programs in the State Aided Educational 

Institution program, and limit the number of programs at 41. 
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2. Reduce funding for Young Audiences of Maryland in line with 

the funding it received in the Budget Reconciliation and 

Financing Act of 2015. 

$ 35,000  

3. Add Title 20 language to Aid to Nonpublic Schools Program.   

4. Reduce funding for the Maryland Nonpublic School Textbook 

Program in line with fiscal 2015 actual expenditures. 

369,000  

 Total Reductions $ 404,000  
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Operating Budget Analysis 

 

Program Description 

 

The Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) provides funding to certain nonprofit 

organizations that offer educational programs.  The nonprofits include the Maryland School for the 

Blind (MSB), Blind Industries and Services of Maryland (BISM), and other institutions designated as 

State Aided Institutions (SAI).  This part of the MSDE budget also funds the Maryland Nonpublic 

Student Textbook Program, which provides grants to eligible nonpublic schools for textbook and 

computer supplies. 

 

The following educational services are provided by the nonprofits: 

 

 MSB educates students from birth through age 21 who are blind, severely visually impaired, or 

visually impaired/multi-disabled.  

 

 BISM provides employment, training, and rehabilitation services to blind adults at 

three locations. 

 

 

State Aided Institutions Programs  
 

 Alice Ferguson Foundation operates an environmental education center on the Potomac River, 

offering field trips and a summer science camp on a working farm. 

 

 Alliance of Southern Prince George’s Communities, Inc. partners with community 

organizations to provide Scholastic Aptitude Test courses, tutoring for students, and parent 

workshops. 

 

 American Visionary Art Museum provides museum tours and library visits to students and 

teachers, along with Internet programs about self-taught artists. 

 

 Baltimore Symphony Orchestra/Arts Excel enhances teaching of the arts through midweek 

concerts for students and teachers. 

 

 B&O Railroad Museum, Inc. offers a program focusing on history, social studies, and 

sciences as related to railroad technology. 
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 Baltimore Museum of Industry provides hands-on exhibits enabling students to apply 

mathematics, science, and technology to work and industry, as well as a training center for 

technology education teachers. 

 

 Best Buddies pairs special and general education students in middle and high schools in order 

to foster inclusion and build socialization skills. 

 

 Calvert Marine Museum is a regionally oriented museum dedicated to the collection, 

preservation, research, and interpretation of the culture and natural history of Southern 

Maryland. 

 

 Chesapeake Bay Foundation provides an environmental education program encompassing 

student field experiences at 16 centers and summer in-service courses for teachers. 

 

 Chesapeake Bay Maritime Museum offers experiential learning programs about the 

Chesapeake Bay, including a field trip program for grade 3 students. 

 

 Citizenship Law-related Education Program gives students real-world experiences related 

to the legal system to promote productive citizenship. 

 

 CollegeBound Foundation provides college advisors in Baltimore City public high schools to 

encourage and assist students in continuing their education beyond high school. 

 

 Dyslexia Tutoring Program, Inc. offers screening and tutoring services for dyslexic youth and 

adults who have average or higher basic intelligence and cannot afford private help. 

 

 Echo Hill Outdoor School provides instruction in science, ecology, history, and the human 

environment through student field experiences. 

 

 Imagination Stage produces professional theatre productions for children as part of a theatre 

arts center for young people. 

 

 The Jewish Museum of Maryland supports on-site and outreach programs focusing on the 

history, tradition, and culture of Jewish life in Maryland.  

 

 Junior Achievement of Central Maryland, Inc. provides a one-day Exchange City program 

that simulates owning and operating business enterprises. 

 

 Living Classrooms Foundation provides outdoor hands-on experience to at-risk children in 

mathematics, science, and social studies and runs job-training programs.  
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 Maryland Academy of Sciences cultivates interest in science through programs for visiting 

school groups, traveling science programs, and instructional materials for use by teachers.  

 

 Maryland Historical Society enriches students’ understanding of social studies through on-site 

and outreach programs. 

 

 Maryland Humanities Council promotes humanities programming throughout Maryland. 

 

 Maryland Leadership Workshops, Inc. teaches middle and high school students effective 

leadership skills in a residential summer program setting. 

 

 Maryland Mathematics, Engineering, and Science Achievement Program partners with 

community organizations in providing programs aimed at improving Maryland students’ 

preparation for the study of mathematics-related fields in college. 

 

 Maryland Zoo in Baltimore provides a conservation education experience at the zoo or 

through a mobile outreach program. 

 

 National Aquarium in Baltimore supports environmental and science education through 

on-site programs about aquatic environments. 

 

 National Great Blacks in Wax Museum provides exhibit tours and other museum-related 

activities for students. 

 

 National Museum of Ceramic Art and Glass offers an in-school and after-school ceramic art 

program for middle school students, relating art to other subjects in the curriculum. 

 

 NorthBay is an environmental education center on the Elk Neck peninsula that focuses on 

five-day outdoor learning courses for middle school students.  

 

 Olney Theatre Center supports the language arts high school curriculum through professional 

performances, interactive workshops, and teacher development. 

 

 Outward Bound provides high school students a challenging educational experience in an 

outdoor setting, designed to develop self-esteem, community service involvement, and concern 

for the environment. 

 

 Port Discovery Children’s Museum provides hands-on activities for prekindergarten through 

grade 6 student visitors, as well as lesson plans for teachers.  

 

 Salisbury Zoological Park provides programs that enhance the science curriculum and 

furnishes support material and in-service training for teachers.   
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 Sotterley Foundation provides a history enrichment program focusing on the people and 

culture surrounding the Tidewater Tobacco Plantation. 

 

 South Baltimore Learning Center supports improving adult literacy to individuals in the 

South Baltimore area through one-on-one tutoring, General Education Diploma classes, and 

career counseling. 

 

 State Mentoring Resource Center connects volunteer adult mentors with disadvantaged 

school children.  

 

 Sultana Projects, Inc. provides educational programs to increase student understanding of 

history and awareness of the natural environment of the Chesapeake Bay and its watershed.  

 

 SuperKids Camp provides an intensive summer reading and enrichment program for grade 3 

and grade 4 students in Baltimore City. 

 

 The Village Learning Place provides students in the Margaret Brent Elementary School and 

in the Charles Village Community at large with programs aimed at increasing performance in 

reading and mathematics. 

 

 Walters Art Museum offers educational programs through tours, studio experiences, outreach, 

and teacher development.  

 

 Ward Museum of Wildfowl Art provides environmental education programs focusing on art, 

history, and science through tours and hands-on activities adaptable to a school setting. 

 

 Young Audiences of Maryland, new in fiscal 2017, partners with professional artists from all 

disciplines and with schools throughout Maryland for hands-on arts learning experiences. 

 

 

Performance Analysis:  Managing for Results 
 

 

1. Maryland School for the Blind 
 

 MSB educates students referred from all 24 local school systems on a day or residential basis 

according to their Individualized Education Plans (IEP).  The program includes the regular education 

curriculum as well as instruction in Braille, orientation and mobility, and independent living skills.  

Since fiscal 2008, MSB has averaged 93 students each year in its residential program and 94 students 

each year in its day program.   

 

 One MSB goal is that all students who pursue an education will receive a diploma or certificate 

and that there will be zero dropouts.  MSB has achieved a zero-dropout rate since at least fiscal 2008.  
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The number of certificates awarded in fiscal 2015 decreased to 4 from 13 the previous year; 4 students 

earned a diploma, an increase from 1 the previous year. 

 

 MSB is in the first year of reporting on data for new Managing for Results (MFR) measures 

that reflect their goal of all students acquiring academic and independent living skills.  Included in these 

measures are the percent of students whose social relationships and functional independence skills have 

improved (66% in fiscal 2015); the number of students who increased their fluency rate (53%); and the 

percent of students who indicate a self-perceived enhancement of their self-esteem (76%).  These are 

shown in Exhibit 1.  As data continues to be collected annually, these measures will be more useful in 

tracking this goal than previous ones measuring postgraduate outcomes, which varied greatly year to 

year due to the small number of graduates MSB produces each year.  

 

 

Exhibit 1 

Maryland School for the Blind 

New Measures for Acquiring Academic and Independent Living Skills 
Fiscal 2015 

 

 
 

 

Source:  Department of Budget and Management, Fiscal 2017 
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2. Blind Industries and Services of Maryland 

 

 One of the goals of BISM is to help people who are blind or have low vision gain the skills and 

confidence needed to live independently.  A related objective is to provide at least 45,540 hours 

annually of training in blindness skills, such as Braille reading, cane travel, computer, independent 

living, career exploration, physical fitness, adjustment to blindness, and community-based training.   

 

 As shown in Exhibit 2, BISM has essentially met or exceeded the goal of providing at least 

45,540 training hours annually since fiscal 2012.  Most recently, over 60,000 hours of training in 

blindness skills were provided in fiscal 2015.  Exhibit 2 also shows that the percent of participants 

achieving independent living goals has fluctuated dramatically since fiscal 2007.  In fiscal 2015, 89% 

of BISM participants were again able to achieve independent living goals, in line with recent trends.  

Since fiscal 2007, an average of 202 individuals have participated in BISM training each year with an 

average of 46 participants completing the program.  The Department of Legislative Services (DLS) 

recommends that BISM revise its goal for annual hours of training in blindness skills. 

 

 

Exhibit 2 

Blind Industries and Services of Maryland 

Achievement of Independent Living 
Fiscal 2007-2015 

 

 
 

 

Note:  Data for participants achieving independent living goals are from participant surveys. 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2009-2016; Department of Budget and Management, Fiscal 2017 
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 Another BISM goal is to help people who are blind or low vision to become successful in a 

career path commensurate with their skills, abilities, and interests.  A related objective is for BISM to 

help participants of the Comprehensive Orientation, Rehabilitation, and Empowerment (CORE) 

program to obtain employment or higher education.  This program is intensive, and residential housing 

is available for some participants.  Exhibit 3 shows the number of CORE participants as well as those 

who completed the CORE program and are employed or pursuing higher education.  Since fiscal 2011, 

both numbers have shown overall increases.  Most recently, the CORE program had 24 participants, 

and 14 of those individuals went on to gain employment or pursue higher education in fiscal 2015.   

 

 

Exhibit 3 

Blind Industries and Services of Maryland 

Employment and Higher Education 
Fiscal 2006-2015 

 

 
 

 
CORE:  Comprehensive Orientation, Rehabilitation, and Empowerment 

    

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2009-2016; Department of Budget and Management, Fiscal 2017 
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Proposed Budget 
 

 The fiscal 2017 allowance for the Funding for Educational Organizations program is 

approximately $39.3 million, nearly a $5.2 million increase over the 2016 working appropriation. 

Exhibit 4 shows appropriations by major program.   Exhibit 5 provides detail on changes from 

fiscal 2016 to 2017.  

 

 

Exhibit 4 

Funding for Educational Organizations 
Fiscal 2014-2017 

($ in Thousands) 

 

 

Actual 

2014 

Actual 

2015 

Working 

Approp. 

2016 

Allowance 

2017 

     

Maryland School for the Blind $19,299 $19,366 $21,421 $21,497 

Blind Industries and Services of Maryland 531 531 531 531 

State Aided Educational Institutions 6,131 6,181 6,181 6,266 

Nonpublic School Textbook and Technology Grants 5,710 5,671 6,040 6,040 

Student Assistance Organization Business Entity 

Grants 0 0 0 5,000 

Total $31,672 $31,749 $34,173 $39,335 

 

 
Source:  Governor’s Budget, Fiscal 2017 
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Exhibit 5 

Proposed Budget 
MSDE – Funding for Educational Organizations 

($ in Thousands) 

 
 

How Much It Grows: 

General 

Fund 

Special 

Fund 

 

Total   

Fiscal 2015 Actual $26,078 $5,671 $31,750     

Fiscal 2016 Working Appropriation 28,133 6,040 34,173     

Fiscal 2017 Allowance 28,295 11,040 39,335     

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Amount Change $161 $5,000 $5,161     

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Percent Change 0.6% 82.8% 15.1%     

 

Where It Goes: 

 General Fund Changes  

  Young Audiences of Maryland included as State Aided Educational Institution ......................  $85 

  Maryland School for the Blind per pupil enrollment adjustment ...............................................  76 

 Special Fund Changes  

  Student Assistance Organization Business Entity Grants ..........................................................  5,000 

 Total $5,161 
 

 

Note:  Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 

 

 

Maryland School for the Blind 

 
The fiscal 2017 allowance provides MSB with a grant of approximately $21.5 million in general 

funds, an increase of $76,491 when compared to the working appropriation.  The formula for MSB is 

based on enrollment and growth in State per pupil foundation funding provided to local school systems.  

According to the Department of Budget and Management, enrollment in fiscal 2017 is estimated to be 

210 students, an increase of 6 over the previous year.  The MSB formula has an adjustment that reflects 

the four-year moving average of student enrollment, which softens the effect of enrollment increases 

and decreases.  For fiscal 2017, the per pupil foundation amount increased to $6,964 based on an 

inflationary increase of 0.15%. 

 

The $1.8 million restricted in the fiscal 2016 budget bill for MSB was not included in the 

formula calculation of the fiscal 2017 allowance, as it was not technically in the legislative 

appropriation used for the calculation.  It was instead added to the allowance after the inflationary 
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increase.  The $1.8 million in enhancement funding has been included in the fiscal 2017 allowance and 

will be included going forward.   

 

Nonpublic School Textbook Program 

 
Fiscal 2017 funding from the Cigarette Restitution Fund for the Nonpublic School Textbook 

and Technology Grants Program is level funded at $6 million.  This program supports the purchase of 

textbooks and computer hardware and software for eligible nonpublic schools.  In fiscal 2015, 

347 schools placed orders as part of the program.  Approximately $369,000 in unexpended funds were 

canceled at the close of fiscal 2015.  This was after approximately $330,000 was cancelled at the close 

of fiscal 2014, making this the second year that the program has come up short of spending all if its 

funding at a similar amount.  DLS recommends reducing the fiscal 2017 appropriation to be in line 

with fiscal 2015 actual expenditures.  
 

State Aided Institutions 

 
Fiscal 2017 funding for SAIs increases to $6.3 million due to the addition of Young Audiences 

of Maryland, which receives $85,000.  Though the fiscal 2017 allowance is the first inclusion for Young 

Audiences of Maryland to receive funding as an SAI, Young Audiences of Maryland did receive 

$50,000 in grant funding for fiscal 2016 under the Budget Reconciliation and Financing Act of 2015, 

transferred from the Special Fund for the Preservation of Cultural Arts in Maryland.  Exhibit 6 

highlights all the program and funding amounts for fiscal 2016 and 2017. 

 

 

Exhibit 6 

State Aided Institutions 
General Fund Allocation 

Fiscal 2016 and 2017 

 

 
2016 

 Working 

2017 

Allowance 

   
Alice Ferguson Foundation $79,378  $79,378  

Alliance of Southern P.G. Communities, Inc. 31,752  31,752  

American Visionary Art Museum 15,040  15,040  

Baltimore Symphony Orchestra/Arts Excel 63,503  63,503  

B&O Railroad Museum, Inc. 60,161  60,161  

Baltimore Museum of Industry 80,214  80,214  

Best Buddies International (MD Program) 158,756  158,756  

Calvert Marine Museum 50,000  50,000  

Chesapeake Bay Foundation 416,945  416,945  

Chesapeake Bay Maritime Museum 20,053  20,053  

Citizenship Law-Related Education Program 29,244  29,244  
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2016 

 Working 

2017 

Allowance 

   
College Bound Foundation 35,930  35,930  

Dyslexia Tutoring Program, Inc. 35,930  35,930  

Echo Hill Outdoor School 53,476  53,476  

Imagination Stage 238,136  238,136  

Junior Achievement of Central Maryland, Inc. 40,106  40,106  

Living Classrooms Foundation 304,145  304,145  

Maryland Academy of Sciences 873,169  873,169  

Maryland Historical Society 119,484  119,484  

Maryland Humanities Council 41,777  41,777  

Maryland Math, Engineering, and Science Achievement Program 76,035  76,035  

Maryland Leadership Workshops, Inc. 43,450  43,450  

Maryland Zoo in Baltimore 812,171  812,171  

National Aquarium in Baltimore 474,601  474,601  

National Great Blacks in Wax Museum 40,106  40,106  

National Museum of Ceramic Art and Glass 20,053  20,053  

Northbay 927,558  927,558  

Olney Theatre Center 139,539  139,539  

Outward Bound 127,006  127,006  

Port Discovery Children’s Museum 111,130  111,130  

Salisbury Zoological Park 17,546  17,546  

Sotterly Foundation 12,533  12,533  

South Baltimore Learning Center 40,106  40,106  

State Mentoring Resource Center 76,036  76,036  

Sultana Projects, Inc. 20,053  20,053  

SuperKids Camp 391,043  391,043  

The Jewish Museum of Maryland 12,533  12,533  

The Village Learning Place 43,450  43,450  

Walters Art Museum  15,875  15,875  

Ward Museum of Wildfowl Art 33,423  33,423  

Young Audiences of Maryland   85,000  

Total $6,181,446  $6,266,446  

 

 
Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2017 

 

 

Further discussion of the SAI funding is located in the SAI budget issue of this analysis.  
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Issues 

 

1. Funding for the Maryland School for the Blind 

 

MSB serves students from birth to age 21 who are blind or visually impaired, including some 

with multiple disabilities.  MSB educates students whose needs cannot be met in their respective 

24 local school systems through community-based outreach and comprehensive on-campus programs 

on a day or residential basis.  Each student has a mandated IEP tailored to his or her needs.  The MSB 

program includes general education subjects and, in addition, special instruction in the 

disability-specific areas of the expanded CORE curriculum that includes Braille, orientation and 

mobility, career education, and independent living skills.  Exit goals for students, depending on their 

abilities, are to earn either a high school diploma or a certificate of attendance at graduation or, prior to 

graduation, return to their local school systems with increased skill levels essential for successful 

reintegration and academic achievement. 

 

MSB receives the majority of its funding through a State formula grant that is based on 

enrollment and growth in State per pupil funding.  MSB also receives additional State funding through 

the Enhanced Services grant, which provides supplemental funding for blind students with additional 

disabilities who are at-risk for out-of-state placement.  It is worth noting that the money MSB receives 

from the State through Enhanced Services grants funding is located outside of the Funding for 

Educational Organizations budget.  Although there has been minimal fluctuations in the MSB total 

enrollment, the percent of the population receiving funding through the Enhanced Services grant has 

increased from 22% to 37% of the population between fiscal 2008 and 2015.  In fiscal 2015, the most 

recent year of audited actual financial data, funding from State sources accounted for 84% of MSB 

revenues.  The Enhanced Services grant funding accounted for 17% of total State funding to MSB, 

totaling over $4.2 million.   

 

Since fiscal 2008, there has been minimal growth in the per pupil foundation, which impacts 

the mandated funding for MSB through the main formula grant.  As a point of comparison, MSB 

received $17.9 million through the main formula grant in fiscal 2008.  In essence, MSB State support, 

exclusive of the Enhanced Services grant and the $2.8 million in ongoing enhancement funding 

(including $1.0 million added to MSB in fiscal 2014 and $1.8 million in fiscal 2016), has only increased 

by $0.8 million since fiscal 2008 through foundation funding.  (This does not include $0.8 million that 

MSB received in special funds in fiscal 2015.)  In fiscal 2016, MSB anticipated a budget shortfall of 

$2.0 million and received a $1.8 million enhancement grant in the fiscal 2016 budget.  MSB receives 

$21.5 million in the fiscal 2017 allowance, which includes continuation of the $1.8 million 

enhancement provided in the fiscal 2016 budget bill.  MSB indicates that the fiscal 2017 shortfall is 

estimated to be $1.4 million.  MSB should discuss why the shortfall is $1.4 million since the 

$1.8 million received in fiscal 2016 is ongoing and addressed most of the MSB shortfall estimated 

for fiscal 2016.  

 

Due to inclusion of the $1.8 million enhancement in the MSB main formula grant in fiscal 2017, 

as well as possible implementation of updates to the State’s preK-12 formula funding as informed by 

the ongoing adequacy study, it is expected that MSB formula funding will begin to see increases.  
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Increases in the MSB main formula grant are based on growth in the foundation formula used to fund 

public primary and secondary education.  The per pupil foundation amount was frozen or capped at 1% 

from fiscal 2009 to 2015 as part of cost containment due to the Great Recession, and since then inflation 

has been very low.  The State is conducting a study of the adequacy of preK-12 funding as a follow up 

to the study that led to the Bridge to Excellence in Public Education Act of 2002.  The final report is 

due by December 1, 2016.  The study will likely recommend additional resources for public education, 

which could also affect MSB funding.   

 

MSB has expressed concern that its State operating funding does not adequately address the 

considerable expense of providing the services necessary to meet the needs of its student population, 

particularly because so many students have multiple disabilities.  MSB is particularly concerned with 

the increased cost of providing residential services.  The average cost per student in the residential 

program has increased by more than $14,000 between fiscal 2008 and 2015.  This reflects a 10% 

increase over an eight-year period, when funding from the main formula grant only increased by 8%.   

 

MSB is expected to cover costs for both day and residential students with the base State grant 

it receives plus funds from local school systems and other sources.  In the past few years, MSB has 

reduced some costs internally by employing fewer staff, revising employee pension plans, and 

implementing other cost containment measures; however, the gap between revenues and expenditures 

has persisted.  Exhibit 7 provides detail on MSB use of its endowment to support operating expenses.   

 

 

Exhibit 7 

History of Maryland School for the Blind Income and Endowment Draws 
Fiscal 2005-2016 

 

Fiscal Year 

Endowment Draw 

for Operations 

Endowment Draw 

for Capital 

Total 

Endowment 

(As of Previous 

Year-end) 

Percentage Drawn 

from Endowment 

     
Actual 2005 $1,147,008    *   $20,900,515   5.49%  

Actual 2006 1,095,204    *   20,872,018   5.25%  

Actual 2007 1,732,594    *   21,868,682   7.92%  

Actual 2008 1,237,092    *   23,057,308   5.37%  

Actual 2009 1,308,591    *   22,600,805   5.79%  

Actual 2010 912,520    *   20,865,075   4.37%  

Actual 2011 427,467    *   21,976,048   1.95%  

Actual 2012 0   *  27,043,529   0.00%  

Actual 2013 116,327   $763,673   27,098,914   3.25%  

Actual 2014 243,770   1,883,990   29,646,049   7.18%  

Actual 2015 191,600   2,000,000   33,064,314   6.63%  

Budget 2016 0   1,247,404   32,470,011   3.84%  
 

* Endowment draws were not broken down in this time period. 
 

Source:  Maryland School for the Blind 
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From fiscal 2005 through 2009, the MSB endowment draw to support operating expenses 

totaled at least 5% of its endowment.  Since fiscal 2009, however, the need to draw from the endowment 

declined, which MSB attributes to the previously mentioned internal cost containment measures 

adopted by MSB.  In fiscal 2012, MSB did not require use of its endowment to subsidize operations at 

all.  Since fiscal 2013, however, as MSB has undertaken significant capital investments, the endowment 

draw has increased.  Although the use of the endowment for operating expenses has been 1% or less in 

the past four years, including no endowment funds being budgeted for operating expenses in 

fiscal 2016, if the MSB use of its endowment toward capital costs that are ineligible for State funding 

are accounted for, the total draw is above 5%.  It is worth noting since fiscal 2005, even though 

$14.3 million has been drawn from the endowment, the fund has grown by approximately $11.6 million 

in the same time period.   

 

In addition to the revenue received from the State, MSB receives tuition from local school 

systems.  A student’s home local education agency (LEA) pays the local share of the basic cost as 

tuition.  The basic cost means the average amount spent by the county from county, State, and federal 

sources for the public education of a nonhandicapped child.  Basic cost does not include amounts 

specifically allocated and spent for identifiable compensatory programs for disadvantaged children. 

 

MSDE and DLS discovered errors in the methodology used for calculating basic cost and the 

local share of basic cost during the 2014 session.  More detail on the specific issues with calculations 

is provided in the MSDE Aid to Education analysis; however, these errors do have an impact on the 

amount of revenue received from LEAs for students who receive education services from MSB.  The 

impact of the miscalculations to basic cost and the local share of basic cost have resulted in some of 

the per student costs being understated in some counties and overstated for others.  A significant portion 

of the MSB population comes from Baltimore City.  The errors in the local share of basic cost 

calculation have resulted in Baltimore City’s local share of basic cost totaling zero or being reflected 

as negative for a number of years.  The ultimate impact to MSB is that MSB has likely not been 

receiving its appropriate share of revenues from LEAs.    

 

Language in the fiscal 2016 budget bill required MSDE to report on the errors in calculating 

basic cost and local share of basic cost for nonpublic placements and propose solutions, while providing 

estimates of the fiscal impact of with correcting the errors, including the amount of additional revenue 

to be provided to MSB.  Details on the MSDE proposal, which MSDE has implemented in fiscal 2016, 

and accompanying recommendations from DLS can be found in the Aid to Education analysis.  Under 

the MSDE proposed changes, MSB would have received nearly $81,000 in additional contributions 

from LEAs per year between fiscal 2012 and 2015.  The per year contribution amounts for the MSDE 

proposal can be found in Exhibit 8.  
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Exhibit 8 

Comparison of Local Contributions to the Maryland School for the Blind Using 

Current and Proposed Methodologies 
Fiscal 2012-2015 

 
Year Current Methodology Proposed Methodology Change in Local Contribution 
    
2012 $720,777   $729,059   $8,283   

2013 676,175   690,731   14,556   

2014 591,269   669,944   78,675   

2015* 514,545   763,120   221,575   
 

 

* Rates were frozen in fiscal 2015 at the fiscal 2014 level to allow time for a review of the methodology.  This fiscal 2015 

figure compares the calculations under the current and proposed methodologies, not the actual rates used in fiscal 2015. The 

fiscal 2015 figures are estimates using placement counts as on June 2, 2015. 
 

Source:  Maryland State Department of Education 

 

  

 In fiscal 2016, MSB will receive additional revenue from local contributions due to the proposed 

methodology, increasing funding by $229,000 over the actual amount it received from local 

contributions in fiscal 2015.  New methodology for calculating basic costs and local share of basic cost 

could offset at least part of the identified fiscal 2017 budget shortfall, currently estimated at $1.4 million 

by MSB.  MSDE notified LEAs of preliminary new basic cost rates for fiscal 2016, but the impact on 

the MSB budget is not yet known.  It is difficult to determine at this time how much additional revenue 

will be provided to MSB and whether additional State support is warranted.  MSDE should comment 

on any updates it has made to the proposal to correct errors in basic cost and local share of basic 

cost.  MSB should comment on the impact of increased local contributions on its projected 

shortfall.  

 

MSB also receives funds for billing for medical assistance (Medicaid) after checking its 

students’ eligibility against their Eligibility Verification System database.  For school year 2016, 

115 MSB students were eligible for Medicaid.  After submitting Medicaid forms to the State, the State 

processes the forms with Medicaid.  MSB nets 50% of the Medicaid billings, and MSDE retains 50%.  

MSDE should comment on how much funding it receives from MSB medical assistance billing 

and how those funds are directed. 

 

 

2. Grants to State Aided Institutions 
 

The State of Maryland, through MSDE, provides annual grants to nonprofit organizations to 

provide enriching educational programs that cannot be replicated in the classroom.  Collectively, these 

programs are known as SAIs.  Over the past decade, the number of SAIs has increased by 38%, from 

29 grant recipients in fiscal 2005 to 40 in fiscal 2016, with a new SAI included in the fiscal 2017 
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allowance.  In many instances, the services provided by the grant recipients fall into duplicative 

categories.  The increase in SAI count since the beginning of the program is shown in Exhibit 9, while 

the total appropriations for SAIs over that same period is shown in Exhibit 10.  

 

 

Exhibit 9 

State Aided Institution Count 
Fiscal 1996-2017 

 

 
 

Note:  Fiscal 2017 reflects the fiscal 2017 allowance, which includes funding for Young Audiences of Maryland. 

 

Source:  Maryland State Department of Education 
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Exhibit 10 

State Aided Institution Appropriations 
Fiscal 1996-2017 

 

 
 

Note: Fiscal 2017 reflects the fiscal 2017 allowance, which includes funding for Young Audiences of Maryland. 

 

Source:  Maryland State Department of Education 
 

 

In reference to these issues, the budget committees included narrative in the fiscal 2016 Joint 

Chairmen’s Report (JCR) requesting MSDE to identify the percentage of each current recipient’s 

budget that is funded through the SAI grant award, evaluate the current process for selecting SAI grant 

recipients and allocating grant resources, and evaluate the potential for consolidating the number of 

grant recipients or rotating recipients from year to year.  

 

A review of the budget information through fiscal 2016 provided in the MSDE report shows 

that overall, 28 (70%) of the programs have SAI funding comprising 5% or less of the organization’s 

total operating budget.  Only nine (23%) of the organizations have double-digit percentages. 

 

 The MSDE report primarily advocated for the current methodology for selecting and providing 

funds to SAIs to remain intact in order to allow SAIs to best serve student populations. The following 

details the MSDE response to the JCR. 
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 Consolidating or Rotating Grant Recipients 

 

 As independently operating nonprofit organizations, the consolidation or sharing of funds 

between SAIs would be difficult to execute.  DLS does not recommend implementing such a policy as 

a cost-saving measure. 

 

When surveyed by MSDE, SAIs reported that the annual funding they receive from the State is 

necessary to maintain the educational offerings to local school districts, even with State funding making 

up a modest portion of total funding for many SAIs.  It was reported that without the annual funding, 

programs would no longer be able to offer free or reduced fees for schools.  This could particularly 

limit access to these programs for Title 1 schools.  MSDE reports that SAIs receiving funds on a 

rotational basis would have long-term effects on par with budget cuts and cost containment, leading to 

increased fees and staff reductions at SAIs. 

 

With the exception of three organizations, programs funded through the SAI program have 

continuously received State funding.  MSDE has continued to use accountability metrics (MFR report, 

midyear progress report, final report, and annual site visits) to monitor each organization’s timeliness 

and ability to meet requirements and responsibilities of receiving such funding.  If, after receiving 

technical assistance, those organizations are unable to meet the requirement, they should be 

recommended for discontinued funding.  MSDE should comment to the budget committees on the 

findings from the accountability metrics used to monitor SAIs in the last fiscal year.  

 

 The SAI Application Process 

 

As it currently stands, the SAI application process maintains the mechanism necessary to 

manage smart growth within the program.  All applications that meet the eligibility criteria and can 

adequately show alignment with the department’s educational priorities with viable learning 

experiences for students are forwarded to the Governor for consideration.  MSDE should, however, 

continue to consider the geographic proximity of programs offering duplicative experiences in its 

evaluations.  Services should continue to be offered to all Maryland students with focus on 

organizations serving multiple jurisdictions.   

 

 Program Transparency 

 

The SAI program has never been promoted by MSDE.  Organizations only become aware of 

this opportunity from other participating organizations or MSDE staff, and the only advertisement of 

the availability of these funds has traditionally been by word of mouth.  MSDE has recognized this 

program should be more widely known and intends to place information about the SAI program on the 

department’s website, displaying program information and application details.  MSDE should 

comment on why it has not promoted the SAI program in the past and the timeline for increasing 

program transparency. 

  



R00A03 – MSDE – Funding for Educational Organizations 

 

 

Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 
345 

Recommendations 

 

 Due to the growth in the number of SAI programs, it is prudent to put in place restrictions to 

make sure the program does not grow excessively, especially as the program begins to be promoted in 

a more transparent fashion.  DLS recommends that language be added to the budget expressing the 

intent that the number of SAI programs be limited to 41, and that MSDE develop a process to 

limit the number of years a program may receive funding as an SAI in order to cycle in new 

applicants that are diverse in location and offerings to receive funding.   
 

 

3. Maryland Education Grant Program 

 

 Background 
 

 The Governor’s fiscal 2017 allowance provides $5 million in special funds from the Cigarette 

Restitution Fund to create a grant program for 50% of the contribution made by a business entity or 

nonprofit organization to a student assistance organization (SAO) to provide financial assistance to 

students attending nonpublic schools, provided those schools meet the same eligibility requirements to 

participate in the Nonpublic Schools Textbook and Technology Grants Program administered by 

MSDE.  The Department of Commerce would administer the grant program.  Prior to receiving grants, 

business entities would be certified as eligible on a first-come, first-served basis.  Business entities 

receiving grants would be required to spend no less than 95% of the funds annually on financial 

assistance.  

 

 The Department of Commerce would designate qualified education expenses for which SAOs 

may provide financial assistance to students attending nonpublic schools.  Assistance would be 

provided to students attending at least four different eligible nonpublic schools.  Priority would be given 

to students who are eligible to receive free and reduced-priced meals, followed by other students based 

on financial need.  SAOs would be required to partake in a reporting process to guarantee compliance.  

 

 Experience in Other States 
 

According to the National Conference of State Legislatures, 16 states have established a tuition 

tax credit program as of January 2016.  These programs, also known as scholarship tax credit programs, 

allow individuals and corporations to allocate a portion of state taxes to private nonprofit school tuition 

organizations that issue scholarships to eligible students.  The scholarship allows a student to choose 

among a list of private schools, and sometimes public schools outside of the district, approved by the 

school tuition organization.  The scholarship is used to pay tuition, fees, and other related expenses. 

 

Of Maryland’s surrounding states, Virginia and Pennsylvania offer similar tax credit programs.  

The Pennsylvania Opportunity Scholarship Tax Credit Program provides tax credits to eligible 

businesses contributing to Opportunity Scholarship Organizations.  These organizations use these 

contributions to provide tuition assistance to eligible students residing within underperforming school 

districts to attend another public school outside of the district or an eligible nonpublic school.  Tax 
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credits are equal to 75% of the contribution up to a maximum of $750,000 per tax year; this amount 

can be increased to 90% if a business agrees to provide the same amount for two consecutive tax years.  

The program provided a maximum of $50 million in tax credits in fiscal 2014.  Scholarship 

organizations can provide tuition assistance to K-12 students or preK students. 

 

The Virginia Education Improvement Scholarships Tax Credits Program provides tax credits 

for persons or businesses who donate to approved scholarship foundations that provide scholarships to 

eligible students attending certain nonpublic schools.  The tax credit is equal to 65% of the donation.  

A total of $25 million in tax credits may be issued in each fiscal year. 

 

Legislation to establish a tax credit program for nonpublic schools in Maryland has been 

introduced in the past, most recently in the 2012, 2014, and 2015 sessions.  It has often been referred 

to as the Building Opportunities for All Students and Teachers (BOAST) in Maryland Tax Credit.   

 

 The $5 million in special funds the Governor’s fiscal 2017 allowance designates for the grant 

program represents a significant amount.  MSDE should comment on the process for establishing 

and implementing this grant program in Maryland. 
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Recommended Actions 

 

1. Add the following language to the general fund appropriation:  

 

, provided that the $200,000 of the general fund appropriation for grants to State Aided 

Institutions (SAI) may not be expended until the Maryland State Department of Education 

provides a report that details its methodology for accomplishing the following: 

 

(1) establishing a process to promote the availability of funds for potential entities to 

provide statewide services through grants through the SAI program; and 

 

(2) providing criteria under which SAIs will be limited to receiving funds for a set number 

of years, in order to allow new entities to participate in the program; 

 

The report shall be submitted no later than December 1, 2016, and the budget committees shall 

have 45 days to review and comment.  Funds restricted pending receipt of a report may not be 

transferred by budget amendment or otherwise to any other purpose and shall revert to the 

General Fund if the report is not submitted to the budget committees. 

 

Further provided that it is the intent of the General Assembly that the number of SAIs be limited 

to no more than 41 in any fiscal year. 

 

Further provided that it is the intent of the General Assembly that the State Board of Education 

make its recommendations for which organizations should receive funding as SAIs at a public 

meeting. 

 

Explanation:  Due to the growth in the number of SAI programs, it is prudent to put in place 

restrictions.  As it is the intent of the Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) to 

promote the SAI program in a more transparent fashion, a cap to allow funding for a maximum 

of 41 institutions per fiscal year would limit growth in the program  With that cap, a process 

limiting the number of years that an institution may receive funding would cycle out 

organizations that have received funding for new organizations that accomplish the MSDE goal 

of providing educational experiences that are diverse in locational and in educational offerings 

through the program. 

 

 Information Request 
 

Report on process to promote 

the SAI program and provide 

time limits for SAI funding 

Author 
 

MSDE 

Due Date 
 

December 1, 2016 
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Amount 

Reduction 

 

 

2. Reduce general funds for the State Aided Educational 

Institutions program to reduce funding for Young 

Audiences of Maryland to $50,000, matching the 

funding it received in the fiscal 2016 budget, as all 

other institutions are level funded in fiscal 2017. 

$ 35,000 GF  

3. Add the following language to the special fund appropriation:  

 

Further provided that a nonpublic school participating in the Aid to Non-Public Schools 

Program R00A03.04 shall certify compliance with Title 20, Subtitle 6 of the State Government 

Article.  A nonpublic school participating in the program may not discriminate in student 

admissions on the basis of race, color, national origin, or sexual orientation.  Nothing herein 

shall require any school or institution to adopt any rule, regulation, or policy that conflicts with 

its religious or moral teachings.  The sole legal remedy for violation of these provisions is 

ineligibility for participating in the Aid to Non-Public Schools Program. 

 

Explanation:  This action requires a nonpublic school participating in the Aid to Nonpublic 

Schools Program to certify compliance with Title 20, Subtitle 6 of the State Government Article 

that they may not discriminate in student admissions on the basis of race, color, national origin, 

or sexual orientation, less they become ineligible for participating in the Aid to Nonpublic 

Schools Program.  Similar language was included in the fiscal 2016 budget. 

 

  
Amount 

Reduction 

 

 

4. Reduce Cigarette Restitution Funding for the 

Maryland Nonpublic School Textbook Program in 

line with 2015 actual expenditures. 

369,000 SF  

 Total Reductions $ 404,000   

 Total General Fund Reductions $ 35,000   

 Total Special Fund Reductions $ 369,000   
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 Appendix 1 

 

 

Current and Prior Year Budgets 

 

Fiscal 2015

Legislative

   Appropriation $26,078 $6,040 $0 $0 $32,118

Deficiency

   Appropriation 0 0 0 0 0

Cost

   Containment 0 0 0 0 0

Budget

   Amendments 0 0 0 0 0

Reversions and

   Cancellations 0 -369 0 0 -369

Actual

   Expenditures $26,078 $5,671 $0 $0 $31,750

Fiscal 2016

Legislative

   Appropriation $26,333 $6,040 $0 $0 $32,373

Budget

   Amendments 1,800 0 0 0 1,800

Working

   Appropriation $28,133 $6,040 $0 $0 $34,173

Current and Prior Year Budgets

Fund FundFund

Reimb.

Fund Total

($ in Thousands)

MSDE – Funding for Educational Organizations

General Special Federal

 
 

 

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  Numbers may not sum to total 

due to rounding. 
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Fiscal 2015 

 
 The fiscal 2015 budget closed at $31.8 million in total funding for educational organizations. 

This reflects a decrease of $369,000 of cancelled special funds, due to the appropriation for the 

Nonpublic Textbook Program being higher than needed to fund all eligible schools that applied.  

 

 

Fiscal 2016 
 

 The fiscal 2016 general fund working appropriation is approximately $28.1 million, reflecting 

an increase of $1.8 million over the legislative appropriation to provide additional program support for 

MSB, in accord with Section 48 of the fiscal 2016 budget bill. 
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Object/Fund Difference Report 

MSDE – Funding for Educational Organizations 

 

  FY 16    

 FY 15 Working FY 17 FY 16 - FY 17 Percent 

Object/Fund Actual Appropriation Allowance Amount Change Change 

      

Objects      

08    Contractual Services $ 5,671,101 $ 0 $ 0 $ 0 0.0% 

12    Grants, Subsidies, and Contributions 26,078,406 34,173,328 39,334,819 5,161,491 15.1% 

Total Objects $ 31,749,507 $ 34,173,328 $ 39,334,819 $ 5,161,491 15.1% 

      

Funds      

01    General Fund $ 26,078,406 $ 28,133,328 $ 28,294,819 $ 161,491 0.6% 

03    Special Fund 5,671,101 6,040,000 11,040,000 5,000,000 82.8% 

Total Funds $ 31,749,507 $ 34,173,328 $ 39,334,819 $ 5,161,491 15.1% 

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 
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Fiscal Summary 

MSDE – Funding for Educational Organizations 

 

 FY 15 FY 16 FY 17   FY 16 - FY 17 

Program/Unit Actual Wrk Approp Allowance Change % Change 

      

01 Maryland School for the Blind $ 19,365,845 $ 21,420,767 $ 21,497,258 $ 76,491 0.4% 

02 Blind Industries and Services of Maryland 531,115 531,115 531,115 0 0% 

03 Other Institutions 6,181,446 6,181,446 6,266,446 85,000 1.4% 

04 Aid to Nonpublic Schools 5,671,101 6,040,000 6,040,000 0 0% 

05 Student Assistance Organization Business Entity                              

Grants 

0 0 5,000,000 5,000,000 0% 

Total Expenditures $ 31,749,507 $ 34,173,328 $ 39,334,819 $ 5,161,491 15.1% 

      

General Fund $ 26,078,406 $ 28,133,328 $ 28,294,819 $ 161,491 0.6% 

Special Fund 5,671,101 6,040,000 11,040,000 5,000,000 82.8% 

Total Appropriations $ 31,749,507 $ 34,173,328 $ 39,334,819 $ 5,161,491 15.1% 

      

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 
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Operating Budget Data 

 ($ in Thousands) 
 
        

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change  

  Actual Working Allowance Change Prior Year  

        
 General Fund $67,570 $66,495 $70,377 $3,881 5.8%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 0 -16 -16   

 Adjusted General Fund $67,570 $66,495 $70,361 $3,865 5.8%  

        

 Special Fund 495 495 1,320 825 166.7%  

 Adjusted Special Fund $495 $495 $1,320 $825 166.7%  

        

 Federal Fund 84,975 109,280 118,299 9,018 8.3%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 0 -33 -33   

 Adjusted Federal Fund $84,975 $109,280 $118,266 $8,985 8.2%  

        

 Adjusted Grand Total $153,040 $176,271 $189,946 $13,676 7.8%  

        

 

 The fiscal 2017 allowance for the Division for Early Childhood Development (DECD) has been 

decreased by $48,920 due to an across-the-board reduction for employee health insurance.  

 

 The fiscal 2017 allowance for Early Childhood Development programs within the Maryland 

State Department of Education (MSDE) increases by approximately $13.7 million, or 7.8%, 

over the fiscal 2016 working appropriation.  This increase is primarily due to increased federal 

funding for grant spending from the Child Care Development Block Grant (CCDBG) and the 

child care mandatory and matching funds of the Child Care Development Fund (CCDF), 

totaling $9.0 million, and $3.8 million in general funds for the Child Care Subsidy Program 

(CCS).  These increases are offset by a $2.2 million reduction in federal funds for Race to the 

Top – Early Learning Challenge (RTT – ELC) grant spending. 
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Personnel Data 

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17  

  Actual Working Allowance Change   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Regular Positions 

 
167.50 

 
168.50 

 
168.50 

 
0.00 

 
  

 Contractual FTEs 
 

39.00 
 

41.00 
 

42.00 
 

1.00 
 
  

 
 
Total Personnel 

 
206.50 

 
209.50 

 
210.50 

 
1.00 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Vacancy Data:  Regular Positions 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Turnover and Necessary Vacancies, Excluding New 

Positions 
 

12.15 
 

7.21% 
 

 
 
 

 
 Positions and Percentage Vacant as of 12/31/15 

 
 

 
1.00 

 
0.59% 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

 

 DECD receives an increase of 1.0 contractual full-time equivalent in the fiscal 2017 allowance 

to support the Office of the Assistant State Superintendent. 

 

 The unit had 1.0 vacant position at the end of calendar 2015, providing a vacancy rate of 0.59%.  

The fiscal 2017 budgeted turnover expectancy for the division is 7.21%, requiring 12.15 vacant 

positions.  However, vacancies have risen for DECD in calendar 2016, indicating that the 

December 31, 2015 count is an aberration.  
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Analysis in Brief 

 

Major Trends 
 

Slight Growth in Enrollment for Most Early Childhood Development Programs:  Between 

fiscal 2011 and 2015, participation in State prekindergarten has held relatively steady.  Enrollment 

increased by 574 students between fiscal 2014 and 2015.  Fiscal 2015 was the first year affected by 

Chapter 2 of 2014, the Prekindergarten Expansion Act, which expanded prekindergarten services to 

additional eligible four-year-old children from families whose income is at or below 300% of federal 

poverty guidelines.  The Department of Budget and Management has noted that school year 2015-2016 

is the first year of implementation of the federal Preschool Development Grant, which means 

approximately 3,000 additional children will be served with the associated federal funds and matching 

State funds in fiscal 2016.  While enrollment has also held steady for the Maryland Infants and Toddlers 

Program and Preschool Special Education, enrollment in Head Start has declined from 12,747 in 

fiscal 2014 to 10,550 in fiscal 2015.  DECD should comment on why this decline has occurred and 

the projections for Head Start enrollment for fiscal 2016 and beyond. 
 

Child Care Subsidy Program Participation Decreases:  The CCS provides vouchers to help with child 

care costs for eligible low-income working families through local departments of social services.  The 

total number of children served by the CCS decreased from 18,488 in fiscal 2014 to 18,015 in 

fiscal 2015.  This decrease occurred after the CCS number served increased for the first time in a 

number of years in fiscal 2014. 

 

Participation in Child Care Credentialing Drops; Maryland EXCELS Grows:  The percent of child 

care program staff statewide participating in the State credentialing program dropped from 23% in 

fiscal 2014 to 18% in fiscal 2015.  This occurred after consistent growth in participation for a number of 

years.  MSDE had previously expected the percentage of participating providers to rise to 37% in 

fiscal 2016 due to the launch of Maryland EXCELS (EXCELS stands for Excellence Counts in Early 

Learning and School-Age Care), a tiered quality rating and improvement system for licensed child care 

centers, family child care providers, and public prekindergarten programs.  Maryland EXCELS 

addresses the needs of both families and educators, and was implemented statewide in July 2013.  

Participation by program staff in the credentialing program is the basic criterion required for programs 

to advance through the Maryland EXCELS system.  Maryland EXCELS increased its program 

participation count from 2,867 in fiscal 2014 to 5,249 in fiscal 2015 and is estimating 

6,000 participating programs in fiscal 2016.  DECD should provide an explanation of why a drop 

has occurred in the credentialing participation rate, given that Maryland EXCELS continues to 

grow. 

 

 

Issues 
 

Adequacy Study on Prekindergarten:  Part of the statewide study on adequacy of education funding, 

which has been awarded by contract to Augenblick, Palaich, and Associates (APA), includes a 

comprehensive report on prekindergarten in the State.  As part of its review, APA made 
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recommendations regarding investing in early childhood data systems, increasing return on investment 

for the State’s prekindergarten programs, and offering universal prekindergarten.  MSDE should 

discuss the study’s recommendations and how they would affect the current structure of 

prekindergarten in Maryland. 

 

Re-authorization of the Child Care and Development Block Grant:  The Child Care and Development 

Block Grant Act of 2014 re-authorizes the block grant for the first time since 1996 and makes changes 

to the CCDF program.  Most significantly, the CCDBG establishes a 12-month eligibility 

redetermination period for CCDF families, regardless of changes in income or temporary changes in 

participation in work, training, or education activities.  MSDE estimates that the costs of implementing 

the new requirements in Maryland will require an additional $24.4 million in State funds for fiscal 2017 

and $43.3 million in fiscal 2018.  The fiscal 2017 allowance only increases general funds for the CCS 

by $3.8 million, $20.6 million short of the estimate.  DECD should comment on whether general 

funds in the allowance are sufficient to issue 12-month vouchers under the CCDBG 

re-authorization, and on how CSS will be impacted if funding is insufficient.  
 

Child Care Subsidy Eligibility Determination Transition:  The eligibility and case management 

services for CCS were transferred from the Department of Human Resources (DHR) to MSDE to allow 

the administration of the program to be fully consolidated.  This transfer was completed in 

August 2015.  However, per a Memorandum of Understanding between DHR and MSDE effective 

December 18, 2015, and continuing through December 31, 2016, eligibility determination for 

Temporary Cash Assistance (TCA) cases was transferred back to DHR.  MSDE should provide details 

on how it is working with DHR in processing cases, why its arrangement with DHR in 

determining eligibility for TCA cases was made, and whether this will be an ongoing long-term 

arrangement.  Complaints by CCS applicants and recipients have been made regarding not having 

questions responded to in a timely fashion, not receiving vouchers on time, and not having access to an 

online application.  In October 2015, MSDE provided details regarding the amount of pending work 

its contractor, Xerox, received during the transition (five months of pending casework as opposed to 

the anticipated 30 days).  MSDE noted that Xerox did not yet have access to the DHR data system that 

can be used to verify TCA application/eligibility or child support compliance.  MSDE should 

comment on whether this backlog has been addressed through the transfer of TCA cases back to 

DHR. 

 

Administration of Early Childhood Assessments:  The Ready for Kindergarten: Maryland’s Early 

Childhood Comprehensive System program attempts to align new assessments for early learners with 

the State’s new college and career-ready standards.  This includes the Kindergarten Readiness 

Assessment (KRA) for students entering kindergarten and the Early Learning Assessment (ELA) for 

students aged three to six, including students with disabilities.  Based on the 2014-2015 KRA results, 

47% of all Maryland children displayed the foundational skills indicating they were fully ready for 

kindergarten, in contrast to 83% from the 2013-2014 administration of the previously used Maryland 

Model for School Readiness.  The 2016-2017 school year will be the pilot year for the administration 

of the ELA to preschool children with disabilities, with revisions based on teacher feedback to be 

incorporated into the ELA before the full rollout projected for the 2017-2018 school year.  DECD 

should provide an update on the fall 2015 implementation of the KRA and preparations for 

administering the ELA.  
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Recommended Actions 

    

1. Concur with Governor’s allowance.   

 

 

Updates 

 

Race to the Top – Early Learning Challenge Grant:  In December 2011, MSDE received a federal 

RTT – ELC grant of $50 million over four years.  The program is designed to narrow the school 

readiness gap for children in poverty, English language learners, and those with disabilities.  This is 

achieved through the implementation of 10 individual projects.  DECD received a fifth year no-cost 

extension for 4 of the 10 projects.  These funds may be expended through December 31, 2016.  As 

such, $4.1 million in RTT – ELC funding was included in the fiscal 2017 allowance to fund the 

completion of projects through the first six months of the fiscal year. 
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Operating Budget Analysis 

 

Program Description 

 

 The State’s early childhood programs are administered by the Division of Early Childhood 

Development (DECD) within the Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE).  The division has 

a strategic plan that aligns early childhood programs with K-12 education to ensure that children, 

including those with special needs, enter school ready to learn.  The plan focuses on three areas: 

programs, regulations, and standards; career and professional development for caregivers; and public 

relations and outreach. 
 

 Hoyer Program 
 

 Chapter 680 of 2000 established the Judith P. Hoyer Early Child Care and Education 

Enhancement Program.  The program provides grants for local school systems to offer high-quality, 

full-day child care and education and family support services in or near Title 1 schools, which have 

high proportions of low-income students.  The sites are known as “Judy Centers.” 
 

 Hoyer Grants are also available to private providers of early child care and education to help 

them pursue accreditation and staff credentialing, which result in improved care for children.  Hoyer 

funds also support administration of Ready for Kindergarten:  Maryland’s Early Childhood 

Comprehensive System (R4K). 
 

 Child Care 
 

 Chapter 585 of 2005 transferred functions of the Child Care Administration in the Department 

of Human Resources (DHR) to MSDE and mandated the establishment of DECD.  In February 2006, 

the Purchase of Care Program, which provides financial assistance to low-income families for child 

care, was transferred from DHR to MSDE by executive order.  MSDE has been responsible for the 

budget operations and payment processing for the program, which MSDE has designated the Child 

Care Subsidy Program (CCS).  Through fiscal 2015, DHR was responsible for providing eligibility 

screening through local departments of social services.  Efforts are being made in fiscal 2016 to 

consolidate all functions of the CCS within MSDE, though eligibility determination for Temporary 

Cash Assistance (TCA) cases has been transferred back to DHR as of December 2015.  Contracts for 

the Maryland Child Care Resource and Referral Network and the Family Support Center Network were 

also transferred from DHR to MSDE. 
 

 DECD includes the Office of Child Care, which has three branches.  The Licensing Branch 

licenses and monitors child care centers and family day care homes in the State.  The Child Care 

Subsidy Branch regulates and administers the CSS.  The Credentialing Branch administers the 

Maryland Child Care Credential Program; handles tiered reimbursement under the CCS; and manages 

child care training approval, training vouchers and reimbursements, and accreditation support awards. 



R00A99 – MSDE – Early Childhood Development 
 

 

Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 
359 

 Early Learning 
 

 The Early Learning Branch is responsible for public prekindergarten and kindergarten policies, 

the Judith P.  Hoyer programs, R4K, early childhood curriculum guidance, and early childhood program 

accreditation.  The accreditation work includes coordination of the application process and technical 

assistance for early care and education programs considering pursuing accreditation. 
 

 DECD also has a Collaboration and Program Improvement Branch that issues and administers 

early care grants and contracts, including the Family Child Care Provider Grant, the Quality 

Improvement Grant, and the contract for the Maryland Child Care Resource and Referral Network.  

This branch also handles Head Start collaboration, an early childhood mental health project, and a 

project to promote leadership and management skills in early childhood programs. 

 

 

Performance Analysis:  Managing for Results 
 

 

1. Slight Growth in Enrollment for Most Early Childhood Development 

 Programs 
 

 Between fiscal 2011 and 2015, participation in State prekindergarten has held relatively steady, 

as detailed in Exhibit 1.  Enrollment increased by 574 students between fiscal 2014 and 2015.  

Fiscal 2015 was the first year affected by Chapter 2 of 2014, the Prekindergarten Expansion Act, which 

expanded prekindergarten services to additional eligible four-year-old children from families whose 

income is at or below 300% of federal poverty guidelines.  The Department of Budget and Management 

(DBM) has noted that school year 2015-2016 is the first year of implementation of the federal Preschool 

Development Grant, which means approximately 3,000 additional children will be served with the 

associated federal funds in fiscal 2016. 

 

 While enrollment has also held relatively steady for the Maryland Infants and Toddlers Program 

(17,105 in fiscal 2015) and Preschool Special Education (13,105 in fiscal 2015), enrollment in 

Head Start has declined from 12,747 in fiscal 2014 to 10,550 in fiscal 2015.  DECD should comment 

on why this decline has occurred and the projections for Head Start enrollment for fiscal 2016 

and beyond. 
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Exhibit 1 

Enrollment in Early Childhood Development Programs 
Fiscal 2011-2015 

 

 
 

 

Source:  Department of Budget and Management 

 

 

 

2. Child Care Subsidy Program Participation Decreases  
 

 The CCS provides vouchers to help with child care costs for eligible low-income working 

families through local departments of social services.  Vouchers are given to a regulated or informal 

care provider, and the provider submits them to MSDE for reimbursement.  Voucher recipients pay a 

copayment, unless they are eligible for TCA or Supplemental Security Income.  MSDE is the main 

administrator of the CCS following a transfer of the program from DHR, though eligibility 

determination and the issuance of vouchers for TCA-eligible applicants was returned to DHR per a 

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) that commenced December 18, 2015.  As shown in Exhibit 2, 

the total number of children served by the CCS decreased from 18,488 in fiscal 2014 to 18,015 in 

fiscal 2015.  This decrease occurred after the CCS number served increased for the first time in a 

number of years in fiscal 2014.  Discussion on the transfer and funding of the CCS is located in the 

Issues section of this analysis.  
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Exhibit 2 

Children Served by the Child Care Subsidy Program 
Fiscal 2011-2015 

 

 
 

 
Source:  Department of Budget and Management 

 

 

 

3. Participation in Child Care Credentialing Drops; Maryland EXCELS Grows 
 

 The percent of child care program staff statewide participating in the State credentialing 

program dropped from 23% in fiscal 2014 to 18% in fiscal 2015.  This occurred after consistent growth 

in participation for a number of years.  MSDE had previously expected the percentage of participating 

staff to rise to 37% in fiscal 2016 due to the launch of Maryland EXCELS (EXCELS stands for 

Excellence Counts in Early Learning and School-Age Care), a tiered quality rating and improvement 

system for licensed child care centers, family child care providers, and public prekindergarten 

programs.  Maryland EXCELS addresses the needs of both families and educators, and was 

implemented statewide in July 2013.  Participation by program staff in the credentialing program is the 

basic criterion required for programs to advance through the Maryland EXCELS system.  Maryland 

EXCELS increased its program participation count from 2,867 in fiscal 2014 to 5,249 in fiscal 2015, 

and is estimating 6,000 participating programs in fiscal 2016.  DECD should provide an explanation 

of why a drop has occurred in credentialing participation rate, given that Maryland EXCELS 

continues to grow. 
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Proposed Budget 
 

 Exhibit 3 provides detail on how the Governor’s fiscal 2017 allowance for Early Childhood 

Development grows by approximately $13.7 million, or 7.8%, over the working appropriation. 

 

 

Exhibit 3 

Proposed Budget 
MSDE – Early Childhood Development 

($ in Thousands) 

 

  

How Much It Grows: 

General 

Fund 

Special 

Fund 

Federal 

Fund 

 

Total  

Fiscal 2015 Actual $67,570 $495 $84,975 $153,040  

Fiscal 2016 Working Appropriation 66,495 495 109,280 176,271  

Fiscal 2017 Allowance 70,361 1,320 118,266 189,946  

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Amount Change $3,865 $825 $8,985 $13,676  

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Percent Change 5.8% 166.7% 8.2% 7.8%  

 

Where It Goes: 

 Personnel Expenses  

  Employee retirement system .................................................................................................  $250 

  Employee and retiree health insurance .................................................................................  208 

  Workers’ compensation premium assessment ......................................................................  13 

  Turnover adjustments ...........................................................................................................  -89 

  Salaries and other compensation ...........................................................................................  -173 

  Other fringe benefit adjustments ...........................................................................................  -19 

 Grant Distribution  

  Child care individual projects and non-mandated program grants .......................................  6,994 

  Child Care Subsidy grants ....................................................................................................  5,715 

  Judy Center grants ................................................................................................................  825 

  Grant for Enhanced Assessment Instruments .......................................................................  647 

  Preschool Development grants .............................................................................................  323 

  Head Start grants ...................................................................................................................  12 

  Race to the Top – Early Learning Challenge grants .............................................................  -2,209 

 Other Changes  

  DECD nonpersonnel administration and service delivery costs ...........................................  1,178 

 Total $13,676 
 

DECD:  Division of Early Childhood Development 
 

Note:  Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 
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Across-the-board Reductions 
 

The fiscal 2017 budget bill includes an across-the-board reduction for employee health 

insurance, based on a revised estimate of the amount of funding needed.  This agency’s share of these 

reductions is $15,945 in general funds and $32,975 in federal funds.  There is an additional 

across-the-board reduction to abolish positions statewide, but the amounts have not been allocated by 

agency. 

 

Major Changes 

 
The general fund appropriation for Early Childhood Development reflects a 5.8% increase over 

the fiscal 2016 working appropriation.  The special fund appropriation increases by $825,000 provided 

from the Baltimore Community Foundation (BCF) in support for the Judy Centers.  Changes in federal 

funding total $9 million and account for 65.7% of the increase in fiscal 2017. 

 

Personnel 

 
Personnel expenses for DECD increase by a net $190,000 in fiscal 2017.  The division 

experiences no change in regular positions but does receive an increase of 1.0 contractual full-time 

equivalent to support the Office of the Assistant State Superintendent. 

 

 The unit had 1.0 vacant position at the end of calendar 2015, providing a vacancy rate of 0.59%.  

The fiscal 2017 budgeted turnover expectancy for the division is 7.21%, requiring 12.15 vacant 

positions.  However, vacancies have risen for DECD in calendar 2016, indicating that the 

December 31, 2015 count is an aberration.  

 

Funding for employee increments is not included in the Early Childhood Development budget, 

but is instead budgeted centrally in DBM.  DECD will receive $227,770 ($82,649 in general funds, 

$145,121 in federal funds) by budget amendment at the start of the fiscal year.   

 

Grant Distributions 
 

Grant spending for Early Childhood Development increases by $12.3 million in the fiscal 2017 

allowance.  This is primarily due to $7.0 million in funding for child care individual projects and 

non-mandatory programs funded by the Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG).  This 

includes funding for family support centers, child care resource and referral centers, and professional 

development.  Federal funding also provides $2.0 million for the CCS grants through child care 

mandatory and matching funds of the Child Care Development Fund (CCDF).  The CCS also receives 

$3.8 million in general funds, which is discussed in the budget issue regarding CCS funding in this 

analysis.  Grant spending also increases by $825,000 for Judy Centers due to the BCF support, $323,000 

for Preschool Development Grants (budgeted under DECD), $647,000 for Enhanced Assessment 

Instruments, and $12,000 for Head Start.   
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Increases in grant distributions are offset by a $2.2 million decrease in federal fund grant 

spending from Race to the Top – Early Learning Challenge (RTT – ELC).  This spending is used for 

special projects on comprehensive assessment, Maryland EXCELS, and quality capacity building 

programs such as Making Access Happen, Community Hubs, and Breakthrough Centers.  An update 

on the impact of RTT – ELC and the State resources to sustain its projects is located at the end of this 

analysis.  
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Issues 

 

1. Adequacy Study on Prekindergarten 

 
 The Bridge to Excellence in Public Schools Act (Chapter 288 of 2002), which established new 

primary State education aid formulas based on adequacy cost studies and other education finance 

analyses, required the State to contract with a consultant to conduct a follow-up study of the adequacy 

of education funding in the State.  The concept of adequacy is based on determining the level of 

resources that is adequate for all public school students to have the opportunity to achieve academic 

proficiency standards.  After legislation delayed the beginning of the study, work on the adequacy study 

and other reports required by the legislation began in June 2014, when a contract was awarded to 

Augenblick, Palaich, and Associates (APA) and its team of researchers that includes Picus Odden and 

Associates and the Maryland Equity Project.  A comprehensive report on prekindergarten in the State 

is one of the required reports.  The final report on prekindergarten was submitted in January 2016. 

 

 In its review, APA determined that prekindergarten is important due to the child development 

that occurs from birth to age five being critical to developing academic skills such as reading and math, 

as well as social and emotional competence and overall health.  APA reported that prekindergarten can 

lead to a return on investment (ROI) for the State including the following:  

 

 reduced instances of child abuse and neglect; 

 

 reduced juvenile crime rates; 

 

 increased educational attainment and lifetime earnings for attendees; and 

 

 increased ability for parents/caregivers to work/attend school. 

 

APA did note that some studies have been released that bring into question the long-term impact 

of prekindergarten, with some finding that the impacts of prekindergarten fade as other students catch 

up with prekindergarten students by the third grade or earlier.  However, APA notes that a variety of 

variables impact these results, such as program quality, financial resources, program duration, 

populations served, and elementary school quality.  APA did note that given limited resources, the State 

may benefit from the most ROI by making prekindergarten available to more students for at least 

one year, as opposed to fewer students for a longer period of time. 

 

As part of its report, APA made the following recommendations: 

 

 continue to invest in early childhood data systems and use them to establish targets for the 

number of high-quality prekindergarten slots available in each district; 

 

 understand the differences in ROI between a one-year and a two-year investment in 

prekindergarten in order to target expenditures appropriately; 
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 increase the ROI of prekindergarten by providing increased investment to support child care 

centers and family homes reaching the highest levels of Maryland EXCELS; 

 

 increase the ROI of prekindergarten by encouraging providers to participate in Maryland 

EXCELS and by encouraging parents to enroll their children in quality prekindergarten 

programs; and 

 

 offer universal prekindergarten in Maryland, providing funding for 80% of the State’s 

four-year-olds to attend a high-quality prekindergarten program. 

 

MSDE should discuss the study’s recommendations and how they would affect the current 

structure of prekindergarten in Maryland. 

 

 

2. Re-authorization of the Child Care and Development Block Grant  
 

The Child Care and Development Block Grant Act of 2014 re-authorizes the block grant for the 

first time since 1996 and makes changes to the CCDF program.  When initially implemented in 1990, 

the CCDF’s priorities and goals were to support low-wage, working families with access to child care.  

The 2014 CCDBG re-authorization made changes that include the goals of the original block grant by 

defining health and safety requirements for child care providers, outlining family friendly eligibility 

policies, and providing parents and the general public with transparent information about the child care 

services available to them. 

 

MSDE is the lead agency for the administration of the CCDF for the State through the CCS, 

providing financial assistance with child care costs to eligible working families through the CCS, while 

DHR provides eliglibility determiniation for TCA families.  Families may also receive help locating a 

licensed child care provider.  The majority of requirements set by the CCDBG are already being met 

in Maryland.  However, there are a number of new or strengthened requirements under the CCDBG 

that will require modification of regulations, policy, and/or funding levels.   

 

Most significantly, the CCDBG establishes a 12-month eligibility redetermination period for 

CCDF families, regardless of changes in income or temporary changes in participation in work, 

training, or education activities.  Current Maryland policy is to issue child care vouchers for up to 

12 months based on the work activity of the parent.  This generally translates into issuing vouchers for 

30 days, 6 months, or 12 months.  Most long-term vouchers are issued to those clients who have part- or 

full-time employment but with low wages that meet eligibility guidelines.  This is done to adjust the 

length of the voucher with the assigned activity of the client and to allow subsidy support to end in case 

the client is not complying with the assigned activities.  Therefore, the new CCDBG requirement of 

issuing only 12-month vouchers for all clients will have a significant fiscal impact on the program. 

 

The Congressional Budget Office (CBO) estimated that the 12-month redetermination 

requirement for families’ eligibility for child care subsidies would require additional appropriations of 

around $175.0 million annually nationwide.  However, based on a methodology developed by Towson 
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University’s Regional Economic Studies Institute (RESI), MSDE estimates that the costs of 

implementing the new requirements in Maryland will exceed CBO’s estimate, requiring an additional 

$24.4 million in State funds for fiscal 2017 and $43.3 million in fiscal 2018.  The fiscal 2017 allowance 

only increases general funds for the CCS by $3.8 million, $20.6 million short of the RESI estimate.  

DECD should comment on whether general funds in the allowance are sufficient to issue 

12-month vouchers under the CCDBG re-authorization, and on how CCS will be impacted if 

funding is insufficient. 

 

 

3. Child Care Subsidy Eligibility Determination Transition 
 

On July 1, 2006, the administration of the CCS was transferred to MSDE from DHR.  However, 

DHR, through the local departments of social services (LDSS), continued to conduct certain child care 

subsidy tasks (mailing, invoice processing, and case management including eligibility determination) 

through a Memorandum of Agreement with MSDE.  In early 2010, MSDE assumed the role of mailing 

and invoice processing and contracted these services to a private vendor. 

 

During the 2014 session, the Department of Legislative Services learned that the eligibility and 

case management services for CCS (including TCA cases) was intended to transfer from DHR.  The 

transfer was to allow the administration of the program to be fully consolidated.  The contract for the 

centralized case management services, including eligibility determinations, case management, and 

payment processing was awarded in May 2015 to Xerox, with the transition from DHR completed in 

August 2015.  However, per an MOU between DHR and MSDE effective December 18, 2015, and 

continuing through December 31, 2016, eligibility determination for TCA cases was transferred back 

to DHR.  MSDE should provide details on how it is working with DHR in processing CCS cases, 

why its arrangement with DHR in determining eligibility for TCA cases was made, and whether 

this will be an ongoing long-term arrangement. 

 

Complaints by CCS applicants and recipients have been made regarding not having questions 

responded to in a timely fashion, not receiving vouchers on time, and not having access to an online 

application.  When asked about these complaints in October 2015, MSDE provided details regarding 

its call load being as much as 5,000 per day at the beginning of implementation with the majority of 

calls concerning cases that were pending and not completed by LDSS offices prior to transition.  It also 

provided details regarding the amount of pending work Xerox received during the transition 

(five months of pending casework as opposed to the anticipated 30 days).  MSDE noted that Xerox did 

not yet have access to the DHR data system that can be used to verify TCA application/eligibility or 

child support compliance.  MSDE should comment on whether this backlog has been addressed 

through the transfer of TCA cases back to DHR. 
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4. Administration of Early Childhood Assessments 
 

R4K attempts to align new assessments for early learners with the State’s new college and 

career-ready standards.  This includes the Kindergarten Readiness Assessment (KRA) for students 

entering kindergarten and the Early Learning Assessment (ELA) for students aged three to six, 

including students with disabilities.   

 

 Improving the KRA 
 

The KRA is the cornerstone of R4K and was developed through a partnership between 

Maryland and Ohio, with funding from RTT – ELC Grants.  Based on the 2014-2015 KRA version 

1.0 results, shown in Exhibit 4, 47% of all Maryland children displayed the foundational skills 

indicating they were fully ready for kindergarten, in contrast to 83% from the 2013-2014 administration 

of the previously used Maryland Model for School Readiness (MMSR).  MSDE reports that KRA 

measures are different from the ones used in the MMSR, representing a more rigorous measurement of 

school readiness.  Children with disabilities, those learning English language, and those from 

low-income families had lower school readiness than Maryland kindergartners as a whole.  The KRA 

results are not used to prohibit a child from entering kindergarten or for high-stakes decisions. 

 

 

Exhibit 4 

Maryland Kindergarten School Readiness 

Kindergarten Readiness Assessment Administration 
School Year 2014-2015 

 

 
 

 

Source:  Maryland State Department of Education 
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The KRA’s standards were set through a process called “bookmarking” to determine the cut 

scores for students from emerging to approaching readiness levels, and from approaching to 

demonstrating readiness.  Twenty-three kindergarten teachers and early learning specialists 

representing a range of educational backgrounds and subgroup populations served as panelists in this 

process. 

 

Feedback after the completion of KRA version 1.0 indicated that the time and effort to 

administer the assessment was very challenging, leading to the decision by State leadership teams, in 

conjunction with assessment, technology, and professional development partners, to reduce the length 

of the KRA by agreeing upon a reduced set of items that would alleviate the burden of assessment 

administration while retaining enough content to allow for valid and reliable results.  The length of the 

assessment was reduced by approximately 20%, from 63 to 50 items.  The resulting version, called 

KRA version 1.5, is the current, fall 2015, version for administration.  

 

 Feedback also provided the basis for significant enhancement and expanded functionality of the 

technology systems to support the administration of the KRA.  In addition to the improvements, MSDE 

implemented a User Acceptance Test (UAT), which allowed stakeholders to test the technology and 

software to make sure it could handle required tasks in real-world scenarios.  Feedback and issues from 

the UAT allowed for system bugs to be fixed prior to the launch of KRA version 1.5, while other system 

enhancements and assessment content changes will be considered for the next system implementation 

version (KRA version 2.0).   

 

 Survey respondents were asked to rate their experience with administering the KRA in 2014 

and 2015, the results of which are detailed in Exhibit 5.  Although responses on overall experience 

were better in the second year, with a majority rating their experience as “good” or better, a number of 

concerns were raised in open-ended comments about the value of the assessment, as it takes away from 

instructional time, the length of time required to administer the KRA, and the timing of the assessment.  

Respondents were concerned that kindergartners were being assessed numerous times within the testing 

window, and raised questions about whether an assessment of kindergarten readiness should take place 

before children enter kindergarten.  
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Exhibit 5 

Respondents’ Satisfaction with KRA Administration Experience 
2014 and 2015 Surveys 

 

 
 

KRA:  Kindergarten Readiness Assessment 

 

Source:  Maryland State Department of Education 

 

 

 Preparing for the ELA 
  

 The ELA is an optional assessment, except for children with disabilities for which it is 

mandatory, and is intended to allow teachers to differentiate instructional planning and serve as a 

measure for progress monitoring.  The ELA can also be utilized by child care, Head Start, or public 

prekindergarten and kindergarten teachers for the general education population.   

 

 Professional development for special education teachers to administer the ELA will be 

completed by May 2016.  The 2016-2017 school year will be the pilot year for the administration of 

the ELA to preschool children with disabilities, with revisions based on teacher feedback to be 

incorporated into the ELA before the full rollout projected for the 2017-2018 school year.  Training for 

general education teachers began in January 2016.  Phased rollout of district level training will be based 

on expressed interest in the use of the ELA. 
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 Time and staffing necessary to implement changes and enhancements for the implementation 

of KRA version 1.5 delayed the development and deployment of the ELA and delayed its rollout. 

 

 DECD should provide an update on the fall 2015 implementation of the KRA and 

preparations for administering the ELA. 
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Recommended Actions 

 

1. Concur with Governor’s allowance.   
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Updates 

 

1. Race to the Top – Early Learning Challenge Grant 

 
 In December 2011, MSDE received a federal RTT – ELC grant of $50 million over four years.  

The program is designed to narrow the school readiness gap for children in poverty, English language 

learners, and those with disabilities.  This is achieved through the implementation of 10 individual 

projects.  DECD received a fifth year no-cost extension for 4 of the 10 projects.  These funds may be 

expended through December 31, 2016.  As such, $4.1 million in RTT – ELC funding was included in 

the fiscal 2017 allowance to fund the completion of projects through the first six months of the 

fiscal year.  Exhibit 6 shows RTT – ELC funding by grant year and project type.  Exhibit 7 shows how 

much funding in general and special funds were required to sustain RTT – ELC projects over the 

duration of the grant program. 
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Exhibit 6 

Early Learning Race to the Top Funds by Projects 
($ in Thousands) 

 

 FTE Staff 

Grant Year 1 

Actual 

Grant Year 2 

Actual 

Grant Year 3 

Actual 

Grant Year 4 

Actual 

Grant Year 5 

Working* 

Total 

Funding 

        

Maryland EXCELS 21.0 $839 $2,978 $3,741 $7,497 $3,820 $18,875 

Quality Capacity Building 0.0 1,689 2,616 3,204 1,997 0 9,506 

Early Learning Data System 2.0 179 2,713 449 947 0 4,289 

Comprehensive Assessment System 1.0 780 1,051 1,846 1,847 109 5,633 

Family Engagement and Support 0.5 206 321 917 636 70 2,151 

Professional Development for Early 

Learning Standards 1.0 237 355 97 0 0 688 

Child Development Innovations 0.5 204 146 1,296 2,305 107 4,058 

Local Early Childhood Councils 0.0 1 81 1,129 40 0 1,251 

Early Learning and Development 

Standards 0.8 195 173 462 277 0 1,107 

Leadership in Early Learning 

Academies 0.3 86 79 360 485 0 1,010 

Total 27.0 $4,417 $10,513 $13,501 $16,032 $4,106 $48,568 

 
FTE:  full-time equivalent 

 

*Grant years do not equate to State fiscal years.  Grant Year 5 includes expenditures through December 31, 2016 (fiscal 2017). 

 

Source:  Maryland State Department of Education 
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Exhibit 7 

General and Special Fund Support for Race to the Top – Early Learning Challenge Projects 
 

    Grant Year   

Project Funding 1 2 3 4 Total 

       
Quality Capacity 

Building 

DECD 

Headquarters 

$5,873,466 $5,873,493 $5,392,439 $5,161,558 $22,300,956 

Head Start Aid 1,789,538 5,439,775 2,322,563 1,195,242 10,747,117 

TEFP Aid 9,290,294 8,978,553 9,296,891 9,430,035 36,995,773 

              
Early Learning and 

Development 

Standards 

TEFP Aid 0 0 68,036 31,299 99,335 

              
Professional 

Development for 

Early Learning 

Standards 

TEFP Aid 528,995 577,382 448,331 0 1,554,708 

              
Comprehensive 

Assessment System 

TEFP Aid 500,000 500,000 531,233 729,387 2,260,620 

              
Child Development 

Innovations 

DECD 

Headquarters 

1,713,077 1,706,328 1,637,077 1,632,571 6,689,053 

              
Total   $19,695,370 $23,075,530 $19,696,570 $18,180,092 $80,647,562 

 

DECD: Division of Early Childhood Development 

TEFP: Transitional Education Funding Program 

 

Note:  Grant years do not equate to State fiscal years.  Grant Year 4 includes estimated amounts of State funds used for fiscal 2016. 

 

Source:  Maryland State Department of Education 
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 Appendix 1 

 

 

Current and Prior Year Budgets 

 

Fiscal 2015

Legislative

   Appropriation $67,796 $165 $85,640 $0 $153,601

Deficiency

   Appropriation 0 0 0 0 0

Cost

   Containment -746 0 0 0 -746

Budget

   Amendments 564 330 341 0 1,235

Reversions and

   Cancellations -44 0 -1,007 0 -1,051

Actual

   Expenditures $67,570 $495 $84,975 $0 $153,040

Fiscal 2016

Legislative

   Appropriation $66,854 $495 $109,052 $0 $176,401

Budget

   Amendments -359 0 228 0 -130

Working

   Appropriation $66,495 $495 $109,280 $0 $176,271

Current and Prior Year Budgets

Fund FundFund

Reimb.

Fund Total

($ in Thousands)

MSDE – Early Childhood Development

General Special Federal

 
 

 

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  Numbers may not sum to total 

due to rounding. 
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Fiscal 2015 
 

 General fund expenditures totaled nearly $67.6 million in fiscal 2015, reflecting a decrease of 

$225,000 when compared to the legislative appropriation.  

 

 Cost containment measures approved by the Board of Public Works (BPW) reduced the 

legislative appropriation to Early Childhood Development by $746,000.  Of this reduction, 

$424,000 came from the first measure approved by BPW in July 2014, and $322,000 came from 

the second measure approved in January 2015.  

 

 Budget amendments resulted in increases of $564,000 in general funds.  The appropriation was 

increased by $322,000 due to a reallocation in the Headquarters and Aid Budgets for the 

January reduction approved by BPW, resulting in reductions in contractual services and 

employee turnover.  An increase in funding of $211,000 was due to transfers between divisions 

and programs in the Headquarters and Early Childhood Development budgets to cover costs of 

accrued leave payments, technical and special fees, contractual services, fuel and utilities, and 

educational equipment.  The remaining increases from budget amendments were due to funding 

for the cost-of-living adjustment (COLA), totaling $89,000.  These increases were offset by a 

decrease due to the State Employee Voluntary Separation Program, totaled at $58,000. 

 

 General fund reversions of $44,000 resulted from an incorrect fund split on a purchase order 

for the space rental for the Office of Child Care’s 13 regional offices. 

 

Special fund expenditures totaled $495,000.  This reflects a $330,000 increase when compared 

to the legislative appropriation, attributed to a budget amendment that recognized a grant from BCF to 

support Judy Centers. 

 

Federal fund expenditures totaled nearly $85.0 million in fiscal 2015, an increase of $666,000 

when compared to the original appropriation.  Budget amendments resulted in increases of $341,000, 

with $270,000 being due to transfers between divisions and programs in the Headquarters and Early 

Childhood Development, and $71,000 due to funding for the COLA.  This was offset by federal fund 

cancellations of $1.0 million due to the needed appropriation for the CCS being lower than the budgeted 

amount. 

 

 

Fiscal 2016 
 

 The fiscal 2016 general fund working appropriation is approximately $66.5 million, reflecting 

a net decrease of $359,000 below the legislative appropriation.  This is the result of a $544,000 decrease 

due to realignment for the 2% cost containment reduction in Section 19 of the fiscal 2016 budget bill.  

This was offset by an $186,000 increase for the 2% State salary adjustment, which restored the funding 

reduced in Section 20 of the budget bill. 
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 The fiscal 2016 federal fund working appropriation is approximately $109.3 million, reflecting 

an increase of $228,000 over the legislative appropriation.  This includes an increase to the 2% salary 

adjustment and an increase of $83,000 due to transfer of funds to the Early Childhood Development 

budget as part of an agencywide reorganization.   
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Object/Fund Difference Report 

MSDE – Early Childhood Development 

 

  FY 16    

 FY 15 Working FY 17 FY 16 - FY 17 Percent 

Object/Fund Actual Appropriation Allowance Amount Change Change 

      

Positions      

01    Regular 167.50 168.50 168.50 0.00 0% 

02    Contractual 39.00 41.00 42.00 1.00 2.4% 

Total Positions 206.50 209.50 210.50 1.00 0.5% 

      

Objects      

01    Salaries and Wages $ 14,376,136 $ 14,467,679 $ 14,707,479 $ 239,800 1.7% 

02    Technical and Spec.  Fees 1,843,586 3,243,220 3,198,966 -44,254 -1.4% 

03    Communication 564,730 691,307 671,133 -20,174 -2.9% 

04    Travel 205,267 296,910 300,377 3,467 1.2% 

06    Fuel and Utilities 14,455 24,257 24,371 114 0.5% 

07    Motor Vehicles 44,947 56,608 58,766 2,158 3.8% 

08    Contractual Services 10,032,177 12,401,764 13,459,884 1,058,120 8.5% 

09    Supplies and Materials 98,364 69,261 65,211 -4,050 -5.8% 

11    Equipment – Additional 427,278 331,479 477,844 146,365 44.2% 

12    Grants, Subsidies, and Contributions 124,595,006 143,603,265 155,910,130 12,306,865 8.6% 

13    Fixed Charges 837,935 1,085,027 1,121,238 36,211 3.3% 

Total Objects $ 153,039,881 $ 176,270,777 $ 189,995,399 $ 13,724,622 7.8% 

      

Funds      

01    General Fund $ 67,570,290 $ 66,495,296 $ 70,376,685 $ 3,881,389 5.8% 

03    Special Fund 495,000 495,000 1,320,000 825,000 166.7% 

05    Federal Fund 84,974,591 109,280,481 118,298,714 9,018,233 8.3% 

Total Funds $ 153,039,881 $ 176,270,777 $ 189,995,399 $ 13,724,622 7.8% 

      

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 
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Fiscal Summary 

MSDE – Early Childhood Development 

      

 FY 15 FY 16 FY 17   FY 16 - FY 17 

Program/Unit Actual Wrk Approp Allowance Change % Change 

      

10 Division of Early Childhood Development $ 53,922,328 $ 53,115,638 $ 60,300,437 $ 7,184,799 13.5% 

06 Prekindergarten Expansion 4,300,000 18,550,000 18,550,000 0 0% 

57 Transitional Education Funding Program 11,070,000 11,070,000 11,895,000 825,000 7.5% 

58 Head Start 1,799,999 1,800,000 1,800,000 0 0% 

59 Child Care Subsidy Program 81,947,554 91,735,139 97,449,962 5,714,823 6.2% 

Total Expenditures $ 153,039,881 $ 176,270,777 $ 189,995,399 $ 13,724,622 7.8% 

      

General Fund $ 67,570,290 $ 66,495,296 $ 70,376,685 $ 3,881,389 5.8% 

Special Fund 495,000 495,000 1,320,000 825,000 166.7% 

Federal Fund 84,974,591 109,280,481 118,298,714 9,018,233 8.3% 

Total Appropriations $ 153,039,881 $ 176,270,777 $ 189,995,399 $ 13,724,622 7.8% 

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 
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State Funding Changes for Higher Education 
($ in Thousands) 

 

 
2016 

Working1 

2016 

Adjusted2 

2017 

Allowance 

2017 

Adjusted3 

2016 Adj.- 

2017 Adj. 

Change 

% 

Change 

       
Public Four-year Institutions       

University System of Maryland (USM) $1,252,220 $1,268,685 $1,309,595 $1,344,207 $75,522 6.0% 

Morgan State University 86,135 86,135 90,696 92,552 6,417 7.4% 

St. Mary’s College of Maryland 23,504 25,107 24,027 25,160 52 0.2% 

Subtotal – Public Four-year  $1,361,858 $1,379,927 $1,424,317 $1,461,918 $81,991 5.9% 

       
Other Higher Education       

Maryland Higher Education Commission      

Administration $5,839 $6,150 $6,381 $6,454 304 4.9% 

Financial Aid 103,130 104,794 105,208 105,208 415 0.4% 

Educational Grants 6,360 6,360 7,493 6,360 0 0.0% 

Non-USM RHEC 2,150 2,150 2,150 2,150 0 0.0% 

Independent Institutions 42,822 42,822 50,812 50,812 7,990 18.7% 

Aid to Community Colleges 296,129 297,469 314,335 314,335 16,866 5.7% 

Baltimore City Community College 40,776 40,776 40,814 40,814 39 0.1% 

Subtotal – Other Higher Education $497,206 $500,521 $527,195 $526,134 $25,613 5.1% 

       
Total Higher Education $1,859,064 $1,880,448 $1,951,512 $1,988,052 $107,604 5.7% 

 

 

RHEC:  regional higher education center 

 
1 The 2016 Working is the fiscal 2016 appropriation with all budget amendments. 
2 The 2016 Adjusted is the 2016 Working with fiscal 2016 deficiencies excluding deficiencies to settle prior year unfunded 

liabilities. 
3 The 2017 Adjusted is the 2017 Allowance with salary increments budgeted in the Department of Budget and Management 

and back of the budget bill reductions, and reflects the transfer of a grant from the Maryland Higher Education Commission to 

St. Mary’s College of Maryland. 

 

Note:  State funds include general funds, Higher Education Investment Funds, special funds supporting educational grants, and 

financial aid programs, reimbursable funds supporting financial aid programs, and the Maryland Fire and Rescue Institute.  

Deficiencies for prior year unfunded liabilities are not included. 

 

Source:  Department of Budget and Management; Department of Legislative Services 
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Recommended Actions 
 

    

1. Adopt narrative requesting a report on financial aid and loan data by the Expected Family 

Contribution. 

2. Adopt narrative requesting a report on faculty workload. 

3. Adopt narrative requesting a report on education data availability and access. 

4. Adopt narrative requesting a report on One Step Away grants. 

 

 

2016 and 2017 Actions 
 

State support for higher education grows $107.6 million in fiscal 2017, or 5.7%, after 

accounting for deficiencies in fiscal 2016 and budget adjustments to health insurance and salary 

increments in fiscal 2017. 

 

Fiscal 2016 Deficiencies 
 

There are several notable deficiency appropriations to resolve prior year unfunded liabilities 

and to meet fiscal 2016 obligations.  Most significantly, due to misestimated retiree health insurance 

costs in fiscal 2016, the University System of Maryland (USM) requires $16.5 million to meet its 

personnel costs.  This will be discussed further in the USM Overview analysis.   

 

The Maryland Higher Education Commission (MHEC) receives $0.3 million due to an ongoing 

lawsuit and $1.7 million to backfill need-based financial aid that was reduced in the 2.0% 

across-the-board cuts in fiscal 2016.  MHEC also receives $0.3 million for prior year unfunded 

liabilities in a loan assistance repayment program.  State aid to community colleges receives 

$4.4 million to pay prior outstanding liabilities in the State and Health Manpower Grant program and 

in the Optional Retirement Program.  This resolves outstanding liabilities in both programs over the 

past six years.  An additional $1.3 million supplements the same retirement program in fiscal 2016.  

Finally, St. Mary’s College of Maryland (SCMC) receives $1.6 million in general funds to begin a 

two-year information technology (IT) project in fiscal 2016. 

 

Fiscal 2017 Allowance 
 

There is one back of the budget bill reduction in fiscal 2017 for health insurance costs, as well 

as an increase for employee salary increments effective July 1, 2016.  The increment funding is 

budgeted within the Department of Budget and Management (DBM) and will be fully explained in the 

analysis of DBM – Personnel.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not provide for any cost-of-living 

adjustment. 
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For the first time since the 2007 legislative session, there is no Budget Reconciliation and 

Financing Act that modifies the funding formulas in statute or proposes fund balance transfers.  The 

higher education funding formulas for independent institutions, local community colleges, and 

Baltimore City Community College (BCCC) are fully funded, although the BCCC amount is 

determined by a hold harmless clause.  USM receives the biggest dollar increase of $75.5 million, or 

6.0%.  That increase will support current services costs and various personnel costs, such as salaries 

and fringe benefits.  There is also $6.8 million in new enhancement funding for student completion 

initiatives entirely budgeted within the USM Office, although the majority of the funding will likely be 

distributed to the institutions.  DBM proportionally allocated the enhancement funds across the USM 

institutions in order to calculate the three funding formulas mentioned above; the exact allocation will 

be determined later by the USM Chancellor.  Morgan State University (MSU) receives an increase of 

$6.4 million, or 7.4%.  Of that amount, $1.4 million is new enhancement funding for need-based student 

financial aid.  In addition to its formula funding, SMCM receives $1.1 million to fund the second year 

of an IT project begun in fiscal 2016.  Although the fiscal 2017 grant is budgeted within MHEC and is 

not part of the SMCM formula funding, for comparison purposes, it is shown in the SMCM fiscal 2017 

adjusted allowance.   

 

While the fiscal 2016 appropriation ended the practice of appropriating funds to offset planned 

tuition increases, the fiscal 2017 budget includes $5.3 million for USM and $0.2 million for MSU to 

keep in-state, undergraduate tuition growth at 2.0%.  Although not receiving funding above the formula 

amount, SMCM also currently plans on a 2.0% increase.  Previously, tuition buydown funding had kept 

most four-year institutions’ tuition growth near 0.0% from fiscal 2007 through 2010 and near 3.0% 

from fiscal 2011 through 2014.  The buydown program ended in fiscal 2015 due to cost containment, 

and some institutions increased tuition midyear to balance their fiscal 2015 budgets, which also 

benefitted fiscal 2016 budgets. 

 

Most other areas of the higher education budget increase.  Funding for the State’s locally 

operated community colleges grows $16.9 million. Of that amount, $11.6 million is due to the full 

funding of the Senator John A. Cade formula and related miscellaneous grants, and $5.3 million is due 

to retirement costs.  Support for the community college pension system is higher than anticipated due 

to a stepped up contribution rate, which will be discussed in the State Retirement Agency budget 

analysis.  General funds for BCCC increase less than $40,000, or 0.1%, due to an ongoing enrollment 

decline at the institution; State formula support is kept level due to the hold harmless clause.  The small 

increase is due to English for Speakers of Other Languages grant funding.   

 

MHEC student financial aid programs received a deficiency in fiscal 2016 to backfill the 

Educational Excellence Award program that had been reduced to meet cost containment for MHEC.  

These programs then had cancellation rates lower than expected, which created an unfunded liability 

for MHEC.  Overall, financial aid grows only 0.4 million, or 0.4%.  One transfer of $0.2 million from 

the Need-based Student Financial Assistance fund is planned for the new 2+2 Transfer Scholarship.  

MHEC administration grows $0.3 million, mostly due to general personnel costs, which were reduced 

in fiscal 2016 cost containment.  Finally, MHEC Regional Higher Education Center funding remains 

at the reduced amount of $2.2 million due to cost containment in fiscal 2015 and again in fiscal 2017.  

Educational grants are level funded after the $1.1 million IT grant for SMCM has been transferred to 

that institution.  Finally, Sellinger aid for independent institutions grows $8.0 million, or nearly 19.0%, 

due to the scheduled formula increase and increasing State support to the public four-year institutions. 
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Funding for the State’s four-year public higher education institutions from fiscal 2013 to the 

fiscal 2017 allowance is shown in Exhibit 1.  Total funding over fiscal 2016 increases $80.2 million, 

or 6.0%, whereas one year ago, the allowance grew only $16.6 million, or 1.3%.  However, fiscal 2017 

growth is still below fiscal 2015 growth prior to cost containment actions.  Prior to allocation of the 

fiscal 2017 enhancement funds, Salisbury University (SU), Towson University (TU), the University of 

Baltimore, and MSU receive the largest increases – all higher than 7.0%.  While no institution loses 

State support, SMCM growth of $50,000, or 0.2%, is very low; however, this is misleading due to the 

inclusion of $1.6 million in fiscal 2016 and $1.0 million in fiscal 2017 for an IT project.  These funds 

are entirely outside of the funding formula and will not be included in calculating fiscal 2018 formula 

funding for SMCM.  Adjusting for this project, formula finding, which is based on inflation, grows 

$0.5 million or 2.2%. 

 



 

 

H
ig

h
er E

d
u

ca
tio

n
 –

 F
isca

l 2
0

1
7

 B
u

d
g

et O
ve

rview
 

 

A
n

a
lysis o

f th
e F

Y
 2

0
1
7
 M

a
ryla

n
d
 E

x
ecu

tive B
u

d
g
et, 2

0
1
6

 

3
8
6
 

  

Exhibit 1  

State Support for Public Universities 
Fiscal 2013-2017 

($ in Thousands) 

 

Institution 

Actual 

2013 

Actual 

2014 

Actual 

2015 

Adjusted 

Working 

2016 

Adjusted 

Allowance 

2017 

Annual %  

Change  

2013-16 

$ 

Change  

2016-17 

% 

Change 

2016-17 

         
Univ. of Maryland, Baltimore $186,372 $196,668 $208,459 $217,173 $227,355 5.2% $10,182 4.7% 

Univ. of Maryland, College Park 371,390 401,234 428,019 445,941 469,443 6.3% 23,502 5.3% 

Bowie State University 36,151 38,527 40,573 41,631 43,931 4.8% 2,300 5.5% 

Towson University 91,765 96,567 102,987 110,207 118,599 6.3% 8,392 7.6% 

Univ. of Maryland Eastern Shore 31,000 33,380 35,073 37,525 39,035 6.6% 1,511 4.0% 

Frostburg State University 33,610 35,472 37,381 39,286 41,511 5.3% 2,224 5.7% 

Coppin State University 38,157 40,736 42,320 44,447 46,672 5.2% 2,225 5.0% 

University of Baltimore 30,607 32,059 33,434 35,017 37,518 4.6% 2,500 7.1% 

Salisbury University 40,332 41,823 44,897 48,024 51,857 6.0% 3,833 8.0% 

Univ. of Maryland Univ. College 34,145 35,704 38,694 39,391 41,914 4.9% 2,523 6.4% 

Univ. of Maryland Baltimore County 96,765 101,694 108,123 112,280 118,853 5.1% 6,573 5.9% 

Univ. of Maryland Center for Environ. Science 19,661 20,690 21,564 22,472 23,114 4.6% 642 2.9% 

University System of Maryland Office 19,355 21,299 22,059 23,747 31,089 7.1% 7,342 30.9% 

Morgan State University 73,998 79,154 84,198 86,135 92,552 5.2% 6,417 7.4% 

St. Mary’s College of Maryland 18,383 19,843 20,722 25,107 25,160 11.0% 52 0.2% 

Total $1,121,692 $1,194,848 $1,268,501 $1,328,383 $1,408,602 5.8% $80,219 6.0% 

 

 

Note:  The exhibit includes deficiencies in fiscal 2016.  The fiscal 2017 adjusted appropriation includes health insurance reductions and personnel increments.  University 

System of Maryland enhancement funds are budgeted in the system office.  Fiscal 2016 and 2017 figures for St. Mary’s College of Maryland include new funding for an 

information technology project in the fiscal 2017 allowance.  Figures exclude funding for cooperative agricultural and extension programs and the Maryland Fire and 

Rescue Institute. 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2014-2017 
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Higher Education Investment Fund Underattains 
 

 The Higher Education Investment Fund (HEIF) receives 6% of corporate income tax revenues, 

recently estimated at $64.4 million in fiscal 2016.  Exhibit 2 shows an accounting of the HEIF, which 

was created in the special session of 2007.  Overall, it has provided a fairly reliable source of funding 

for higher education institutions.  Starting with an initial appropriation of $16.0 million in fiscal 2009 

(not shown), a fund balance began to accumulate in the HEIF from the beginning.  As the economy 

began to improve, corporate tax revenues started to exceed projections.  In fiscal 2013, there was a 

significant write-up of revenues, and the opening balance for fiscal 2014 was originally projected to be 

over $17.0 million.  However, revenue underattainment reduced the fund balance to about 

$12.0 million.  In addition, fiscal 2014 revenues underattained by about $10.0 million.  Revenues have 

been more predictable in the past few years. 

 

 

Exhibit 2 

Higher Education Investment Fund 

Revenues, Expenditures, and Balances 
Fiscal 2013-2017 

($ in Millions) 

 
 2013 

Actual 

2014 

Actual 

2015 

Actual 

2016 

Working 

2017 

Allowance 

      
Opening Balance $4.9 $12.0 $0.3 $0.3 $1.0 

Revenue 57.1 58.7 60.7 64.4 66.2 

Actual/Appropriation 50.0 70.4 60.7 63.7 66.3 

Closing Balance $12.0 $0.3 $0.3 $1.0 $0.9 

      
Tuition Stabilization Account 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 

 

 

 

Source:  Department of Budget and Management; Department of Legislative Services 

 

 

The Tuition Stabilization Fund within the HEIF, created by Chapters 192 and 193 of 2010, is 

intended to increase the predictability of tuition increases at State institutions by accumulating a reserve 

of funds to offset significant tuition increases, such as in 2003, 2006, and at some institutions in 2015.  

Per statute, $100,000 had been transferred into the fund in years of increasing corporate tax revenues.  

However, no transfers occurred in fiscal 2014, 2015, or 2016, and none is anticipated in fiscal 2017.  

The bill also set a goal that tuition increases not exceed the three-year rolling average increase in median 

family income.  Despite tuition buydown initiatives, tuition increases have exceeded the income figure 

from the enactment of the legislation through fiscal 2016.  The most recent three-year average actual 

median family income increase from the federal Census Bureau shows an increase of 2.3%, compared 

to the average tuition increase of 5.0% imposed in fall 2015 (which does not reflect midyear increases) 

and 2.0% proposed in the allowance for fall 2016. 
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Exhibit 3 shows the current forecast for the HEIF attainment from estimates made in 

December 2014 and December 2015.  Historically, the corporate income tax, the basis for the HEIF, 

has been more volatile than the personal income tax.  While the December 2014 forecast was down 

slightly in most out-years from the preceding forecast, the December 2015 forecast is slightly higher in 

four of the five years, and the projected growth is 3% to 4% a year.  The latest Board of Revenue 

Estimates (BRE) projections from December 2015 show a surplus of $0.7 million that will go into the 

fiscal 2017 opening balance.  This means it is very unlikely that any midyear reduction in the HEIF 

will occur in fiscal 2016.  Fiscal 2017 revenue is slightly lower than the estimate from one year ago and 

that lower figure is reflected in the allowance.  BRE will next provide an update on State revenues, 

including the HEIF, in March 2016.   

 

 

Exhibit 3 

Higher Education Investment Fund Forecast 
Fiscal 2014-2021 

($ in Millions) 

 

 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

         
December 2012 $65.4 $67.4 $69.4 $71.5 $73.7    

December 2013 55.5 60.7 63.7 67.9 69.8 $72.8   

December 2014  59.5 63.7 66.6 68.9 71.2 $74.0  

December 2015  64.4 66.2 69.0 72.0 74.5 $77.2 

Difference – 2015 to 2014  $0.7 -$0.4 $0.1 $0.8 $0.5  
 

 

Source:  Board of Revenue Estimates; Department of Legislative Services 

 

 

 

Despite Low Growth between Fiscal 2015 and 2016, Maryland Continues to Fare 

Well in National Comparisons 
 

Maryland’s support for public higher education while growing only 0.7% between fiscal 2015 

and 2016, over a longer period compares well nationally, as shown in Exhibit 4.  Grapevine, a higher 

education information resource based at Illinois State University and jointly maintained by the State 

Higher Education Executive officers, recently updated its nationwide statistics on state support for 

higher education.  Using Grapevine’s figures, Maryland’s spending between fiscal 2015 and 2016 

increased 0.7% compared to an increase of 4.1%, nationally.  Also shown are Maryland’s competitor 

states, eight of which increased spending at a greater rate than Maryland in fiscal 2016.  Information 

was unavailable for Pennsylvania and Illinois in this year’s data as those states have still not finalized 

a fiscal 2016 state budget. 
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Exhibit 4 

Higher Education Spending 

Maryland vs. Competitor States 
 

 
Fiscal 

2015-2016 

State Support 

Without ARRA 

Fiscal 2011-2016 

State Support 

With ARRA 

Fiscal 2011-2016 

    
Maryland 0.7% 14.1% 14.1% 

    
California 7.1% 22.2% 19.8% 

Massachusetts 2.1% 31.2% 23.0% 

Minnesota 6.0% 10.7% 10.7% 

New Jersey -0.1% 0.9% 0.9% 

New York 1.2% 13.0% 6.9% 

North Carolina 4.8% 4.9% 1.6% 

Ohio 4.8% 12.1% -2.0% 

Virginia 2.9% 9.4% -2.2% 

Washington 12.0% 11.2% 11.2% 

    

Nationwide 4.1% 11.6% 7.4% 

    
 

ARRA:  American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 

 

Note:  Excludes Illinois and Pennsylvania. 

 

Source:  Grapevine; www.grapevine.ilstu.edu 

 

 

The five-year change in spending can be measured with or without federal American Recovery 

and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) funding, which included funding for states to hold K-12 and 

higher education spending harmless.  Maryland did not use ARRA funding for higher education, but 

many other states did.  Two competitor states are still providing less state support than five years ago.  

Over the past five years, Maryland, as well as seven competitor states, show positive growth when 

including ARRA funding.  The very large rebounds in California and Massachusetts are due to those 

states growing from the very bottom of the recession, whereas Maryland’s higher education sector was 

not as severely impacted, so the growth appears more moderate.  This, however, is a reflection of the 

stability of education funding in Maryland versus other states, even if fiscal 2016 was a low growth 

year for Maryland. 

 

The State’s tuition rates also compare favorably to other states.  Nationally, Maryland’s average 

tuition and fee rate at public four-year institutions in fall 2015 was the twenty-fifth most expensive in 

the country, a decline from twenty-seventh in fall 2014 and 2013, but a large shift from seventh most 
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expensive in fall 2004, according to annual reporting from the College Board.  Maryland also ranks 

well in community college tuition rates, posting the nineteenth most expensive tuition in the country 

(excluding Alaska) in fall 2015 compared to tenth in fall 2005.    

 

 

Education and General Revenues 
 

 Exhibit 5 shows total Education and General (E&G) revenues at public senior higher education 

institutions from fiscal 2007 through the 2017 allowance.  E&G funding is comprised of tuition and fee 

revenues, State funds, and other education-related revenues.  Auxiliary income from sources such as 

dining halls and intercollegiate athletics is excluded; as well as hospital spending, which only impacts 

the University of Maryland, Baltimore (UMB).  Also excluded are agricultural and cooperative 

extension programs at the State’s two land grant institutions; the University of Maryland, College Park 

(UMCP) and the University of Maryland Eastern Shore (UMES); and funding for the Maryland Fire 

and Rescue Institute at UMCP. 
 

 

Exhibit 5 

Education and General Revenues at Four-year Institutions1 

Fiscal 2007-2017 

($ in Millions) 

 
 
1 Education and General revenues represent tuition and fees, State support (general funds and Higher Education Investment 

Funds), grants and contracts (federal, State, and local), and sales and services of educational activities less auxiliary 

enterprise revenue.  Figures exclude funding for cooperative and agricultural extension programs and the Maryland Fire 

and Rescue Institute.  For the University of Maryland, Baltimore, hospital expenditures are excluded. 
 

Note:  Percents represent year-over-year change in Education and General Revenues. 
 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2009-2017; Department of Budget and Management 
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Despite ups and downs in the Maryland economy, E&G revenues in higher education have 

consistently grown over the past decade, from a high of 9.0% in fiscal 2007 to a low of 0.7% in 2010.  

Revenues increase 3.4% in the fiscal 2017 allowance, although the allowance has often understated 

institutional revenues in the past.  For example, the fiscal 2015 allowance budgeted an increase of 3.5%, 

but the actual appropriation shows that it grew 5.4%, driven mainly by higher-than-budgeted sales of 

educational services.  Fiscal 2016 E&G revenues have grown from 2.0% in the allowance to 2.8% in 

the working appropriation.  Full-time equivalent student (FTES) enrollment is projected to grow only 

0.3% in the fiscal 2017 allowance similar to 0.4% growth in the 2016 allowance.  This big slowdown 

in enrollment growth is discussed further in the first issue of this analysis. 
 

 Direct State support (general funds plus HEIF) was mostly flat between fiscal 2009 and 2013, 

with small increases since fiscal 2013.  The fiscal 2017 allowance represents the fourth year of 

increasing State support, despite two rounds of cost containment in fiscal 2015 and 2016.  Tuition and 

fee revenues have grown consistently due to a combination of, until recently, increasing enrollment and 

increasing tuition and fee rates.  Even during the in-state, undergraduate tuition freeze from fiscal 2007 

through 2010, undergraduate fees and tuition and fee rates for out-of-state, graduate, and SMCM 

students continued to grow, which helped drive up the revenue shown in Exhibit 5.  Tuition and fee 

revenue first surpassed State support in fiscal 2004 and has outpaced State support ever since, although 

the difference has narrowed since fiscal 2013.  Trends in E&G revenues by college may be seen in 

Appendices 1 through 3. 

 

 

Tuition Rates at Public Four-year Colleges 
 

 The change in in-state and out-of-state tuition rates between fall 2006 and fall 2016 are shown 

in Exhibit 6.  The 2016 rates are not final until approved by the respective governing board of USM, 

MSU, and SMCM.  The tuition rates reflect the 1% tuition buydown to 2% for in-state undergraduates 

at all USM institutions and MSU funded in the fiscal 2017 allowance.  While in-state undergraduate 

tuition growth was frozen from fiscal 2007 through 2010, it averaged 3% from fiscal 2011 through 

2014.  All schools have remained well below the 10% tuition increases experienced at some Maryland 

institutions in the early 2000s recession.  

 

 Chapters 192 and 193, the legislation that set a goal that in-state tuition not increase more than 

the growth in median family income as a measure of affordability, allows for periodic adjustments to 

align tuition rates with market demand and peer institutions.  From fiscal 2011 through 2015, SU 

purposefully increased tuition at a higher rate to more closely align with tuition rates charged by its 

peer institutions, hence its over 40% increase from fiscal 2006 to 2016.  MSU, on the other hand, held 

its tuition growth to about 20% over the past 10 years.  Following significant tuition increases from 

fiscal 2002 to 2012, SMCM received $1.5 million in State funds to reduce its tuition rate by 8.6% in 

fall 2014 and freeze tuition at the lower rate in fall 2015.  The additional $1.5 million grant was rolled 

into the SMCM funding formula in fiscal 2016. 
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Exhibit 6 

Tuition Rates at Public Four-year Institutions 
Fall 2006-2016 

 

 
Fall 

2006 

Fall 

2013 

Fall 

2014 

Fall 

2015 

Fall 

2016 

% 

Change 

2015-16 

Total  

Change 

2006-16 
   

 

 

 

  

In-state Full-time Undergraduate Students 

Univ. of MD, College Park $6,566 $7,390 $7,764 $8,152 $8,315 2.0% 26.6% 

Bowie State University 4,286 4,824 4,969 5,217 5,321 2.0% 24.1% 

Towson University 5,180 5,830 6,124 6,430 6,560 2.0% 26.6% 

Univ. of MD Eastern Shore 4,112 4,628 4,767 5,005 5,105 2.0% 24.1% 

Frostburg State University 5,000 5,630 5,916 6,214 6,340 2.0% 26.8% 

Coppin State University 3,527 3,970 4,089 4,294 4,380 2.0% 24.2% 

University of Baltimore 5,325 5,992 6,172 6,480 6,610 2.0% 24.1% 

Salisbury University 4,814 5,912 6,392 6,712 6,846 2.0% 42.2% 

Univ. of MD Univ. College2 5,520 6,192 6,384 6,696 6,816 1.8% 23.5% 

Univ. of MD Baltimore 

County 6,484 7,298 7,518 8,044 8,204 2.0% 26.5% 

Morgan State University 4,280 4,816 4,960 5,060 5,161 2.0% 20.6% 

Average (simple) 2 5,009 5,680 5,914 6,209 6,333 2.0% 26.4% 

St. Mary’s College of 

Maryland 9,498 12,245 11,195 11,195 11,419 2.0% 20.2% 
        

Out-of-state Full-time Undergraduate Students     

Univ. of MD, College Park $20,005 $26,576 $27,905 $29,300 $30,179 3.0% 50.9% 

Bowie State University 13,805 15,391 15,545 15,700 15,857 1.0% 14.9% 

Towson University 14,538 17,508 17,682 18,036 18,228 1.1% 25.4% 

Univ. of MD Eastern Shore 10,679 13,134 13,791 14,067 14,489 3.0% 35.7% 

Frostburg State University1 14,050 16,278 17,434 18,314 18,864 3.0% 34.3% 

Coppin State University 10,550 8,904 9,350 9,818 10,110 3.0% -4.2% 

University of Baltimore 17,411 16,550 17,046 17,898 18,434 3.0% 5.9% 

Salisbury University 12,708 14,258 14,738 15,058 15,258 1.3% 20.1% 

Univ. of MD Univ. College2 10,656 11,976 11,976 11,976 11,976 0.0% 12.4% 

Univ. of MD Baltimore 

County 15,216 18,872 19,816 20,808 21,432 3.0% 40.9% 

Morgan State University 12,040 14,230 14,444 14,734 15,029 2.0% 24.8% 

Average (simple) 13,787 15,789 16,339 16,883 17,260 2.2% 25.2% 

St. Mary’s College of 

Maryland 19,340 26,045 26,045 26,045 26,045 0.0% 34.7% 
 

 
1 Frostburg State University has a separate, lower out-of-state rate for non-Maryland students from within 120 miles of 

campus. 
2 Based on 24 credit hours. 
 

Source:  Morgan State University; St. Mary’s College of Maryland; University System of Maryland 
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Changes in tuition rates over the entire period since fall 2006 averaged 2.6% annually for most 

institutions, as fall 2006 was the first year of the tuition freezes in fiscal 2007 through 2010.  Until 

fiscal 2015, SU and SMCM had been the only colleges to have increased at a different rate.  SMCM, 

which was not a part of the original tuition freeze, grew at a rate of 4.8% from fall 2006 to 2012 before 

tuition was frozen in fall 2013, reduced in fall 2014, and frozen at the reduced rate in fall 2015.  

 

 Exhibit 6 shows only tuition, but students and families must also pay mandatory fees to support 

activities or services, as well as room and board charges if they live on campus.  Exhibit 7 also shows 

each college’s full cost for full-time, on-campus students.  SMCM is the highest at $26,563 and Coppin 

State University (CSU) is the lowest at $15,806.  Both schools have been in those positions for at least 

the past 20 years.  Comparable rates from fall 2008 show that costs have grown the most, by 46.6%, at 

SU, which is to be expected from its tuition rate acceleration.  However, SU is only the fifth most 

expensive of the 10 colleges shown in the exhibit.  Different meal and room plans greatly alter the total 

charges, which could change the rankings.  This exhibit assumes, when possible, a shared double suite 

and the standard meal plan. With the exceptions of SMCM, University of Maryland Baltimore County 

(UMBC), and Frostburg State University (FSU), room and board are a greater cost to students than 

tuition and fees. 

 

 

Exhibit 7 

Tuition, Fees, and Room and Board Rates at Public Four-year Institutions 

In-state Full-time Undergraduate Students 
Fall 2008 and 2016 

 

 Fall 2008  Fall 2016   
         

 
Total 

Charge 

 

Tuition 

Mandatory 

Fees 

Room 

and 

Board 

Total 

Charge 

$ 

Change 

2008-16 

% 

Change 

2008-16 
         

St. Mary’s College of Maryland $21,844  $11,419 $2,754 $12,390 $26,563 $4,719 21.6% 

UM Baltimore County 17,500  8,204 3,065 10,032 21,301 3,801 21.7% 

UM College Park 17,113  8,315 1,910 10,971 21,196 4,083 23.9% 

Towson University 15,620  6,560 2,848 11,306 20,714 5,094 32.6% 

Salisbury University 14,120  6,846 2,518 11,340 20,704 6,584 46.6% 

Morgan State University 12,922  5,105 2,699 9,364 17,168 4,246 32.9% 

UM Eastern Shore 12,415  5,321 2,559 9,244 17,124 4,709 37.9% 

Bowie State University 14,248  4,960 2,487 9,373 16,820 2,572 18.0% 

Frostburg State University 13,246  6,340 2,362 8,094 16,796 3,550 26.8% 

Coppin State University 12,279  4,380 2,068 9,358 15,806 3,527 28.7% 
 

 

UM:  University of Maryland  

 

Source:  St. Mary’s College of Maryland; University System of Maryland Schedule of Tuition and Mandatory Fees; 

Governor’s Budget Books 
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Exhibit 8 shows tuition and fee rates for Maryland community colleges in fall 2015.  Unlike 

four-year institutions, community colleges generally set rates much closer to the fall semester and also 

charge three tuition levels:  one for students in the county or service area; another rate for all other 

Maryland residents; and a final rate for out-of-state students.  BCCC is unique in that, as a State 

institution, it charges one rate for all Maryland residents. 

 

Overall, for the more price-sensitive population that community colleges serve, there is 

considerable variation in tuition charges.  For example, BCCC is only two-thirds the price of the most 

expensive service-area school, which is Montgomery College, and only one-third the price for 

out-of-service area residents at Montgomery College.  This may be an issue if a student wants to pursue 

a particular program at a community college elsewhere in the State than where the student is a resident.  

Additionally, the institutional average of tuition of the public four-year sector, from Exhibit 6, is shown 

next to the two-year institutions’ rates, which reveals that all but three community colleges now charge 

more to out-of-service area students than what those students would likely end up paying at a public 

four-year campus.  This raises issues for promoting community college enrollment and completion of 

Associate of Arts (AA) degrees, especially for students who live near county lines or are willing to 

commute because it may, in fact, be less expensive to attend a traditional four-year institution.   

 

 

Productivity Measures 
 

Retention rates, shown in Exhibit 9, foreshadow graduation rates.  That is, colleges with high 

retention rates tend to also have high graduation rates.  UMCP and SMCM have the highest second-year 

retention rates, both over 90.0%, while CSU has the lowest at 62.0%.  The five institutions with rates 

of 80.0% or higher are also the institutions that graduate the most students in six years.  While this 

exhibit shows only the outcomes of the 2008 cohort of first-time, full-time (FT/FT) students in order to 

show the same cohort’s six-year graduation rates, MHEC has reported rates for more recent students as 

well.  The 2013 cohort has a second year retention rate of 85.1%, the highest rate that MHEC has ever 

recorded and a very positive indicator for college completion in the near future for Maryland 

institutions. 
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Exhibit 8 

Tuition and Fee Rates at Maryland Community Colleges 
Fall 2015 

 
 

Note:  These are full-time rates based on 30 credit hours, but many community college students enroll only part-time.  Baltimore City Community College charges 

one rate for all Maryland residents.  Out-of-state rates are not shown. 

 
Source:  Maryland Association of Community Colleges 
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Exhibit 9 

Second-year Retention and Four- and Six-year Graduation Rates 

First-time, Full-time Students 
2008 Cohort 

 

 
 

BSU:  Bowie State University    SU:  Salisbury University 

CSU:  Coppin State University    TU:  Towson University  

FSU:  Frostburg State University    UMBC:  University of Maryland Baltimore County 

MSU:  Morgan State University    UMCP:  University of Maryland, College Park 

SMCM:  St. Mary’s College of Maryland    UMES:  University of Maryland Eastern Shore 
 

Source:  Maryland Higher Education Commission Retention and Graduation Rates at Maryland Public Four-year 

Institutions, December 2015  
 

  

Maryland’s graduation and retention rates are high compared to other states, and the State’s 

six-year graduation rate increased from 55.4% for the 1993 cohort to 63.7% for the 2008 cohort, the 

most recent actual data available.  The 2008 cohort has extremes:  the CSU 18.0% six-year graduation 

rate is among the lowest posted by any Maryland four-year institution since at least the 1990 cohort, 

while over the same time period, the SMCM 86.8% six-year graduation rate for the 2008 cohort is the 

highest ever recorded.  The prior year’s cohort improved 2.2%, the largest single year improvement 

since at least 1990, while the 2008 cohort declined 0.1%.  Since Maryland’s six-year graduation rate 

first broke 60.0% with the 1997 cohort, it has been no lower than 61.1%, but the 2008 cohort at 63.7% 
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still remains 1.0% below the all-time high of 64.7% for the 2003 cohort.  Since then, only five schools 

have since increased their six-year graduation rates, while rates for the other five schools have declined. 

 

 There is wide variability between colleges in terms of on-time, or four-year, graduation rates 

for full-time students, which is often significantly lower than the six-year graduation rate, with the 

exception of SMCM.  The overall State four-year graduation rate for the 2008 cohort was 38.4%, but 

this rate hit a record high of 40.6% with the 2009 cohort, due to recent improvements of 2.0% or more 

at the State’s two largest campuses, UMCP and TU.  This suggests the six-year rate for the 2009 cohort, 

when available next year, should exceed the 2008 cohort’s rate of 63.7%.  Meanwhile, the CSU 

four-year rate remains low, at 4.6% in the 2008 cohort, and has risen above 6.0% only once since the 

1999 cohort.  Graduation rates and other indicators of student outcomes are shown in Appendices 5 

through 7. 

 

Students enrolling at community colleges often have different personal goals than those at 

traditional four-year institutions.  Community college students tend to have higher developmental 

education needs, and completing a degree program may not be the top priority for the student.  With 

these differences, it is difficult to directly compare the outcomes between the two segments.   

 

For community college students, successful persister rates are used to measure student 

performance.  A successful persister is a student who attempts at least 18 credits in his or her first 

two years and who after four years is still enrolled, has graduated, or has transferred.  Exhibit 10 shows 

three subgroups of persisters for the fall 2010 cohort – those who are college-ready, the developmental 

education completers (students who test into developmental education and complete it within 

four years), and the developmental noncompleters.  The success rate across colleges is interesting 

because at many institutions, there are similar outcomes for college-ready and developmental 

completers.  Prince George’s Community College stands out because developmental completers are 

13% more likely to succeed than college-ready students.  In prior cohorts, many colleges showed 

greater success with developmental completers.  It is not clear why this trend subsided in the 

2010 cohort.  On the other hand, some community colleges have notable success with developmental 

noncompleters, particularly the colleges in Western Maryland (Allegany and Garrett), which had such 

students persisting at 10% or more above the State average.  This suggests some campuses have 

developed best practices for dealing with certain populations of students and may have best practices 

to share with other institutions. 
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Exhibit 10 

Persister Rate by Type of Student 
Fall 2010 Cohort 

 

 
 

Source:  Maryland Association of Community Colleges 

 

 

 

Productivity on a Per Student Basis 
 

 Another way to analyze college success is to examine what is produced for the State’s investment.  

Exhibit 11 compares the six-year graduation rate of the same 2008 cohort (graduating in fiscal 2014) with 

each college’s E&G revenue per FTES in fiscal 2014.  The colleges in the upper left quadrant of the exhibit 

are those that achieve higher than average graduation rates while receiving less than average revenue per 

FTES and are considered more efficient.  For the 2008 cohort, SU and TU are again the State’s most efficient 

institutions by this measure.  SU, in particular, has a graduation rate of 72.9% while receiving the least 

revenue per FTES statewide, $13,786.  SU and TU have consistently been the State’s most efficient for 

many years.  At the other end, CSU receives nearly 50.0% more funding than SU per student, but CSU 

students graduate at less than a quarter of the rate of SU.  In the upper right quadrant, SMCM and UMCP, 
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which have the highest graduation and retention rates, also have the highest E&G revenue per FTES, but 

for very different reasons.  SMCM is a very small liberal arts college, whereas UMCP is a large research 

institution. 
 

 

Exhibit 11 

E&G Revenues Per FTES and Six-year Graduation Rates 
Fiscal 2014 

 

 

 
 

BSU:  Bowie State University    SMCM:  St. Mary’s College of Maryland 

CSU:  Coppin State University    SU:  Salisbury University 

E&G:  Education and General    TU:  Towson University 

FSU:  Frostburg State University    UMBC:  University of Maryland Baltimore County 

FTES:  full-time equivalent student    UMCP:  University of Maryland, College Park 

MD AVG:  Maryland Average    UMES:  University of Maryland Eastern Shore  

MSU:  Morgan State University  
 

Note:  The University of Maryland, Baltimore; the University of Maryland University College (UMUC); and the University 

of Baltimore are not included.  UMUC had an E&G per FTES funding level of $13,843 in fiscal 2014 but is not displayed 

because the Maryland Higher Education Commission does not report a six-year graduation rate for the institution.  UMUC 

recently began to track success rates of students comparable to those reported for the other institutions in this exhibit, 

beginning with the fall 2006 cohort, but the data is not yet available.   
 

Source:  Maryland Higher Education Commission; Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2017 
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Exhibit 12 shows each college’s E&G revenues per FTES graphed against degrees awarded per 

100 FTES in fiscal 2015, the most recent actual available.  By this measure, SU and TU are again the 

most efficient, although FSU is not far behind.  MSU was the least efficient, awarding 18.4 degrees per 

100 FTES with E&G revenues of $21,088 per FTES.  Similarly, CSU awarded only 19.7 degrees with 

revenues of $22,372 per FTES.  At the other end of the spectrum is UMCP.  Although it awards the 

most degrees per 100 FTES in the State, 32.7, it does so while spending nearly 70% more than the State 

average.  Again, this is mainly due to its resource-intensive mission to serve as a high productivity 

research institution and flagship campus for the State.  Given that all institutions are expecting moderate 

increases in funding, as shown in Exhibit 1, and that the budgeted enrollment grows only 0.3%, the 

cost-per-degree measures will likely significantly worsen in the near future. 

 

 

Exhibit 12 

E&G Revenues Per FTES and Degrees Awarded Per 100 FTES 
Fiscal 2015 

 
 
 

BSU:  Bowie State University    SMCM:  St. Mary’s College of Maryland 

CSU:  Coppin State University    SU:  Salisbury University 

E&G:  Education and General    TU:  Towson University 

FSU:  Frostburg State University    UMBC:  University of Maryland Baltimore County 

FTES:  full-time equivalent student    UMCP:  University of Maryland, College Park 

MSU:  Morgan State University    UMES:  University of Maryland Eastern Shore 
 

Note:  The University of Maryland, Baltimore; University of Maryland University College; and the University of Baltimore 

are not included. 
 

Source:  Department of Budget and Management; Department of Legislative Services 
 

 

Despite no significant improvement in productivity on a per student basis at some 

institutions and given budget assumptions that the productivity inputs will not lead to improving 

outcomes in the short term, the Chancellor, the President of Morgan State University, and the 

President of St. Mary’s College of Maryland should comment on how institutions can be held 

accountable for the amount of public funding they spend for student completions.
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Issues 

 

1. Higher Education Enrollment Doldrums Continue 
 

 Opening fall 2015, headcount enrollment in two- and four-year public and private institutions 

of higher education was 358,348, a decrease of 1,635 students, or 0.5%, from the prior year.  

Undergraduate students declined by about 3,000, while graduate students grew by about 1,350.  This is 

the third overall decline in four years, with total enrollment now 15,000 students, or 4.0%, below the 

all-time peak of 373,359 students in fall 2011.  This is an important change in enrollment trends 

because, apart from enrollment leveling in the early 1990s and again in 2005, headcount enrollment 

had only appreciably decreased twice from fall 1990 through fall 2011.  How Maryland’s institutions 

respond to this declining pool of interested students represents an important challenge. 

 

This overall enrollment decline masks important changes at the segment level.  For example, 

12 of 16 community colleges saw moderate declines, driving the two-year segment down by just over 

3,500 students, or 2.6%.  This was offset by slight growth at public senior institutions of about 

1,450 students, or 0.8%.  However, if the mostly online University of Maryland University College 

(UMUC) is excluded, public four-year enrollment grew by only 152 students, or 0.1%, less than the 

2016 allowance assumed. 

 

Growth at private institutions was about 450 students, also 0.8%.  Within this segment, 

Sellinger-eligible private institutions actually declined by about 250 students, or 0.5%, while all other 

private institutions grew by almost 700 students, or 20.1%.  Part of the decline among Sellinger 

institutions is due to the closure of Sojourner-Douglass College in summer 2015.  The enrollments of 

the other private schools are prone to swings and can be hard to estimate with accuracy. 

 

Exhibit 13 shows the fall 2015 enrollment changes at the State’s public four-year institutions.  

The campus-by-campus changes range from an increase of 4.3% at UMES to a decline of 4.7% at 

Bowie State University (BSU).  CSU experienced a sixth year of decreasing enrollment, but, at only 

0.8%, its enrollment decline may be bottoming out.  This exhibit excludes UMUC fall 2014 enrollment 

because the institution changed how it reported online enrollments to MHEC.  While UMUC saw its 

enrollment decline by 6.1% in fall 2013, it reported growth of 21.8% in fall 2014 by counting all of its 

European-based online students as stateside enrollments due to consolidation of the school’s 

administration.  If UMUC enrollments are backed out of the State totals in 2014 and 2015, headcount 

enrollment going into fall 2015 declined by over 2,900 students, or 0.8%.  UMUC, by itself, is nearly 

holding part-time student enrollment steady in Maryland.  Thus, when excluding the online-oriented 

UMUC, the State is, in fact, experiencing an unprecedented fourth year of enrollment declines at 

physical campuses. 
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Exhibit 13 

Percent Change in Headcount Enrollments, Public Four-year Institutions 
Fall 2013 to Fall 2015 

 

 
 

BSU:  Bowie State University    UB:  University of Baltimore 

CSU:  Coppin State University    UMB:  University of Maryland, Baltimore 

FSU:  Frostburg State University    UMBC:  University of Maryland Baltimore County 

MSU:  Morgan State University    UMCP:  University of Maryland, College Park 

SMCM:  St. Mary’s College of Maryland    UMES:  University of Maryland Eastern Shore 

SU:  Salisbury University     UMUC:  University of Maryland University College 

TU:  Towson University 

 

Note:  University of Maryland University College fall 2014 enrollment is not shown. 

 

Source:  Maryland Higher Education Commission, Opening Fall Enrollments, 2015 

 

 

Similar data for the public two-year institutions is show in Exhibit 14.  Overall enrollment 

decreased 2.6%, or about 3,500 students.  This is a much smaller decline than fall 2014, which had a 

decline of 4.6%, or 11,450 students.  Over the past three fall terms, 11 colleges saw declines in all 

-8%

-6%
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-2%
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three years, while 4 saw declines in two of the three years.  Howard Community College is the only 

community college that has posted three years of growth in opening enrollments, possibly due to its 

new Health Sciences Center.  Unfortunately, from fall 2014 to fall 2015, five campuses saw their rates 

of enrollment decline increase.  The declines are geographically dispersed; the Eastern Shore’s 

Chesapeake College (-6.6%) has been hit hard, as well as Hagerstown (-7.3%).  The single largest 

year-to-year decline occurred at BCCC in fall 2012, when it lost 1,606 students, or 22.7% of its total 

enrollment.  While the decline for BCCC stabilized in fall 2013, it has not improved in fall 2014 or 

2015.  With the exception of BSU, the changes at the community colleges are generally of a greater 

magnitude when compared to the public four-year institutions.   

 

 

Exhibit 14 

Percent Change in Headcount Enrollments, Community Colleges 
Fall 2013 to Fall 2015 

 

 
 

Source:  Maryland Higher Education Commission Opening Fall Enrollments, 2015 
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 Causes of the Decline 
 

 Declining enrollment is not unique to Maryland.  However, while Maryland was in step with 

the nation’s fall 2014 decrease of 1.3%, Maryland is performing better than the nationwide 1.7% decline 

reported in fall 2015 by the National Student Clearinghouse (NSC), regardless of how UMUC 

enrollment is counted.  Maryland’s community college enrollment decline of 2.6% closely matches the 

NSC national rate of 2.4%, as it also did in fall 2014.  Both MHEC and NSC measure enrollment by 

the location of the institution.  NSC measure for Maryland’s enrollment decline in fall 2015 is an overall 

decrease of 0.4%, to about 358,000 students.  This differs from MHEC by about 600 students, or 0.2%. 

 

College enrollments, especially of part-time students, are partially correlated to the 

unemployment rate, which has slowly recovered in Maryland since the most recent economic recession.  

This past fall, if UMUC enrollment is removed again, part-time headcount enrollment at public 

four-year institutions fell 2.1% from about 23,700 to 23,200 students.  Part-time enrollment is also 

down at community colleges, falling by 1,500 students or 1.7%.  At a time when students are growing 

more price sensitive and the State is promoting community colleges as a smart investment, fewer 

students are choosing community college. 

 

This is unusual because student composition is changing in a way that would seem to benefit 

community colleges.  Fall 2015 was the sixth consecutive year of declining enrollment of FT/FT 

students.  From a peak of about 41,250 students in fall 2009, Maryland’s FT/FT students have declined 

by almost 6,000 students, or 14.5%, to almost 35,300 students by fall 2015.  Over the same time period, 

public high school graduates in Maryland declined by only about 800 students, or 1.3%.  High school 

enrollments are also now majority minority, who generally have lower college-going rates.  As has 

been noted in prior MHEC reports for Maryland and in federal publications for the whole country, the 

future of student enrollment is increasingly going to be made up of part-time students.  This part-time 

enrollment is but one type of nontraditional enrollment that is increasingly common across all 

campuses.  The question of where FT/FT students are going has not been satisfactorily answered, 

although prime suspects include attendance at out-of-state institutions and improving prospects in the 

workforce.  However, as will be discussed further in the next issue, the proportion of students going 

out of state has remained steady.    

 

The Secretary should comment on how other public institutions will fit into the changing 

enrollment landscape when UMUC appears to be taking the majority of student growth. 

 

 Fiscal 2017 Enrollment and Beyond 
 

 The fiscal 2017 allowance was calculated assuming a 0.4% increase in FTES enrollment at 

public four-year institutions, which combines full-time and part-time students into one figure.  FTES 

enrollments declined slightly in fiscal 2013 and 2014, then grew 2.9% in fiscal 2015.  The working 

budget for fiscal 2016 reports growth of only 0.2%.  

 

Exhibit 15 shows actual headcount enrollments by segment alongside MHEC headcount 

enrollment projections through fall 2024.  The public four-year line bumps up in fiscal 2014 because 

of the change in UMUC enrollment counting, previously mentioned.  The Maryland Independent 
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College and University Association (MICUA) provided its members’ enrollment projections through 

fiscal 2020 and the Department of Legislative Services (DLS) estimated growth after that year.  The 

MHEC projection missed the continuing decline in fall 2015 community college enrollments but sees 

growth in the long run.  This exhibit also shows part-time enrollment, which went down from fall 2012 

to 2013 but is projected to steadily increase in the out-years, serving as the base for growth.  If these 

trends hold, community colleges will break their previous headcount enrollment record from 

fiscal 2011 in 2019, the same time when public four-year institutions will surpass their high, also set in 

fiscal 2011.  MICUA institutions will likely hit this level in fiscal 2019.  Overall, this means Maryland 

is still working through a six-year dip in enrollment.  Returning to the previous high will likely require 

institutions to enroll more nontraditional students, given the decline of FT/FT students.  One avenue 

for community colleges will be to more heavily pursue dually enrolled high schools students, discussed 

later in this analysis. 

 

 

Exhibit 15 

Maryland Headcount Enrollment by Segment 
Fall 2004-Fall 2024 

 

 
 

 

MICUA:  Maryland Independent College and University Association 
 

Note:  Dotted line indicates projection. 
 

Source:  Maryland Higher Education Commission; Maryland Independent College and University Association; Department 

of Legislative Services 
 

 

The campus presidents should comment on how institutions will budget for and adapt to 

flat or declining student enrollment. 
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2. Higher Education Data Systems and Evaluation  
 

 The 2013 Maryland State Plan for Postsecondary Education added a new goal for the State on 

Data Use and Distribution, calling for the “deliberate use and distribution of quality data related to 

postsecondary education.”  Increasingly complex and interrelated policy questions required the State 

to invest considerable time and resources into building the Maryland Longitudinal Data System 

(MLDS) Center to collect statewide data on K-12 and higher education students and the workforce 

(Chapter 190 of 2010).  Started with $15.7 million in federal funds beginning in fiscal 2006, it now 

annually receives about $2.0 million for operations, budgeted within the Maryland State Department 

of Education (MSDE).  In fiscal 2016, MLDS received another federal grant for $2.6 million for the 

design of synthetic datasets. 

 

 By statute, MLDS must produce an annual report on the status of MLDS and a report on the 

dual enrollment of high school students at institutions of higher education in Maryland, an issue of 

great interest for the Maryland General Assembly.  While dual enrollment outcomes will be discussed 

in greater detail in Issue 5 of this analysis, an important takeaway from the first two reports from 

2013 and 2014 was that available vetted data was in short supply.  Over the course of calendar 2015, 

MLDS made enormous progress on this issue as it finished loading and sorting over 6.5 million student 

and worker records covering fiscal 2008 through 2014.  Now, nearly 90% of all twelfth graders from 

public high schools in a given year can be linked to higher education or workforce records, and MLDS 

believes it can raise that to perhaps as high as 95%.  This loading and matching process took longer 

than anticipated, but with assistance from the Motor Vehicle Administration (MVA) to verify records, 

it now places MLDS in a position where it can begin making serious progress on its research agenda.  

Of students who leave the State after high school graduation, only those who enroll in postsecondary 

education can be tracked by MLDS using NSC data.  If students leave for any other reason, such as 

enlisting in any of the uniformed services, the student effectively disappears from MLDS.  Due to these 

limitations, a critical step for the MLDS Governing Board was passing data reporting standards in 

April 2015 to address the many complications arising with reporting using known incomplete data.  

However, the MLDS Governing Board has made limited progress since then as it has been without a 

chair since July 2015.   

 

Many limitations currently exist with MLDS for reasons of statutory scope and privacy.  For 

example, there has been a recent push at the federal and State level to provide higher education 

experiences to prison inmates, but there is currently no way to flag incarcerated students, so MLDS 

cannot track outcomes of these programs.  Similarly, MLDS does not track children in foster care or 

any records from the Department of Juvenile Services.  Expanding data collection to include or flag 

certain new populations would require statutory change.  Online education outcomes are also absent 

from MLDS. 

 

 One of the primary goals of MLDS is to provide web-based data dashboards and research 

studies.  Although MLDS technically met its statutory deadline of December 31, 2014, to become fully 

developed and operational, its website content is not as robust as envisioned.  As DLS noted in 2015, 

the website contained little more than the dual enrollment reports.  Today, the web page for Published 

Research is empty, there is only one dashboard series on initial postsecondary enrollment, and there 

are two snapshots on dual enrollment and charter schools (dashboards are updated over time and may 

interact with the user, whereas snapshots are static).  This level of content lags behind the output of 
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some states, like Virginia or Washington.  Exhibit 16 is one of the datasets reported in the available 

dashboard.  According to MLDS, Maryland high school graduates have been remarkably steady in the 

split between in-state versus out-of-state enrollments over the past seven years, 75% versus 25%.  This 

suggests that the decline in enrollment, discussed in Issue 1, may not be due to a “brain drain” effect. 

 

 

Exhibit 16 

Initial Enrollments of Maryland High School Graduates 
Fiscal 2008-2014 

 

 
 

Note:  This shows annual cohorts graduating from public Maryland high schools.  As this data is longitudinal, over time the 

newer cohorts will begin to more closely resemble the older cohorts. 

 

Source:  Maryland Longitudinal Data Center, Initial Postsecondary Enrollments 
 

  

The other major cross-segment entity, at least theoretically, is the Governor’s P-20 Leadership 

Council of Maryland (P-20 Council), which provides a forum for education stakeholders as well as 

workforce and economic development (Chapter 191 of 2010).  The P-20 Council did not meet for over 

a year, since prior to Governor Lawrence J. Hogan’s election, until November 2015 after the 

Governor’s appointments were made.  The Governor has appointed the Secretary of the Department of 

75% 75% 75% 74% 75% 75% 75%

25% 25% 25% 26% 25% 25% 25%

78% 78% 78%

77%

75%
73%

69%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

% Enrolling in Other States % Enrolling in Maryland % of High School Graduate Cohort Enrolling in Higher Education



Higher Education – Fiscal 2017 Budget Overview 
 

 

Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 

408 

H
ig

h
er E

d
u

ca
tio

n
 –

 F
isca

l 2
0

1
5

 B
u

d
g

et O
ve

rview
 

 

H
ig

h
er E

d
u

ca
tio

n
 –

 F
isca

l 2
0

1
5

 B
u

d
g

et O
ve

rview
 

 

H
ig

h
er E

d
u

ca
tio

n
 –

 F
isca

l 2
0

0
9

 B
u

d
g

et O
ve

rview
 

A
p
p
en

d
ix

 3
 

 

Labor, Licensing, and Regulation as the Chair.  A meeting was held in November 2015 to establish a 

schedule of meetings for 2016 and create seven workgroups:  (1) Workforce Development; (2) At-Risk 

Students; (3) High School Equivalency/General Education Diploma; (4) Teachers; (5) Common 

Core/Partnership for Assessment of Readiness for College and Careers (PARCC); (6) MLDS; and 

(7) College and Career Readiness. 

 

As of January 2016, all the workgroups have held meetings.  The MLDS workgroup will discuss 

longitudinal policy research questions for MLDS to analyze, which as noted above, carries more 

interest now that the laborious dataset loading has been completed.  An early test of MLDS that the 

workgroup will likely follow, will be the collaboration of MLDS with Baltimore’s Promise to use data 

to improve the outcomes of Baltimore City’s youth.  A summary of P-20 Council workgroups’ findings 

will be expected in the P-20 Council’s next annual report, due December 15, 2016.   

 

 The Executive Director of the MLDS Center should comment on identifying the most 

urgent questions for MLDS to analyze; what can be expected from the Baltimore’s Promise 

collaboration; and when the MLDS website may have more content available for policymakers 

and the general public. 

 

Further, given the slower than envisioned production of analysis and reports from MLDS, 

and the absence of guidance from the P-20 Council in coordinating research interests with MLDS, 

the Executive Director of the MLDS Center, Chair of the P-20 Council, Secretary, State 

Superintendent of Schools, Chancellor, the President of Morgan State University, the President 

of St. Mary’s College of Maryland, and representatives of the community colleges and 

independent institutions should comment on how MLDS and the P-20 Council can be held 

accountable over the next year for P-20 coordination and producing timely, incisive data 

analytics (snapshots, dashboards, reports, etc.) for policymakers and the public.  Benchmarks 

and output metrics should be suggested so that the General Assembly can determine the value 

derived from the operating funds directly and indirectly tied to MLDS and the P-20 Council. 

 

 

3.  Higher Education Data Reporting  
 

The ultimate goal for students is degree attainment, but measuring how different institutions 

fare in getting students across the finish line is growing more complicated due to the increase in 

nontraditional students and the desire to be more informative about campus performance.  There are 

several major data sources used to calculate different rates that are worth considering.  For simplicity, 

this issue will only look at public four-year institutions. 

 

 MHEC graduation rates, shown in Exhibit 5, only track students who enroll FT/FT at a 

Maryland institution and who then continue enrolling or graduate from any other institution in 

Maryland.  If a student leaves the State, the student disappears from the dataset.  This method 

of reporting rewards institutions at which students initially enroll rather than the institution that 

completes the student’s studies.   
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 The Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), created in 1993 and 

managed by the federal Department of Education, is the preeminent source for national higher 

education data.  IPEDS surveys are mandatory for institutions receiving Title IV federal 

financial aid, such as Pell grants and Stafford loans, so nearly every institution participates.  

Major federal educational resources, like the College Navigator, online since 2007, and the 

College Scorecard, online since fall 2015, use IPEDS data.  Unlike MHEC, IPEDS rewards the 

institution with the student’s completion. 

 

 USM Measuring for Results, beginning with the fiscal 2017 budget submissions, is a new 

in-house measure of graduation, different from both MHEC and IPEDS.  It will measure a much 

broader range of students who enroll full-time or part-time and also students who begin 

enrollment in the spring semester, who have historically been excluded from many higher 

education metrics. 

 

 NSC, created in 1993, is a nonprofit organization that gathers information from over 

3,600 institutions, representing about 98% of all college students in the country.  This means it 

can follow students over state lines in regions, like the mid-Atlantic, where students frequently 

move for initial or subsequent degrees.  Data is provided by states’ K-12 agencies and higher 

education institutions and is, in turn, accessible only to those groups.  DLS does not have direct 

access to this information, while MLDS, as a unit of MSDE, does.  Finally, not all Maryland 

institutions participate in NSC, such as BCCC. 

 

 The Student Achievement Measure (SAM) is a consortium of six higher education 

associations working to provide a more comprehensive picture of student progress across 

campuses and states.  UMB and SMCM are the only four-year institutions not part of SAM.  

This source includes ways to measure success of transfer students at sending and receiving 

campuses. 

 

In addition to the above sources, MHEC also submitted a Joint Chairmen’s Report (JCR) in 

December 2015 entitled Considering New Metrics and Programs for Nontraditional Undergraduate 

Students, which suggested degrees per 100 FTES (shown in Exhibit 8) as an alternative measure of 

institutional completion rates.  Because it does not focus solely on FT/FT students but rather all enrolled 

students, MHEC suggests it presents a broader picture of institutional completion rates. 

 

 Exhibit 17 shows the six-year graduation rate for the 2008 cohort at public four-year institutions 

that had MHEC, SAM, and IPEDS information available.  The discrepancy among the data points for 

each institution shows the fact that even something as basic as a graduation rate has room for 

interpretation.  FSU and UMBC, in particular, show the widest spread of 8%.  As enrollment continues 

to shift away from FT/FT students, newer, more robust measures need to be considered.  Institutions 

that enroll many nontraditional students have long been concerned about the narrow focus of the 

traditional, federal graduation rate.  In the fiscal 2017 institutional analyses for USM, DLS will compare 

MHEC and USM graduation metrics to show more information on the differences at institutional levels.  

Going forward, DLS will shift toward using IPEDS for interstate comparisons and will look at more 

flexible measures of student success from USM, SAM, and elsewhere to more accurately reflect the 

relative success rates of Maryland’s universities. 



Higher Education – Fiscal 2017 Budget Overview 
 

 

Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 

410 

H
ig

h
er E

d
u

ca
tio

n
 –

 F
isca

l 2
0

1
5

 B
u

d
g

et O
ve

rview
 

 

H
ig

h
er E

d
u

ca
tio

n
 –

 F
isca

l 2
0

1
5

 B
u

d
g

et O
ve

rview
 

 

H
ig

h
er E

d
u

ca
tio

n
 –

 F
isca

l 2
0

0
9

 B
u

d
g

et O
ve

rview
 

A
p
p
en

d
ix

 3
 

 

 

Exhibit 17 

Six Year Graduation Rates Using Different Data Sources 
Cohort 2008 

 

 
 

 

BSU:  Bowie State University     SAM:  Student Achievement Measure 

CSU: Coppin State University     SU:  Salisbury State University 

FSU:  Frostburg State University    TU:  Towson University 

IPEDS:  Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System UMBC:  University of Maryland Baltimore County  

MHEC:  Maryland Higher Education Commission  UMCP:  University of Maryland, College Park 

MSU:  Morgan State University    UMES:  University of Maryland Eastern Shore 

 

 

Note:  Public four-year institutions not shown did not have data available from all three sources. 

 

Source:  Maryland Higher Education System; University System of Maryland; Integrated Postsecondary Education Data 

System 

 

  

Given concerns over different levels of access to NSC data between MHEC and MLDS, 

DLS recommends that MHEC, MLDS, and MSDE work together to determine the best way to 

share resources and data access to ensure that the best available data metrics are used to inform 

policymakers and also the public.  
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The Secretary, Chancellor, and President of Morgan State University should comment on 

the best metric(s) and data sources for reporting education outcomes across Maryland’s diverse 

institutions and students, and for making comparisons between Maryland institutions and those 

in competitor states. 

 

 

4. Implementation of the College and Career Readiness Act of 2013 
 

In 2013, the General Assembly passed Senate Bill 740 – the College and Career Readiness and 

College Completion Act (CCRCCA), an omnibus bill intended to implement the policies, best practices, 

and strategies determined to best align the P-20 continuum of education in the State (prekindergarten, 

primary, secondary, and postsecondary education; college completion; and career attainment).  The 

CCRCCA encourages greater collaboration between elementary and secondary education and higher 

education systems.  The P-20 Council is charged with implementing CCRCCA and is required to submit 

biennial reports on progress. However, due to the membership turnover within the P-20 Council, the 

first report due in 2014 was instead submitted by MHEC in June 2015.  While 11 topics are reviewed 

in the MHEC report, this issue will summarize successful progress on curriculum planning, advising, 

and testing.  One Step Away grants for near completers are reviewed in Issue 5 of this analysis and the 

remaining topics are grouped under affordability efforts in Issue 6. 

 

Readiness of High School Students 
 

The CCRCCA required, beginning with the ninth grade high school class of 2014 (those who 

will be in eleventh grade in the 2016-2017 school year), every student to take a math course in each 

year of high school.  This will ensure that all students should be prepared for entry-level college math 

classes, should they decide to enroll.  Additionally, at the primary and secondary education level, the 

CCRCCA notably requires (1) assessment of college and career readiness of all students no later than 

the eleventh grade; and (2) implementation of transition courses or other instructional opportunities in 

the twelfth grade for students determined not to be college and career ready.  
 

The Maryland College and Career Ready Standards (MCCRS) were fully implemented in 

Maryland schools during the 2013-2014 school year.  Beginning with the 2015-2016 school year, the 

CCRCCA requires all students to be assessed using acceptable college placement cut scores no later 

than the eleventh grade to determine whether the student is ready for college-level credit-bearing 

coursework in English language arts, literacy, and mathematics.  If a student is determined not to be 

college and career ready by the end of eleventh grade, beginning in the 2016-2017 academic year, 

MSDE, in collaboration with local school systems and public community colleges, is required to 

implement transition courses for those students during the twelfth grade.  MSDE released the first 

PARCC college placement cut scores in October 2015, along with State level results.  Of the 

five possible performance levels, a numerical score within Level 4 or Level 5 indicates college and 

career readiness.  Level 3 indicates a student is approaching expectations for college and career 

readiness.  The results of the first administration of the PARCC assessments in 2014-2015 were lower 

than anticipated, both in Maryland and other states in the PARCC consortium.  The overall percentage 

of Maryland students deemed to be college or career ready in the following subjects was: 
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 Algebra I: 31.2% 

 

 Algebra II: 20.2 % 

 

 English 10: 39.7%   

 

Implementation of Transition Courses 
 

Since fiscal 2014, MSDE has been working on how to pilot transition courses during the 

2015-2016 school year and implement transition courses by the 2016-2017 school year, as required by 

the CCRCCA.  An MSDE workgroup submitted a report in spring 2014 recommending a framework 

be developed for transition courses in both English language arts and mathematics.  The workgroup 

also recommended that there be a variety of delivery models for transition courses and other instruction 

opportunities for students who have not yet achieved college and career readiness by the end of eleventh 

grade.  

 

Beginning in summer 2014, two discipline-specific committees composed of representatives 

from secondary education and community colleges began developing the frameworks of the content 

necessary for students to be college and career ready that could be used for transition courses and other 

instructional opportunities.  In the committees’ November 2014 reports, in addition to presenting 

content frameworks, the committees recommended that there be multiple pathways for students and 

schools to meet the statutory requirements, including use of instructional modules to directly address a 

student’s identified gaps, taking developmental courses offered by community colleges, or enrollment 

in the next credit-bearing high school mathematics or English language arts class.  

 

Local school systems and higher education institutions, particularly community colleges, were 

expected to collaborate and experiment to determine the most effective transition course practices.  

MSDE reports that transition courses were not piloted in the 2015-2016 school year as planned because 

of the delay in the release of the college and career ready PARCC cut scores.  Beyond PARCC scores, 

joint committees of K-12 and college educators in Maryland have identified additional assessments that 

may be used to determine college and career readiness, including Advanced Placement (AP), American 

College Test (ACT), and Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT).  For example, community colleges have 

recently accepted an SAT cutoff score of 500, rather than 550, for readiness in math, reading, and 

writing.  The College Board reports the average SAT score is 1,500 out of 2,400, suggesting the average 

SAT-taker would be college-ready by this metric.  The equivalent ready score in AP is 3 out of 5 and 

for the ACT, a composite score of 21 out of 36.  Other tests that could be used, but that have not been 

evaluated, include the Preliminary Scholastic Aptitude Test.  For career readiness, it has also been 

suggested that students need at least a 2.5 grade point average.  Ultimately the intent is that colleges 

accept PARCC scores of 4 or higher in the appropriate English and math tests as an indicator of college 

and career readiness, meaning that students are ready to take a credit-bearing course in the subject 

without needing developmental education.  The PARCC consortium is in the process of validating the 

PARCC cut scores by “crosswalking” them to SAT and ACT scores.   

 

Transition course design is ongoing between school systems and community colleges with 

target implementation still set for fall 2016 for twelfth graders who are not college and career ready.  
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All of this transition course development builds off of a 2013 transition course workgroup which 

recommended transition students receive only high school credit and that the transcript only indicate 

that the student is ready, rather than display any scoring of readiness.  These recommendations also 

lead to transition course content frameworks for mathematics and English language arts classes, 

although what a transition course should look like has been purposefully left open-ended.  Possibilities 

include enrollment in the next credit-bearing high school course, enrollment in online or in-person 

“recovery modules,” or traditionally taught community college developmental courses.  As these 

courses will be implemented for high school credit for the first time in fall 2016, students may have 

very different experiences and outcomes across the State.  While reassessment is required for these 

students after transition course completion, another complication is that a reassessment tool required 

under the CCRCCA that measures the success of a transition course has yet to be identified.  Similar 

to the multiple pathways to determine college and career readiness, MSDE, school systems, and 

community colleges are working to determine multiple reassessment options.    

 

The State Superintendent of Schools and the Executive Director of the Maryland 

Association of Community Colleges should comment on the status of PARCC cut score validation 

and multiple options for determining college and career readiness that have been agreed upon.  

They should also comment on transition course implementation and the anticipated quality of 

transition course curriculum and instruction in the 2016-2017 school year given that no courses 

have yet been piloted; specific examples of transition courses that will be used should be 

discussed. 

 

Degree Plans and Pathways in Higher Education 
 

MHEC reports all postsecondary public institutions now have advising systems that incorporate 

degree completion plans for all students, as required by the CCRCCA, and nearly all institutions have 

implemented an electronic student planning system.  Many institutions have added the degree planning 

process to first-year advising sessions or offer first-year seminars for students that assist them in degree 

planning and train them in using the degree planning software.  Four-year degree plans are posted 

online and students use these plans as templates to develop their individual plans.  These plans are used 

as resources for meetings with college and departmental advisors prior to student registration each 

semester.  For example, MSU moved to a centralized electronic advising system for all entering 

students in fall 2014. 

 

This trend toward digital degree mapping enables interesting possibilities.  The MHEC report 

highlights UMUC, which is considering higher levels of interactivity for students that would provide 

more planning information and early warnings indicators for academic advisors.  This could present 

students with options for alternate majors that might provide a quicker or less expensive pathway to 

degree completion, based on courses already taken.  

 

In addition, MHEC also reports that all public institutions have developed degree pathways for 

their undergraduate programs, as required by the CCRCCA.  Information on degree pathways is 

available in course catalogs, curriculum handouts, and in online degree pathway systems that track and 

monitor individual student progress.  In community colleges, for example, many institutions have 

instituted graduation benchmarks with academic plan reviews for students at specific points in their 

degree progress; e.g., at 15, 30, and 45 credit hours to assist with student planning and completion. 
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Of particular importance is a statewide requirement in the CCRCCA that students take any 

required developmental coursework within the first 24 credit hours of study and that the follow-up 

credit-bearing mathematics or English courses must be taken concurrently or in the semester 

immediately following completion of the developmental coursework.  Many institutions are  offering 

concurrent or co-requisite remediation courses, in which students take the credit-bearing course with 

targeted developmental support within a single semester or term, such as the Community College of 

Baltimore County Accelerated Learning Program.  MHEC reports that institutions will be in 

compliance with this measure by fall 2016. 

 

The Secretary should comment on the utility of posting degree plans and/or pathways on 

the recently redesigned MDGo4It website, or any other places deemed useful for prospective or 

returning students, such as the State’s transfer student website, the Articulation System for 

Maryland Colleges and University (ARTSYS).  The Chancellor, the President of Morgan State 

University, the President of St. Mary’s College of Maryland, and the Executive Director of the 

Maryland Association of Community Colleges should comment on implementation of degree 

plans and pathways, particularly the incorporation of any required developmental courses.  

  

 Degree Completion in Maryland 
 

In 2009, Maryland established a completion goal that at least 55.0% of the State’s residents, 

ages 25 to 64 years old, will hold at least an associate’s degree by 2025, and the CCRCCA codified 

this goal.  This would be a 10.6% increase from 2009 when 44.4% of individuals between 25 and 

64 years old held an associate’s degree or higher.  In order for Maryland to achieve the 55.0% goal, 

institutions will need to award approximately 51,100 degrees annually before 2025.   

 

In a separate JCR charge, MHEC was required to report on the annual status of reaching the 

55% goal.  Exhibit 18 shows the most recent data from MHEC, reported in December 2015, showing 

the targets and progress made toward this goal.  While the contribution of private-sector institutions, 

both nonprofit and for profit, is important for the State, the current level of degree production in the 

two public sectors is actually enough to keep the State on the path MHEC calculated is required for 

attaining the 55% goal.  In fact, in fiscal 2015, community colleges exceeded their goal by over 

2,800 degrees and public four-year institutions by nearly 6,600 degrees.  Note that the assumptions 

MHEC makes in degree production also include mortality and migration in Maryland, so MHEC has 

expressed a high degree of confidence that the 55% goal is achievable and on target. 

  



Higher Education – Fiscal 2017 Budget Overview 
 

 

Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 

415 

H
ig

h
er E

d
u

ca
tio

n
 –

 F
isca

l 2
0

1
5

 B
u

d
g

et O
ve

rview
 

 

H
ig

h
er E

d
u

ca
tio

n
 –

 F
isca

l 2
0

1
5

 B
u

d
g

et O
ve

rview
 

 

H
ig

h
er E

d
u

ca
tio

n
 –

 F
isca

l 2
0

0
9

 B
u

d
g

et O
ve

rview
 

A
p
p
en

d
ix

 3
 

 

 

Exhibit 18 

Progress toward Maryland’s 55% Completion Goal 
Annual Degrees Awarded 

Fiscal 2010-2015 
 

 
 

Note:  Four-year institutions include associate’s degrees awarded to active military by the University of Maryland University 

College. 

 

Source:  Maryland Higher Education Commission, Report on Best Practices and Annual Progress Toward the 

55% Completion Goal 

 

 

In developing an effective statewide framework for higher education funding, the Commission 

to Develop the Maryland Model for Funding Higher Education recommended that funding be based on 

the funding level of peer institutions in 10 states that Maryland competes with for business and jobs, as 

determined by the Maryland Department of Business and Economic Development, now known as the 

Department of Commerce.  The competitor states include California, Massachusetts, Minnesota, 

New Jersey, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Virginia, and Washington.  In terms of 

degree completion, while Maryland ranks eighth in the nation with 46% of 25- to 64-year-olds having 

at least an associate’s degree in 2013, four of the competitor states (Massachusetts, Minnesota, 

New Jersey, and Virginia) had a higher rate. 

 

 

5.  Many Marylanders Only One Step Away 
 

The One Step Away (OSA) grant program, administered by MHEC, was developed to improve 

Maryland’s college completion in support of the State’s 55% degree completion goal, discussed in the 
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previous issue.  OSA provides funds to public and independent nonprofit two- and four-year institutions 

to support their efforts in identifying, re-enrolling, and graduating near completers.  Near completers 

are those students who have earned a significant number of credits, between 45 and 90, toward an 

associate’s or bachelor’s degree, respectively; or may have enough credits for a degree but stopped or 

dropped-out for 12 months or longer without obtaining a degree. 
 

Near completers are categorized as either degree-eligible or degree-potential students.  

Degree-eligible students have accumulated the required number of credits, completed course 

requirements, and are in good academic standing but did not receive a degree.  These students may not 

realize they meet the requirements for a degree, are eligible to receive a degree that was different from 

the one they were originally seeking, or did not met the residency requirements or nonacademic testing 

requirements associated with degree completion.  Additionally, some students may not have received 

a degree due to financial holds or incomplete paperwork.  Degree-potential students are those who 

completed at least 75% of the credits needed for a degree but stopped or dropped-out for at least 

12 consecutive months.  Institutions applying for the grant are required to include those near-completers 

who may be able to graduate within the reported six-year graduation rates and also include 

near-completers from earlier cohorts. 
 

MHEC developed a process to identify, contact, re-enroll, and graduate near-completers based 

on best practices and research on near completer programs at other states and institutions.  After 

identifying near-completers, institutions forward names to MHEC, who in collaboration with MVA, 

obtains addresses in order for institutions to initiate contact with students.   
 

Institutions may be awarded up to $75,000 to identify, reenroll, and graduate near-completers 

and are required to provide at least one-third of in-kind or matching funds.  OSA grants support 

evidence based best practices and initiatives including: improving degree audit infrastructure; 

developing individualized or a more generalized degree program completion plan; enhancing or 

redesigning a degree program, e.g., allowing transfer of credits from other institutions toward a degree; 

or establishing a “concierge” or near-completer counselor.  In fiscal 2013 and 2014, MHEC awarded a 

total of $1 million to 15 institutions, as shown in Exhibit 19.  It should be noted in fiscal 2014 public 

two-year institutions became eligible for the grant. 

 

DLS recommends MHEC issue a final One Step Away report to include institutions that 

did not previously submit data to MHEC. 
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Exhibit 19 

Distribution of One Step Away Grants 
Fiscal 2013-2014 

 

Institution  

Award 

Amount 

Degrees 

Awarded 

Credit 

Awarded 

PLAs 

Awarded 

Cost per 

Degree 

Fiscal 2013     

Bowie State University $47,800 10 153 6 $4,780 

Coppin State University 60,000 13 183 183 4,615 

Frostburg State University 60,000 38 305 0 1,579 

Morgan State University* 43,180   

Notre Dame of MD Univ. 60,000 5 210 0 12,000 

Univ. of MD Eastern Shore 60,000 17 0 0 3,529 

Univ. of MD Univ. College 55,500 22 124 0 2,500 

Washington Adventist Univ. 60,000 17 308 39 3,529 

Fiscal 2013 Total $446,480 122 1,283 228 $3,306* 

      

Fiscal 2014 
    

Anne Arundel Community College $68,996 34 466 0 $2,029 

Bowie State Univ. 45,410 1 115 0 45,410 

Carroll Community College 64,617 31 85 0 2,084 

College of Southern Maryland 63,593 29 0 0 2,193 

Hagerstown Community College 41,255 3 106 22 13,752 

Harford Community College 69,000 68 560  1,015 

Montgomery College* 67,522   

Morgan State Univ. 75,000 8 188 0 9,375 

Wor-Wic Community College 56,297 5 83 0 11,259 

Fiscal 2014 Total $551,690 179 1,603 22 $2,705* 

      

Total $998,170 301 2,886 250 $2,948** 

      
PLA:  prior learning assessment 

 

* Report not submitted. 

** Does not include institutions that did not submit a report. 

 

Source:  Maryland Higher Education Commission 

 

 

 In fiscal 2013 and 2014: 

 

 5,749 near-completers were identified; 

 

 2,985 near-completers were successfully contacted;  
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 630 re-enrolled; 

 

 2,886 credit hours and 250 prior learning assessment credit hours were awarded; and 

 

 301 associate and bachelor’s degrees were awarded. 

 

 Overall, on average each degree cost $2,948 with the most expensive being $45,410 for 

one degree at BSU in fiscal 2014.  It should be noted that MSU and Montgomery College did not submit 

the annual progress report as required for fiscal 2013 and 2014, respectively.  While some institutions 

were more successful than others, these results raise questions about whether funds could be better 

spent on other programs that would have a greater impact and broader strategies that encourage students 

to obtain their degrees, such as making it easier for near-completers to complete their degree at a 

different institution from where they were last enrolled. 

 

 The CCRCCA required MHEC, in collaboration with institutions of higher education, to 

develop a statewide communication campaign to identify near-completers.  The CCRCCA specified 

that the communication campaign must make use of a variety of marketing media; provide a centralized 

point of contact for near-completers; and make contact information of each institution readily available.  

MHEC submitted a plan in December 2013 and instead of developing a more realistic cost for 

implementing a marketing campaign, cited the DLS fiscal note for the CCRCCA of $750,000, annually.  

However, this estimate appears rather high, especially when compared to the marketing cost of 

Indiana’s Return and Complete Program.  A private marketing firm developed a slogan and messaging 

for the program, which cost about $50,000 for creative and $200,000 for mail, email, outbound calls, 

online matching of applications, and updated data of current contact information.  MHEC received 

$250,000 to implement a marketing campaign in fiscal 2017.  

 

 

6.  Cross-segment Affordability and Completion Efforts 
 

According to surveys from the Project on Student Debt, 69% of the nation’s undergraduate 

class of 2014 graduated with debt, with the average debt load just under $29,000.  In comparison, the 

most recent Maryland data from the same source shows 58% of Maryland students graduated with debt, 

with average debt of almost $27,500.  Despite Maryland students faring better than the national average, 

there is growing concern over the affordability of higher education in the State.  While discussion of 

college affordability frequently revolves around tuition and fee schedules, as shown in Exhibits 5 and 6, 

there are also important considerations in, first, best practices in credit accumulation and time to degree 

efforts and, second, financial aid practices.  Several new cross-educational segment initiatives are worth 

reviewing here. 

 

Dual Enrollment 
 

One opportunity lies in increasing the availability and accessibility of college-level courses to 

high school students without charging them credit hour tuition and fees. The CCRCCA established 

tuition arrangements between county boards of education and public institutions of higher education.  

According to the most recent MLDS report on dual enrollment, about 85% of students who are dually 
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enrolled attend community colleges.  In accordance with the CCRCCA and the Memorandum of 

Understanding executed between each local school system and the local community college, an 

institution may not charge tuition to a dually enrolled student; instead, each local school system must 

pay the institution a percentage of tuition based on the number of courses the student takes, and the 

local school system may charge a fee to the student to cover the cost.  However, a local school system 

may not charge a fee to students who are eligible to receive free and reduced-price meals (FRPM) and 

a student’s ability to pay must be taken into account when setting fees.  MHEC previously reported that 

many institutions have discounted tuition for dually enrolled students beyond the statutory requirements 

and many have sought private and community funding to pay for books and associated course fees for 

FRPM students.  Exhibit 20 shows the dual enrollment figures by county for high school seniors in the 

2012-2013 school year.  Across the State, twelfth graders who attempted any amount of dual enrollment 

credit were significantly more likely to enroll in postsecondary education within one year of high school 

graduation compared to all twelfth graders.  Overall, higher education enrollment was 79%, compared 

to only 54% for all twelfth graders.  

 

Framing dual enrollment through affordability reveals another benefit to the program.  Using 

figures from MLDS, if the number of credits attempted by dual enrollment students had instead been 

charged the average community college credit hour rate in a given year, dual enrollment students would 

have spent $2.9 million in tuition and fees in fiscal 2012 and $4.5 million in fiscal 2015.  Overall, dual 

enrollment students have saved themselves $14.0 million in tuition and fees via dual enrollment 

programs, and about 15% of dual enrollment students enroll at four-year institutions, which charge 

even higher per credit hour rates.   

 

In order to fully realize the intent of dual enrollment within the CCRCCA, MHEC reports that 

several challenges need to be addressed:  (1) coordinating a statewide dual enrollment outreach 

campaign that would make all students and parents aware of dual enrollment opportunities; 

(2) determining whether college credit should be equivalent to high school advanced placement 

courses; (3) determining whether college courses taught on a high school campus should be accepted 

at other institutions for postsecondary credit; and (4) determining whether noncredit certification 

courses that are part of a Career and Technical Education curriculum or apprenticeships should be 

included in a dual enrollment program. 

 

The MLDS Director should comment on whether the amount of college credit savings 

students build up can be tracked through either dual enrollment or other methods, such as high 

school advanced placement credit, so that this may be compared to other forms of financial 

assistance.  The Secretary and State Superintendent should comment on efforts to address the 

challenges discussed above as well as efforts to increase dual enrollment and make students aware 

of dual enrollment opportunities. 

 

Financial Literacy 
 

Given the importance of student loans in college affordability discussions, it is worth noting 

that all Maryland students are now required to receive financial literacy education in order to graduate 

from high school.  The third MSDE update on personal financial literacy, from 2014, indicates 

7 counties have a standalone course, while the remaining 17 jurisdictions integrate the programs into 

other required coursework, generally U.S. government, or as a standalone class.  These standards 



Higher Education – Fiscal 2017 Budget Overview 
 

 

Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 

420 

H
ig

h
er E

d
u

ca
tio

n
 –

 F
isca

l 2
0

1
5

 B
u

d
g

et O
ve

rview
 

 

H
ig

h
er E

d
u

ca
tio

n
 –

 F
isca

l 2
0

1
5

 B
u

d
g

et O
ve

rview
 

 

H
ig

h
er E

d
u

ca
tio

n
 –

 F
isca

l 2
0

0
9

 B
u

d
g

et O
ve

rview
 

A
p
p
en

d
ix

 3
 

 

require students to learn about student loans, 529 plans, and the Free Application for Federal Student 

Aid (FAFSA).  Given the changes to the FAFSA coming in the 2016-2017 college application cycle, 

such financial literacy courses are an important channel for talking to students about what is required 

to apply for college financial aid.  The same MSDE report indicated that while 87.0% of students 

planned on attending college after graduation, only 66.0% submitted a FAFSA.  This is similar to a 

FAFSA filing rate of 61.5% for all Maryland higher education students reported in the DLS 

2015 College Affordability Policy Paper using MHEC data. 

 

 

Exhibit 20  

High School Seniors Enrolling in Postsecondary Education* 
High School Class of 2012-2013 

 

 
 
* Only for public high school students who enroll in postsecondary education within one year of graduation. 

 

Source:  Maryland Longitudinal Data System, 2015 Dual Enrollment Report 
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The State Superintendent and the Secretary should comment on how MSDE and MHEC 

can communicate coming FAFSA changes effectively to high school students through financial 

literacy classes or other means, such as MHEC’s recently redesigned website. 

 

Statewide Transfer Agreement 
 

The CCRCCA codified the goal that students earn an associate’s degree before leaving the 

community college or transferring to a public senior higher education institution.  To help improve the 

success of these transfer students, the CCRCCA requires MHEC, in collaboration with public 

institutions of higher education, to develop a statewide transfer agreement in which at least 60 credits 

of general education, elective, and major courses a student earns must be transferrable for credit toward 

a bachelor’s degree at any public four-year institution.  This will help create better articulation between 

community colleges and the four-year institutions, leading to a better alignment of required credits for 

a degree, and resulting in more students completing in a more timely fashion, thereby decreasing the 

cost of a degree.   

 

While current regulations allow students to transfer general education courses across all public 

two- and four-year institutions without the need for course-by-course review, with a few exceptions it 

does not include electives or courses related to a major (e.g., AA in Teaching degree and the Associate 

of Science in Engineering degree).  Consequently, MHEC is working with various constituent groups 

on developing a statewide transfer agreement by July 1, 2016, that will maximize the number of 

community college credits that can be transferred and applied toward the completion of a bachelor’s 

degree.  In addition, unless there were accreditation reasons, all AA programs are to be no more than 

60 credits and all Bachelor of Arts programs no more than 120 credits.  Also in 2016, MHEC will be 

working toward cross-segment standards for awarding transfer credit earned through prior learning and 

other competency-based methods, which could have large implications for online schools and certain 

adult populations, such as veterans.  Because only about 40% of FT/FT students in Maryland graduate 

in four years, standardizing degree program lengths and credit transfer policies will greatly improve 

the academic paths of students who are not enrolled full-time or who move between institutions but 

also among many traditional students as well.  

 

 The Secretary should comment on progress toward meeting the deadline for a statewide 

transfer agreement and who will be involved in setting credit transfer policies for prior learning 

and competency based courses. 

 

Financial Incentives for Transfers 
 

As noted in the Issue 1 enrollment discussion, a rapidly growing body of students begin at 

community colleges and transfer to four-year institutions.  Students begin at two-year institutions for 

many reasons, but an important reason is the lower cost of attendance.  Encouraging students to enroll 

at community colleges first provides a more affordable entry-point into higher education and provides 

senior institutions with a readily identifiable population of academically proven students.  However, 

the shift toward adjusting financial aid practices to transfer students’ needs has been slower.  
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USM has a stated policy goal that low-income undergraduate students have 25% less debt than 

high-income students.  According to the USM most recent financial aid report from 2014, entering 

FT/FT Pell students from fall 2004 to 2007, did graduate with approximately 25% less debt than their 

peers, $36,407 versus $26,744.  This suggests that universities are effectively using financial aid to 

meet USM policy.  However, transfer Pell students from Maryland community colleges have roughly 

the same debt as their non-Pell peers at graduation.  It should be noted that all community college 

transfer students who graduated did so with significantly less debt than FT/FT students, about $22,500 

compared to $36,500.  Meeting the financial needs of low-income transfer students will be a growing 

challenge for all public universities, and it is important that debt at graduation not unduly burden young 

adults.  While FT/FT Pell students who did not graduate also had about one-quarter less debt than their 

peers, the noncompleter transfer Pell students’ debt burden was 20% to 40% higher than their non-Pell 

peers.   

 

At the institution level, many campuses are shifting resources toward part-time and transfer 

students.  CSU and MSU have created new transfer scholarship programs that offer more funding for 

those with AA degrees.  FSU, UMCP, and UMUC have begun offering discounted tuition rates for 

community college transfer students to minimize their overall cost for a bachelor degree.  All of these 

build toward closer relationships with community colleges to improve student degree pathways. 

 

At the State level, the 2+2 Transfer Scholarship (Chapter 340 of 2014) established a new State 

financial aid program for students in fall 2015 who have completed an AA degree and are transferring 

to any Maryland four-year institution.  Science, technology, engineering, mathematics, and nursing 

majors may receive up to $2,000, and all other majors may receive up to $1,000 annually for up to 

three years.  When funding is not provided in the annual State budget, MHEC may transfer certain 

carryforward financial aid funds for 2+2 Transfer Scholarship awards.  This was the source of funding 

in fiscal 2016 and will also be the source in fiscal 2017; a dedicated general fund source would provide 

more stability for this program.  Initial fall 2015 awards went to only 118 students, which did not use 

up the $200,000 transferred in for that purpose, suggesting that not many students knew about the 

program. 
 

 The Chancellor should comment on how USM will continue to meet its goal of ensuring 

that low-income students, including transfer students, graduate with less debt and whether it may 

be simpler to offer a systemwide tuition discount for transfer students rather than different 

policies on each campus.   
 

The Secretary should comment on whether average debt at graduation at four-year 

campuses is a metric transfer students should be informed about and how more students can be 

made aware of the new 2+2 Transfer Scholarship. 

 

 

7.  Teacher Preparation Programs 

 

Overview 
 

Over the past few years, concerns about the capability of teacher preparation programs to 

produce high-quality teachers has garnered much attention, which can be attributed to a variety of 
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factors including persistent achievement gaps between low- and high-poverty schools and continuing 

poor academic performance of U.S. students compared to those in other countries.   

 

Concerns about the quality of teacher preparation programs become more acute with the 

implementation of the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) throughout the country, or in 

Maryland –  MCCRS – which sets higher learning standards for students.  Therefore, programs need to 

ensure their curricula are aligned with this new approach to teaching and are preparing and producing 

teachers with the skill set needed to improve student learning. 

 

Currently, there are no national standards to evaluate the effectiveness of teacher preparation 

programs nor is there a strong accreditation system to hold programs accountable for the quality of the 

teachers they train.  As it stands, it is up to each provider to decide if they want to seek accreditation.  

An indicator that programs are not providing graduates with the needed classroom skills and content 

knowledge is the higher rate of teacher attrition during the first five years of teaching, according to 

survey data.  In Maryland, 38.4% of the 4,161 teachers who left teaching in the 2013-2014 academic 

year did so within the first five years, according the MSDE Teacher Staffing Report. 

 

In an effort to raise the bar for teacher preparation programs and increase accountability through 

evidence based accreditation by focusing on outcome data and key program characteristics, the Council 

for Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP) developed a set of five standards.  These standards 

were developed to align with the CCSS and are based on best practices in other countries that have 

surpassed the United States on the Program for International Student Assessment Scores.  In particular, 

the standards are designed to make teacher education programs more selective when enrolling students 

and to expand the “student teaching” experience, which in Maryland is completed in the professional 

development schools (PDS). 

 

Ensuring High-quality Teachers in Maryland 
 

In November 2013, the P-20 Council charged a P-20 Task Force on Teacher Education to 

develop recommendations and create an action plan to ensure all teacher preparation programs in 

Maryland will produce high-quality teachers.  The recommendations centered around four key areas:  

pre-service teacher preparation; pre-tenure induction; professional development for current teachers; 

and continuous improvement through accountability.  While these recommendations were a good start 

to Maryland producing high-quality teachers, practices of top-performing countries such as Singapore, 

Finland, and China can be instructional.  As such, a 2015 JCR requested the task force to examine best 

practices of high-performing countries and develop recommendations to produce high-quality teachers 

and make teaching a profession with career ladders. 

 

Overall, the task force found that in high-performing systems in other countries:  

 

 teachers generally come from the top of their graduation cohort; 

 

 the teaching profession is conferred with a high status and often high pay; and  
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 attracting the “best and the brightest” into teaching is a national priority. 

 

Furthermore, while some systems have more defined career paths than in the United States 

(e.g., Singapore, Shanghai, and Australia); others (e.g., Finland, Ontario, and Japan) have a less defined 

pathway but seek to engage all teachers in more collaborative work, sharing best practices and research 

on teaching.  Overall, these practices result in systems having lower teacher attrition rates; leading to 

higher student achievement, better student attendance, and lower instances of disciplinary infractions. 

 

In September 2015, the task force convened a focus group consisting of seven deans from public 

and private institutions, eight local school superintendents, one principal, and five teachers currently 

teaching in Maryland public schools.  The purpose was to provide an opportunity for the participants 

to discuss what needs to change and suggest innovative, collaborative pilot projects that could lead to 

change.  Findings of the focus group include:  

 

 developing a strategy for recruiting a diverse population of teachers; 

 

 establishing a collaborative three-year induction effort with schools that is part of an overall 

five-year teacher preparation sequence extending from the sophomore or junior year to the 

tenure decision by the district at the end of the third year; 

 

 training teachers to use data and be trained as researchers; 

 

 redefining the PDS model to be more flexible and accessible; and 

 

 encouraging universities to collaborate with local schools to design alternative PDS models. 

 

Recommendations 
 

The 2015 JCR high-priority recommendations center around four categories: 

 

Pre-service Tenure Induction:  Establish a three-year residency model for all pre-tenured 

teachers that engages higher education teacher preparation programs in collaborative partnerships with 

school districts. 

 

Professional Development for Current Teachers:  Create effective job-embedded 

professional development that is aligned with the needs of the students and teachers. 

 

Continuous Improvement through Accountability:  Align current CAEP standards with 

Maryland’s education priorities ensuring efficient and effective use of resources. 

 

Career Ladder:  Introduce career ladders that differentiate teachers based on experience and 

skill, and infuse more resources into teacher shortage areas. 
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Specifically, the task force recommends: 

 

 Creation of an implementation group to recommend policy changes in the program approval 

process for teacher preparation programs and expand the current PDS model; allocation and use 

of State and local professional development resources to support induction and career ladders; 

and designation of funding for innovative pilot programs in preparation, retention, professional 

development, and career ladders.  

 

  MSDE and MHEC prepare a cost analysis for the above mentioned high-priority 

recommendations, including budget reallocations for fiscal 2017 to 2018, to support those 

recommendations that have the greatest return on investment as defined by higher teacher 

retention and student achievement.  

 

 MSDE and MHEC establish an incentive fund for pilot projects and review evidence of progress 

of recruiting and retaining high-quality teachers.  Funds would not be completely dependent on 

new dollars but reallocation of existing funds including restructuring the Quality Teacher 

Incentives, an “advance” on the savings from increased teacher retention, and federal Improving 

Teacher Quality State grants, which are overseen by MHEC to support higher education in 

preparing quality teachers and principals. 
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Recommended Actions 

 

1. Adopt the following narrative: 

 

Institutional Aid, Pell Grants, and Loan Data by Expected Family Contribution 

Category:  In order to more fully understand all types of aid available to students, the 

committees request that data be submitted for each community college, public four-year 

institution, and independent institution on institutional aid, Pell grants, and student loans.  Data 

should include, by expected family contribution (EFC), the number of loans and average loan 

size of federal subsidized and unsubsidized loans, and loans from private sources as reported 

to the Maryland Higher Education Commission (MHEC).  Additionally, data should be 

provided on Pell grants, including the number and average award size by EFC.  Finally, data 

should include the number of institutional aid awards and average award size by EFC for 

institutional grants, institutional athletic scholarships, and other institutional scholarships.  The 

data in the response should differentiate between need-based aid and merit scholarships.  Data 

should also include the number of institutional aid awards and average award size by EFC for 

tuition waivers/remissions of fees to employees and dependents and students.  Waiver 

information for students should be reported by each type of waiver in State law.  This report 

should cover fiscal 2015 and 2016 data received by MHEC from State institutions and is to be 

submitted in an electronic format (Excel file). 

 Information Request 

 

Report on fiscal 2015 

financial aid categories by 

EFC 

 

Report on fiscal 2016 

financial aid categories by 

EFC 

Authors 
 

MHEC 

 

 

 

MHEC 

Due Date 
 

July 1, 2016 

 

 

 

June 30, 2017 

 

2. Adopt the following narrative: 

 

Instructional Faculty Workload Report:  The committees request that the University System 

of Maryland (USM), Morgan State University (MSU), and St. Mary’s College of Maryland 

(SMCM) continue to provide annual instructional workload reports for tenured and tenure-track 

faculty.  By focusing on these faculty, the committees gain a sense of the teaching activities for 

the regular core faculty.  However, there are other types of instructional faculty at institutions 

such as full- and part-time nontenured/nontenure track faculty including adjunct faculty, 

instructors, and lecturers.  Focusing on only tenured/tenure-track faculty provides an 

incomplete picture of how students are taught.  Therefore, the report should also include the 

instructional workload when all types of faculty are considered.  Additional information may 

be included at the institution’s discretion.  Furthermore, the USM report should include the 

percent of faculty meeting or exceeding teaching standards for tenured and tenure-track faculty 

for the University of Maryland, Baltimore. 
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 Information Request 
 

Annual report on faculty 

workload 

 

Authors 
 

USM 

MSU 

SMCM 

Due Date 
 

December 15, 2016 

3. Adopt the following narrative: 

 

Education Data Availability and Access:  The Maryland Higher Education Commission 

(MHEC) and the Maryland Longitudinal Data System (MLDS) both report on critical 

educational outcomes for the State.  However, it appears that there is a misalignment in data 

availability in that MLDS, which is limited to cross-segment analyses, may access data from 

the National Student Clearinghouse (NSC), while MHEC may not.  This denies MHEC access 

to otherwise invaluable data for its annual reports which deal with higher education alone.  The 

committees are interested in determining how MHEC and MLDS can better share access to the 

proprietary NSC data warehouse and what contractual issues may need to be resolved for that 

to work, with the goal of developing and annually reporting data metrics that provide a fuller 

picture of the diversity in student progress and success.  MHEC and MLDS should work with 

the Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE), Maryland’s designated education 

agency for NSC, and should also consider speaking with the University System of Maryland 

Office, which coordinates NSC data reporting and access across its member institutions. 

 Information Request 
 

Report on education data 

availability and access 

 

Authors 
 

MHEC 

MLDS 

MSDE 

Due Date 
 

December 15, 2016 

 

4. Adopt the following narrative: 

 

Report on Missing One Step Away Outcomes:  Two institutions, Montgomery College and 

Morgan State University, received One Step Away grant funding, but did not report program 

outcomes to the Maryland Higher Education Commission (MHEC).  The committees request 

that MHEC obtain the missing information and submit it to the budget committees so that there 

is a complete record of One Step Away initiatives in Maryland. 

 

 

 Information Request 
 

Report on One Step Away 

Outcomes at Montgomery 

College and Morgan State 

University 

Author 
 

MHEC 

Due Date 
 

December 15, 2016 
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Trends in Education and General Revenues1 
Public Four-year Institutions 

($ in Thousands) 

 

Institution 

 

2012 2013 2014 2015 

 

2016 2017 

Annual %  

2012-15 

% Change 

2015-16 

         

Univ. of Maryland, Baltimore $449,709 $477,265 $477,302 $508,927 $532,046 $545,106 4.3% 2.5% 

Univ. of Maryland, College Park 989,548 1,012,101 1,079,312 1,144,998 1,182,033 1,220,954 4.5% 3.3% 

Bowie State University 68,676 68,367 71,786 77,579 80,527 81,657 4.1% 1.4% 

Towson University 262,891 263,694 277,370 287,843 302,457 314,204 3.6% 3.9% 

Univ. of Maryland Eastern Shore 66,940 66,598 67,475 73,094 74,258 75,592 2.6% 1.8% 

Frostburg State University 67,541 67,942 70,044 73,893 77,884 80,972 3.6% 4.0% 

Coppin State University 55,519 53,458 53,611 55,683 60,713 63,320 2.3% 4.3% 

University of Baltimore 94,792 96,408 98,445 101,581 106,594 107,507 3.0% 0.9% 

Salisbury University 97,561 103,627 108,617 115,980 120,571 128,305 5.4% 6.4% 

Univ. of Maryland Univ. College 376,928 362,122 333,189 349,189 356,684 365,543 -1.4% 2.5% 

Univ. of Maryland Baltimore County 206,523 219,027 235,291 244,803 259,755 269,464 5.9% 3.7% 

Univ. of Maryland Ctr. for Env. Science 24,676 27,622 26,625 27,202 29,618 30,260 4.7% 2.2% 

Morgan State University 130,011 135,394 133,616 139,075 147,946 158,766 3.3% 7.3% 

St. Mary’s College of Maryland 49,772 43,343 42,437 42,381 50,954 49,146 0.6% -3.5% 

Total $2,941,086 $2,996,967 $3,075,122 $3,242,228 $3,382,042 $3,490,796 3.6% 3.2% 

         
1 Education and General revenues represent tuition and fees, State funds (general and Higher Education Investment Funds), grants and contracts (federal, State, 

and local), and sales and services of educational activities less auxiliary program enterprise revenue.  For the University of Maryland, Baltimore, hospital 

expenditures are excluded from Education and General revenue.  Agricultural and cooperative extension programs are excluded. 

 

Note:  Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 

  

Source:  Maryland State Budget, Fiscal 2010-2017  
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Education and General Revenues1
 

Per Full-time Equivalent Student 

Public Four-year Institutions 

 

Institution 

 

2012 2013 2014 

 

2015 

Working 

2016 

 

Adjusted 

2017 

Annual % 

Change 

2012-17 

% 

Change 

2016-17 

         

Univ. of Maryland, Baltimore $69,143 $73,223 $74,161 $79,932 $84,452 $86,374 5.1% 2.3% 

Univ. of Maryland, College Park 31,431 32,303 34,425 35,984 37,165 38,389 4.3% 3.3% 

Bowie State University 15,316 15,870 16,179 16,832 18,240 18,495 4.5% 1.4% 

Towson University 14,680 14,531 14,815 15,576 16,253 16,744 2.6% 3.0% 

Univ. of Maryland Eastern Shore 16,068 16,122 17,001 17,964 17,464 17,211 2.1% -1.4% 

Frostburg State University 14,657 14,857 15,217 16,036 16,825 17,492 3.5% 4.0% 

Coppin State University 19,111 19,278 20,185 22,372 22,842 23,331 4.6% 2.1% 

University of Baltimore 21,422 21,626 22,182 23,509 24,572 24,528 3.5% -0.2% 

Salisbury University 12,441 13,181 13,786 14,765 15,332 16,297 5.4% 6.3% 

Univ. of Maryland Univ. College 14,846 14,421 13,843 12,716 12,980 13,302 -3.3% 2.5% 

Univ. of Maryland Baltimore County 19,178 19,764 20,958 21,534 22,981 23,840 4.6% 3.7% 

Morgan State University 18,183 19,740 20,509 21,088 22,197 23,821 5.1% 7.3% 

St. Mary’s College of Maryland 24,874 22,945 23,420 23,611 28,214 27,213 3.2% -3.5% 

          

Average $20,033 $20,658 $21,450 $21,881 $22,742 $23,431 3.2% 3.0% 

 

 
1 Education and General revenues represent tuition and fees, general funds, grants and contracts (federal, State, and local), and sales and services of educational 

activities less auxiliary program enterprise revenue.  For the University of Maryland, Baltimore, hospital expenditures are excluded from Education and General 

revenue.  Agricultural and cooperative extension programs are also excluded. 

 

Source:  Department of Budget and Management; Department of Legislative Services 
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Fiscal 2017 Revenues Per Full-time Equivalent Student 

By Revenue Source 
Public Four-year Institutions 

 

Institution 

E&G 

Revenues 

State 

Funds 

Tuition and 

Fees FTES 

E&G 

Revenues 

Per FTES 

State 

Funds 

Per FTES 

Tuition 

and Fees 

Per FTES 

ST as 

% 

of 

E&G 

T&F 

as % 

of 

E&G 

Univ. of Maryland, Baltimore $545,105,586 $227,354,952 $123,988,152 6,311 $86,374 $36,025 $19,646 42% 23% 

Univ. of Maryland, College Park 1,220,953,636 469,442,948 545,828,597 31,805 38,389 14,760 17,162 38% 45% 

Bowie State University 81,656,957 43,931,255 38,775,102 4,415 18,495 9,950 8,783 54% 47% 

Towson University 314,204,157 118,599,060 184,157,668 18,765 16,744 6,320 9,814 38% 59% 

Univ. of Maryland Eastern Shore 75,591,532 39,035,136 34,912,374 4,392 17,211 8,888 7,949 52% 46% 

Frostburg State University 80,971,916 41,510,611 37,459,724 4,629 17,492 8,968 8,092 51% 46% 

Coppin State University 63,319,543 46,672,062 16,882,940 2,714 23,331 17,197 6,221 74% 27% 

University of Baltimore 107,507,489 37,517,677 70,200,250 4,383 24,528 8,560 16,016 35% 65% 

Salisbury University 128,305,476 51,857,269 73,001,960 7,873 16,297 6,587 9,272 40% 57% 

Univ. of Maryland Univ. College 365,543,416 41,913,868 308,779,393 27,480 13,302 1,525 11,237 11% 84% 

Univ. of Maryland Baltimore County 269,463,846 118,852,967 126,286,155 11,303 23,840 10,515 11,173 44% 47% 

Morgan State University 158,766,467 92,551,602 56,295,964 6,665 23,821 13,886 8,447 58% 35% 

St. Maryʼs College of Maryland 49,146,048 25,159,549 24,460,180 1,806 27,213 13,931 13,544 51% 50% 

          

Total  $3,460,536,069 $1,354,398,956 $1,641,028,459 132,541 $26,109 $12,086 $11,335 39% 47% 

 
E&G:  Education and General 

FTES:  full-time equivalent student 

ST:  State 

T&F:  tuition and fees 

 

Source:  Maryland State Budget, Fiscal 2010-2017 
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Higher Education Enrollment Trends 

Full-time Equivalent Student 

Public Four-year Institutions 

 

Institution 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Working 

2016 

Allowance 

2017 

Annual % 

2012-16 

 % Change 

2016-17 

         

Univ. of Maryland, Baltimore 6,504 6,518 6,436 6,367 6,300 6,311 -0.8% 0.2% 

Univ. of Maryland, College Park 31,483 31,331 31,353 31,820 31,805 31,805 0.3% 0.0% 

Bowie State University 4,484 4,308 4,437 4,609 4,415 4,415 -0.4% 0.0% 

Towson University 17,908 18,147 18,722 18,480 18,609 18,765 1.0% 0.8% 

Univ. of Maryland Eastern Shore 4,166 4,131 3,969 4,069 4,252 4,392 0.5% 3.3% 

Frostburg State University 4,608 4,573 4,603 4,608 4,629 4,629 0.1% 0.0% 

Coppin State University 2,905 2,773 2,656 2,489 2,658 2,714 -2.2% 2.1% 

University of Baltimore 4,425 4,458 4,438 4,321 4,338 4,383 -0.5% 1.0% 

Salisbury University 7,842 7,862 7,879 7,855 7,864 7,873 0.1% 0.1% 

Univ. of Maryland Univ. College 25,390 25,110 24,070 27,460 27,480 27,480 2.0% 0.0% 

Univ. of Maryland Baltimore County 10,769 11,082 11,227 11,368 11,303 11,303 1.2% 0.0% 

Morgan State University 7,150 6,859 6,515 6,595 6,665 6,665 -1.7% 0.0% 

St. Mary’s College of Maryland 2,001 1,889 1,812 1,795 1,806 1,806 -2.5% 0.0% 

         

Total 129,635 129,041 128,117 131,836 132,124 132,541 0.5% 0.3% 

 

 
Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2010-2017 
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Appendix 5 

 

Six-year Graduation Rate for First-time, Full-time Students 

 

 
 

 

 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

        

Univ. of Maryland, College Park (UMCP) 82.1 82.7 82.6 82.3 81.9 84.4 84.6 

Bowie State University (BSU) 45.0 43.2 41.0 43.8 37.1 38.7 39.5 

Towson University (TU) 70.4 75.1 72.6 68.3 69.9 68.0 70.6 

Univ. of Maryland Eastern Shore (UMES) 45.6 38.7 37.3 36.0 37.0 38.6 43.1 

Frostburg State University (FSU) 57.2 60.4 56.3 53.0 52.4 56.1 55.6 

Coppin State University (CSU) 18.3 17.5 18.3 18.0 19.7 16.0 18.0 

Salisbury University (SU) 74.9 72.3 76.6 71.6 73.1 73.2 72.9 

Univ. of Maryland Baltimore County (UMBC) 66.3 67.9 67.1 64.7 67.8 68.8 66.9 

Morgan State University (MSU) 34.1 34.8 33.8 30.7 30.7 34.9 33.7 

St. Mary’s College of Maryland (SMCM) 80.9 85.5 82.1 82.4 79.4 83.2 86.8 

All Students Average 64.3 64.7 64.1 63.3 61.6 63.8 63.7 
 

 

Note:  The data shows the percentage of students who graduated from any Maryland campus within six years after starting 

in the year and at the institution indicated. 
 

Source:  Maryland Higher Education Commission  
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Appendix 6 

 

Scholastic Aptitude Test Scores of First-year Students 
 

 
 

 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

        

Univ. of Maryland, College Park (UMCP) 1,285 1,283 1,287 1,289 1,299 1,304 1,306 

Bowie State University (BSU) 880 892 888 899 890 881 873 

Towson University (TU) 1,080 1,081 1,087 1,087 1,088 1,084 1,087 

Univ. of Maryland Eastern Shore (UMES) 847 857 879 880 881 861 844 

Frostburg State University (FSU) 963 982 985 985 980 985 969 

Coppin State University (CSU) 875 861 874 882 877 890 895 

University of Baltimore (UB) 958 949 953 953 944 925 974 

Salisbury University (SU) 1,129 1,138 1,147 1,155 1,160 1,156 1,160 

Univ. of Maryland Baltimore County (UMBC) 1,184 1,204 1,206 1,223 1,218 1,214 1,210 

Morgan State University (MSU) 904 904 909 895 905 889 890 

St. Mary’s College of Maryland (SMCM) 1,229 1,213 1,208 1,209 1,187 1,173 1,149 

Average (unweighted) 1,030 1,033 1,038 1,042 1,039 1,033 1,032 

 

 
 

Note:  Reflects verbal (maximum 800) and math (maximum 800) scores only. 

 

Source:  Maryland Higher Education Commission  
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Appendix 7 

 

Student-to-Faculty Ratio 

 
 

 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

       

Univ. of Maryland, Baltimore (UMB) 8.6 9.0 8.7 9.6 9.1 9.2 

Univ. of Maryland, College Park (UMCP) 11.4 11.5 11.0 10.8 10.8 10.8 

Bowie State University (BSU) 15.6 15.4 15.4 15.9 15.3 15.3 

Towson University (TU) 15.3 15.5 15.4 15.4 15.5 15.5 

Univ. of Maryland Eastern Shore (UMES) 16.3 15.9 15.0 15.3 15.8 15.8 

Frostburg State University (FSU) 18.0 17.7 17.8 17.4 17.5 17.5 

Coppin State University (CSU) 12.7 12.7 12.1 13.5 15.2 15.5 

University of Baltimore (UB) 16.8 16.6 15.9 15.3 15.8 16.0 

Salisbury University (SU) 16.5 17.4 16.4 16.2 16.4 16.4 

Univ. of Maryland Univ. College (UMUC) 26.8 23.9 23.8 28.0 28.0 28.0 

Univ. of Maryland Baltimore County (UMBC) 16.7 17.2 17.2 17.0 17.4 17.4 

Morgan State University (MSU) 13.2 12.4 11.8 12.4 12.2 12.2 

St. Mary’s College of Maryland (SMCM) 13.6 10.7 10.2 11.0 11.6 11.6 

 
Note:  Full-time equivalent. 

 

Source:  Department of Budget and Management 
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Morgan State University 
 

 
 
Note:  Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 
 
For further information contact:   Sara J. Baker Phone:  (410) 946-5530 
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Operating Budget Data 
 ($ in Thousands) 

 
        

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change  

  Actual Working Allowance Change Prior Year  

        

 General Funds $79,890 $81,603 $88,552 $6,950 8.5%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 0 -184 -184   

 Adjusted General Fund $79,890 $81,603 $88,369 $6,766 8.3%  

        
 Special Funds 4,308 4,532 2,143 -2,389 -52.7%  

 Adjusted Special Fund $4,308 $4,532 $2,143 -$2,389 -52.7%  

        
 Other Unrestricted Funds 86,769 93,771 98,535 4,764 5.1%  

 Adjusted Other Unrestricted Fund $86,769 $93,771 $98,535 $4,764 5.1%  

        
 Total Unrestricted Funds 170,966 179,906 189,230 9,324 5.2%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 0 -184 -184   

 Adjusted Total Unrestricted Funds $170,966 $179,906 $189,047 $9,141 5.1%  

        
 Restricted Funds 44,142 48,539 50,643 2,104 4.3%  

 Adjusted Restricted Fund $44,142 $48,539 $50,643 $2,104 4.3%  

        
 Adjusted Grand Total $215,109 $228,445 $239,690 $11,245 4.9%  

        

 

 General funds increase by $6.8 million, or 8.3%, in fiscal 2017 after accounting for the 

across-the-board health insurance reduction in fiscal 2017. 

 

 The Higher Education Investment Fund (HEIF) declines $2.4 million, or 52.7%, related to the 

downward revision in the estimated revenues and rather than distributing the HEIF reduction 

across all the higher education institutions, Morgan State University’s (MSU) appropriation was 

reduced by $2.0 million.  This was offset by a corresponding increase in general funds.   

 

 Overall, State funds grow $4.4 million or 5.1%, over fiscal 2017.  The fiscal 2017 allowance 

also includes funding for increments budgeted in the Department of Budget and Management 

totaling $2.0 million.  If this is taken into account, State funds increase by $6.4 million, or 7.4%. 
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Personnel Data 

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17  

  Actual Working Allowance Change   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Regular Positions 

 
1,118.00 

 
1,129.00 

 
1,129.00 

 
0.00 

 
  

 Contractual FTESs 
 

483.00 
 

494.00 
 

494.00 
 

0.00 
 
  

 
 
Total Personnel 

 
1,601.00 

 
1,623.00 

 
1,623.00 

 
0.00 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Vacancy Data:  Regular Positions 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Turnover and Necessary Vacancies, Excluding New 

Positions 
 

54.64 
 

4.84% 
 

 
 
 

 
 Positions and Percentage Vacant as of 12/31/15 

 
 

 
77.00 

 
7.00% 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

 

 The fiscal 2017 allowance does not provide any new regular positions.  However, MSU has 

personnel autonomy and may create new positions during the fiscal year. 
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Analysis in Brief 

 

Major Trends 
 

Enrollment:  Undergraduate enrollment increased 0.3% to 6,319 in fall 2015.  Since fall 2013 when 

the number of first-time, full-time students fell 14.6%, enrollment of these students has since 

rebounded, growing 12.6% in fall 2015. 

 

Student Performance:  The second-year retention rate for the 2013 cohort reached its highest level of 

75.3%.  Since the third-year rate mirrors the second-year rate trend, it is expected that the rate of the 

2013 cohort will increase.  After improving to 34.9%, the highest level since the 2001 cohort, the 

six-year graduation rate declined to 33.7%. 

 

Expenditure Per Degree:  After reaching a high of $104,609 in fiscal 2010, the cost per degree fell by 

$24,675 to $79,934 in fiscal 2012.  However, the cost per degree continues to exceed that of its peers 

by $21,920 in fiscal 2012. 

 

Research Expenditures and Earned Doctorates:  From fiscal 2012 to 2014, federal research and 

development expenditures declined 8.2% to $14.1 million.  In calendar 2014, the number of earned 

doctorates increased to 37, mainly due the number of engineering doctorates increasing from 4 in 

calendar 2013 to 11 in calendar 2014. 

 

 

Issues 
 

Status of Undergraduate Nursing Program:  MSU admitted its first class of 32 students in the 

undergraduate nursing program in spring 2009; however, the program was not accredited due to the 

low first-time pass rate of graduates taking the nursing exam for registered nurses. 

 

Meeting College Expenses:   In fiscal 2015, there was a shift in the portion of institutional aid going 

toward need-based aid, which increases from 23.7% to 49.3%.  While spending on need-based aid 

increased by $3.3 million, spending on scholarships declined $1.9 million.  In fiscal 2014, 82.0% of 

students graduated with debt, on average $35,568, above the national and State average for public 

four-year institutions of $27,022 and $26,413, respectively. 

 

Transfer Incentive Program:  In an effort to attract more community college transfer students, in 

fall 2014 MSU established a new scholarship – the Transfer Incentive Program – which provides 

$2,000 per semester for up to five semesters for a total of $10,000.   
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Recommended Actions 

    

1. Add language to restrict funding for need-based aid.   

 

 

Updates 

 

Faculty Workload:  Annual language in the Joint Chairmen’s Report (JCR) requires MSU to submit a 

report on the instructional workload of not only tenured and tenure-track faculty but also that for 

full- and part-time nontenured/nontenure-track faculty, which includes adjuncts, instructors, and 

lecturers.  The average course units taught by tenured and tenure-track faculty declined from 7.2 units 

in fiscal 2014 to 6.7 units in fiscal 2015. 

 

Status of Implementing Sexual Misconduct Policy:  Language in the 2015 JCR required MSU to 

submit a report on the status of implementing its sexual misconduct policy including if MSU has an 

amnesty policy and, if so, how it is implemented; how it will implement a climate survey; and a list of 

all Memoranda of Understanding applicable to the issue of sexual misconduct.   
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Operating Budget Analysis 

 

Program Description 
 

Morgan State University (MSU), designated as Maryland’s public urban university, is 

responsible for addressing the needs of the citizens, schools, and organizations within the Baltimore 

metropolitan area through academic, research, and service programs.  One of the goals of MSU is to 

promote economic development by meeting critical workforce needs by offering programs in 

professional fields such as engineering, business, teacher education, architecture, and social work. 

 

Based on various socioeconomic and academic measures, MSU enrolls and educates a diverse 

student body, including those among the best prepared and those who might not obtain a baccalaureate 

degree without extra support of the institution.  MSU offers a comprehensive range of academic 

programs, awarding baccalaureate degrees emphasizing the arts and sciences and specialized master’s 

and doctoral degrees. 

 

Carnegie Classification:  DRU: Doctoral/Research University 

 

Fall 2015 Undergraduate Enrollment Headcount Fall 2015 Graduate Enrollment Headcount 

Male 2,926 Male 570 

Female 3,393 Female 836 

Total 6,319 (77.5% In-state) Total 1,406 

    
Fall 2015 New Students Headcount Campus (Main Campus) 

First-time 1,168 Acres 143 

Transfers/Others 422 Buildings 45 

Graduate 274 Average Age 32 years 

Total 1,864 Oldest Carnegie Hall (1919) 

    
Programs Degrees Awarded (2014-2015) 

Bachelor’s 45 Bachelor’s 933 

Master’s 37 Master’s 234 

Doctoral 16 Doctoral 58 

  Total Degrees 1,225 

    
Proposed Fiscal 2017 In-state Tuition and Fees*   

Undergraduate Tuition $5,105 % Graduated with Debt 82% 

Mandatory Fees $2,699 Average Debt $35,568 

*Contingent on Board of Regents approval.   
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Performance Measures 
 

 

1. Enrollment 
 

Overall, undergraduate enrollment increased 0.3% to 6,319 in fall 2015.  Since fall 2013 when 

the number of first-time, full-time (FT/FT) students fell 14.6%, enrollment of this group has since 

rebounded, growing 10.4% in fall 2015, as shown in Exhibit 1.  However, the number of continuing 

students has steadily declined since fall 2013 indicating retention efforts implemented in 2010 that at 

first appeared to be successful may need to be reevaluated to determine what improvements can be 

made to increase the number of returning students.  The number of transfer students grew 16.3% in 

fall 2015 after declining 13.8% in fall 2014.  The President should comment on why programs 

implemented in 2010 have not appeared to be successful given the steady decline of continuing 

students.  

 

 

Exhibit 1 

Change in Undergraduate Enrollment 
Fall 2013-2015 

 

 
 

 
Source:  Morgan State University 
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2. Student Performance 

 

Student persistence, or retention, provides a measure of student progress and an indication of 

an institution’s performance; the higher the retention rate, the more likely students will persist and 

graduate.  As shown in Exhibit 2, after remaining stable for the past two cohorts, the second-year 

retention rate for the 2013 cohort reached its highest level of 75.3%.  Since the third-year rate mirrors 

the second-year rate trend, it is expected that the rate of the 2013 cohort will increase.  Overall, since 

the 2007 cohort, the second- and third-year rates increased by 7.6 and 6.3 percentage points, 

respectively.  The 2010 cohort shows the most improvement with the second- and third-year rates 

improving by 4.8 and 6.4 percentage points, respectively.  MSU attributes this to a variety of new 

initiatives implemented in fall 2010, such as block scheduling and a financial literacy campaign. 

 

 

Exhibit 2 

Second- and Third-year Retention Rates 

First-time, Full-time Students 
2007-2013 Cohorts 

 

 
 

 
Note:  Percentages represent first-time, full-time students who remained enrolled at the same institution in the subsequent 

fall semesters. 

 

Source: Maryland Higher Education Commission, Retention and Graduation Rates at Maryland Four-year Institutions, 

September 2015 
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Completion rates are greatly influenced by time – the longer it takes a student to graduate, the 

more likely (s)he will dropout as other priorities compete with classes.  Longer completion times 

translate into increased costs, not only for the student, but the institution and State as well.  According 

to College Measures, the total cost of attrition for all FT/FT students not returning for a second year at 

MSU is $4.0 million, or $13,255, per full-time equivalent student (FTES) in fiscal 2012.  For those who 

graduate, the average time to degree for the 2009 FT/FT cohort, according to the MSU Annual Faculty 

Workload report is 9.3 semesters, a little under five years.  However, graduation rates remain low. 

 

Graduation rates are, in part, another measure of student persistence and efficiency – as more 

students graduate, it “frees up” more room, allowing an institution to enroll more students.  Exhibit 3 

shows the four- and six-year graduation rates for FT/FT students, which include those who transferred 

and graduated from another Maryland institution.  After steadily improving to 12.4% with the 

2006 cohort, the four-year graduation rate declined to 9.7% with the 2010 cohort.  However, as shown 

in the previous exhibit, there was a significant improvement in the retention rates of the 2010 cohort, 

implying while MSU was successful in retaining students, more work needs to be done to help students 

be successful and graduate.  After improving to 34.9%, the highest level since the 2001 cohort, the 

six-year graduation rate declined to 33.7%.  The President should comment on why efforts to retain 

students have shown to be successful but have not led to improvement in the number of students 

graduating.   

 

 

Exhibit 3 

Graduation Rate of First-time, Full-time Undergraduate Students 
2003-2010 Cohorts 

 

 
 

Note:  Percentages include first-time, full-time students who persisted at and graduated from the institution they initially 

enrolled in and those who transferred and graduated from any Maryland public or private four-year institution. 

 

Source:  Maryland Higher Education Commission, Retention and Graduation Rates at Maryland Four-year Institutions, 

September 2015 
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The traditional retention and graduations rates only measure the progress of FT/FT cohorts who 

are students enrolled at the institution at the start of the academic year, are continuously enrolled as a 

full-time student, and those who may transfer and graduate at another Maryland institution.  These 

measures do not account for students who enroll in multiple institutions, particularly out-of-state, stop 

out, or whose enrollment status changes throughout their college career e.g., full- to part-time and back 

again.  In addition, the traditional measures do not include the progress of transfer students who account 

for an increasing portion of the student population.  The Student Achievement Measures is a voluntary 

reporting system, which provides a more comprehensive picture of a student’s progression to 

completion by tracking the progress of a student throughout their college career.  As shown in 

Exhibit 4, within six years of enrolling at MSU, transfer students graduate at a significantly higher rate 

than FT/FT students, 66% compared to 36% for the 2008 cohort.  While the graduation rate of transfers 

increased to 66%, the FT/FT rate declined to 36% for the 2008 cohort.  In addition both the FT/FT and 

transfers students whose status is unknown increased 3 percentage points to 33% and 20%, respectively.    

 

 

Exhibit 4 

Status of First-time, Full-time and Full-time Transfers 

Seeking a Bachelor’s Degree within Six Years 
Fall 2007 and 2008 Cohort 

 

 
 

 
MSU:  Morgan State University 

 
Source:  Student Achievement Measures 
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3. Expenditure Per Degree 

 

Education and related (E&R) expenditures per degree measures the cost of producing a degree, 

showing if an institution is becoming more or less productive over time in using its resources to produce 

degrees.  Therefore, the lower the expenditures, the more efficient an institution is in producing degrees.  

Since spending per degree would be similar among those institutions that have comparable spending 

and enrollment patterns, MSU E&R expenditures are compared to the average of its funding peers.  

After reaching a high of $104,609 in fiscal 2010, as shown in Exhibit 5, the cost per degree fell by 

$24,675 to $79,934 in fiscal 2012.  However, the cost per degree at MSU continues to exceed that of 

its peers by $21,920 in fiscal 2012. 

 

 

Exhibit 5 

Education and Related Expenditures Per All Degree Completed 
Fiscal 2007-2012 

 

 
 

 
Note:  Education and related expenditures includes direct spending on instruction, student services, the education share of 

spending on academic and institutional support, and operations and maintenance.  Includes baccalaureate and graduate 

degrees.  All dollar amounts are reported in 2012 dollars (Higher Education Price Index adjusted). 

 

Source:  Delta Project, Trends in College Spending Online; Department of Legislative Services 
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4. Research Expenditures and Earned Doctorates 
 

A goal of the MSU strategic plan is to enhance its status as a doctoral research university with 

an objective of increasing grants and contract funding.  This not only serves to measure productivity 

but the capacity to pursue research that attracts and retains faculty.  In fiscal 2012, MSU reached its 

highest level of federal research and development (R&D) expenditures of $15.4 million mainly due to 

a five-year grant from the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), as shown in 

Exhibit 6.  However, since then, expenditures related to NASA R&D fell by $3.7 million, 38.1%, in 

fiscal 2014.  Expenditures related to the Department of Defense more than quadrupled, increasing from 

$0.6 million in fiscal 2012 to $2.9 million in fiscal 2014.  Overall, between fiscal 2012 and 2014, federal 

R&D expenditures declined 8.2% to $14.1 million in fiscal 2014.  In terms of total R&D expenditures, 

which totaled $15.7 million in fiscal 2014, MSU ranked 284 out of 632 institutions, according to the 

National Science Foundation (NSF).  

 

 

Exhibit 6 

Federal Research and Development Expenditures 
Fiscal 2009-2014 

($ in Thousands) 

 

 
 

 
DHHS:  Department of Health and Human Services 

DoD:  Department of Defense 

NASA:  National Aeronautics and Space Administration 

NSF:   National Science Foundation 

 
Source:  National Science Foundation; National Center for Science and Engineering Statistics; Higher Education Research 

and Development Survey 

 

$0 $2,000 $4,000 $6,000 $8,000 $10,000 $12,000 $14,000 $16,000

2014

2013

2012

2011

2010

2009

NASA DHHS DoD NSF Other Agencies



R13M00 – Morgan State University 
 

 

Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 
446 

Another component of the MSU research goal is to award at least 20 research doctorates 

annually.  After declining from 36 doctorates in 2009, the number of earned research doctorates 

remained stable at 25 from 2011 to 2013, as shown in Exhibit 7.  In calendar 2014, the number of 

doctorate degrees increased to 37, mainly due to the number of engineering doctorates increasing from 

4 in calendar 2013 to 11 in calendar 2014.  According to NSF, MSU ranked 234 out of 422 institutions 

in the number of earned research doctorates. 

 

 

Exhibit 7 

Earned Research Doctorate Degrees 
Calendar 2009-2014 

 

 
 

 

Note: A research doctorate is a doctoral degree that (1) requires completion of an original intellectual contribution in the 

form of a dissertation or an equivalent culminating project (e.g., musical composition); and (2) is not primarily intended as 

a degree for the practice of a profession.  The most common research doctorate degree is the PhD.  

 

Source:  National Science Foundation, National Center for Science and Engineering Statistics, Survey of Earned Doctorates 
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income from privatized housing ($0.4 million); utilities savings ($0.3 million); and reducing printing 

of student recruitment brochures ($75,000). 

 

 

Proposed Budget 
 

As shown in Exhibit 8, the general fund allowance for fiscal 2017 is 8.3%, or $6.8 million, 

higher in than fiscal 2016 after adjusting for the across-the-board employee health insurance reduction 

based on a revised estimate of the amount of funding needed in fiscal 2017.  The Higher Education 

Investment Fund (HEIF) decreases 52.7%, or $2.4 million, in fiscal 2017.  This decline is related to a 

timing issue.  When the Department of Budget and Management (DBM) began developing the budget 

for higher education, the forecast for the HEIF was $68.3 million.  However, the December revenue 

forecast reduced projected attainment by $2.0 million.  Instead of distributing the reduction across all 

the higher education institutions, DBM reduced the MSU HEIF appropriation by $2.0 million and 

provided a corresponding increase in general funds.  Overall, State funds grow 5.1%, or $4.4 million, 

to $90.5 million.  However, when including $2.0 million for salary increments that are included in the 

DBM budget, the growth in State funds is 7.4%, or $6.4 million.  Other unrestricted funds grow 5.1%, 

or $4.8 million, primarily due to tuition and fees increasing $4.2 million. 

 

 

Exhibit 8 

Proposed Budget 
Morgan State University 

($ in Thousands) 

 

 FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change 

 Actual Adjusted Adjusted Change Prior Year 

      
General Funds $79,890 $81,603 $88,552   

Across-the-board Reduction 0 0 -184 0  

Total General Funds $79,890 $81,603 $88,369 $6,766 8.3% 

Higher Education Investment Fund $4,308 $4,532 $2,143 -$2,389 -52.7% 

Total State Funds 84,198 86,135 90,512 4,377 5.1% 

Other Unrestricted Funds 86,769 93,771 98,535 4,764 5.1% 

Total Unrestricted Funds 170,966 179,906 189,047 9,141 5.1% 

Restricted Funds 44,142 48,539 50,643 2,104 4.3% 

Total Funds $215,109 $228,445 $239,690 $11,245 4.9% 

 

 
Note:  Fiscal 2017 general funds are adjusted to reflect across-the-board reduction.  Numbers may not sum to total due to 

rounding. 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2017; Department of Legislative Services 
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The fiscal 2017 allowance includes $0.2 million to replace revenues equivalent to a 1.0% 

increase in the resident undergraduate tuition rate and $1.4 million to increase the amount spent on 

need-based aid.  It also includes a 2.0% increase in resident undergraduate tuition.  The allowance 

provides funds for a 2.5% salary increment, which totals $2.5 million with the general funds portion of 

$2.0 million included in the DBM budget.  However, the State average for salary increments is 

2.4%; therefore, the Department of Legislative Services (DLS) recommends reducing the MSU 

increment by $71,622 to reflect the State’s average.  This action will be taken up in the DBM 

budget analysis since that is where the increment is budgeted.  The remaining $0.5 million for the 

salary increment is to be funded from non-State supported funds i.e., auxiliary and restricted funds. 
 

 Current Service Costs 
 

 MSU estimates its State-supported current service costs (CSC) to increase $8.1 million, as 

shown in Exhibit 9.  These costs are typically funded with unrestricted revenues (e.g., general funds, 

the HEIF, and tuition and fee revenues).  Personnel expenditures account for 35.9% of total CSC 

increase.  Total unrestricted revenues increase $9.1 million, as previously shown in Exhibit 8, which 

includes $4.8 million in other unrestricted revenues and $4.4 million in State funds.  Therefore, the 

allowance provides enough funds to cover the increase in CSC and provides $1.0 million for 

enhancements. 
 

 

Exhibit 9 

Increase in Current Services Costs 
Fiscal 2017 

 

 Amount 

  
Health and Retirement Benefits $2,894,675   

Information Technology Upgrades 2,600,000   

New Facilities 1,000,000   

Facilities Renewal 500,000   

Library 450,000   

Lillie Carroll Jackson Museum Operations 400,000   

Physical Plan Maintenance 400,000   

   
Total Current Services Cost $8,244,675  

   
Across-the-board Adjustment   

Health Insurance -$183,701  

   
Total Current Services Cost  $8,060,974  

 
Note:  Morgan State University estimated current services costs (CSC) to increase $10.0 million.  However, $0.6 million of 

recruitment and library improvements and the $1.4 million of general funds for need-based aid are better categorized as 

enhancements are deducted from the CSC. 

 

Source:  Morgan State University 
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 Current Unrestricted Fund Expenditures 
 

 Budget changes by program area in the allowance are shown in Exhibit 10.  This data includes 

unrestricted funds only, the majority of which consist of general funds, the HEIF, and tuition and fee 

revenues.  In fiscal 2016, education and general (E&G) expenditures increased 8.8%, or $12.5 million.  

Expenditures on academic support increased $3.0 million, or 15.8%, of which $1.6 million is related to 

personnel costs, $1.2 million to purchase equipment for the New School of Business, and $0.3 million 

for library enhancements.  Spending increases in instruction ($2.8 million) and student services 

($0.8 million) are primarily related to personnel costs, while 120.8% growth in public service is due to 

the opening of the Lille Carroll Jackson Museum.  Operations and maintenance of plant increased 

$1.5 million, 9.3%, due to reduced spending on maintenance in fiscal 2015 to meet budget reductions 

($0.7 million), facilities renewal ($0.4 million), fuel and utilities ($0.2 million), and personnel costs 

($0.2 million).  The $1.8 million decrease in auxiliary spending is mainly due to a $1.0 million write 

off of bad debt and has deferred maintenance spending for dormitories.   

 

 In fiscal 2017, E&G expenditures grow 5.7%, or $8.7 million, after adjusting for the 

$0.2 million reduction for health insurance.  When including $2.0 million for salary increments, 

spending grows 7.0%, or $10.8 million.  Spending on operations and maintenance of plant grows 

14.4%, or $2.6 million, which is partially due to $1.4 million in enhancement funds to be used for 

financial aid being budgeted in this program area and which will be reallocated to the appropriate 

program area of scholarships and fellowships, $0.4 million for the New School of Business, and 

$0.3 million in personnel costs.  Expenditures on institutional support grows 6.8%, or $2.2 million; of 

which $0.7 million is related to personnel expenditures.  Instruction expenditures increase $1.7 million 

of which $0.7 million is due to personnel costs.  Growth of 116.0% in research is related to all 

contractual health benefit costs being budgeted in this program area which will be reallocated to the 

appropriate programs.   

 

 In fiscal 2015, despite two rounds of cost containment measures totaling $2.7 million, MSU 

transferred $6.6 million to its fund balance, bringing the total to $69.7 million.  MSU is not planning 

on transferring funds in fiscal 2016 or 2017. 

 

 Expenditures Per Full-time Equivalent Student 

 
Between fiscal 2012 and 2017, expenditures per FTES are projected to increase 30.3%, from 

$16,264 to $21,195, respectively, partly due to enrollment declining 6.8%, as shown in Exhibit 11.  

The highest increase occurred in fiscal 2013, when cost per FTES grew 10.5%, $1,706, which can be 

partly attributed to a 4.1% decline in enrollment.  While expenditures only slightly increased between 

fiscal 2014 and 2015 by 0.8%, or $143 per FTES, spending on instruction and institutional support 

increased a total of $648, which was offset by a decline in expenditures in operations and maintenance 

of plant ($405), student services ($84), and academic support ($15).  Overall, expenditures on student 

services increased $25 per FTES between fiscal 2012 and 2015, while that on institutional support 

increased by $975 per FTES, raising concerns about the quality and adequacy of services provided to 

the students.  The President should comment on institutional budgeting priorities that fund 

institutional support over that of student support and services. 
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Exhibit 10 

Budget Changes for Unrestricted Funds by Program 
Fiscal 2015-2017 

($ in Thousands) 

 

 2015 

Adjusted 

Working 

2016 

% 

Change 

2015-16   

Adjusted 

2017 

$ Change 

2016-17 

% 

Change 

2016-17 

Expenditures        

Instruction $50,947 $53,818 5.6% $55,481 $1,663 3.1% 

Research 988 904 -8.6% 1,952 1,048 116.0% 

Public Service 265 584 120.8% 569 -15 -2.6% 

Academic Support 18,888 21,874 15.8% 22,820 946 4.3% 

Student Services 6,131 6,919 12.9% 7,024 105 1.5% 

Institutional Support 32,422 32,583 0.5% 34,815 2,232 6.8% 

Operation and Maintenance of 

Plant 16,894 18,470 9.3% 21,127 2,657 14.4% 

Scholarships and Fellowships 14,533 16,658 14.6% 17,018 359,878 2.2% 

Cost Containment/ 

Across-the-board Reduction    -184   

Funds Specific to HBCUs  1,722  1,656   

Subtotal Education and General $141,067 $153,533 8.8% $162,279 $8,746 5.7% 

       
Auxiliary Enterprises $29,899 $28,094 -6.0% $28,423 $329 1.2% 

       
Total $170,966 $181,627 6.2% $190,702 $9,075 5.0% 

       
Revenues       

Tuition and Fees $56,219 $56,296 0.1% $60,470 $4,174 7.4% 

General Funds 79,890 81,603 2.1% 88,552 6,950 8.5% 

HEIF 4,308 4,532 5.2% 2,143 -2,389 -52.7% 

Other Unrestricted Funds 5,260 7,237 37.6% 7,577 340 4.7% 

Subtotal  $145,676 $149,667 2.7% $158,742 $9,075 6.1% 

       
Auxiliary Enterprises $31,891 $31,960 0.2% $31,960 0 0.0% 

       
Transfers (to) from Fund Balance -6,601 0  0   

       
Total $170,966 $181,627 6.2% $190,702 $9,075 5.0% 

 

HBCU: Historically Black Colleges and Universities   HEIF:  Higher Education Investment Fund 
 

Note:  Fiscal 2017 general funds are adjusted by $0.2 million to reflect the across-the-board reduction.   
 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2017; Department of Legislative Services 
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Exhibit 11 

Unrestricted Fund Expenditures Per Full-time Equivalent Student 
Fiscal 2012-2017 

 

 
 

 
Note:  Does not reflect fiscal 2017 across-the-board reduction or salary increments.  

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Department of Legislative Services 
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Issues 

 

1. Status of Undergraduate Nursing Program 

 
 MSU admitted its first class of 32 students in its undergraduate nursing program in spring 2009.  

Enrollment quickly grew to 117 students in two years, as shown in Exhibit 12, with a corresponding 

increase in the number of students declaring nursing as a major.  In fiscal 2013, MSU began the initial 

program accreditation process for both the Bachelor of Science and Master of Science (the graduate 

nursing program admitted its first students fall 2008) programs.  While the master’s program was 

accredited, the undergraduate program was not.  This was due to the program’s failure to meet portions 

of one of the four standards – Standard IV – relating to student outcomes, in particular, the first-time 

pass rate of students taking the nursing licensure exam for registered nurses (NCLEX-RN).  Student 

performance on the exam fell well below the 80% threshold for the three years of available data. 

 

 

Exhibit 12 

Undergraduate Nursing Enrollment 
Fiscal 2009-2016 

 
Year Nursing Students Declared Nursing Majors 

   

2009 32  0  

2010 81  322  

2011 117  606  

2012 77  642  

2013 39  591  

2014 42  428  

2015 14  315  

2016 17  251  

 
Source: Morgan State University 

 

 

 In response to the denial of accreditation, MSU took a number of steps to improve the first-time 

pass rates of its students including evaluating the program, identifying points of weakness, and 

implementing new and best practices to achieve the necessary outcomes for accreditation. 

 

One of the first steps was to right size the cohorts to gain better curricular quality control by 

reducing the incoming upper division nursing cohort from 50 to 15 students.  MSU notes that the high 

enrollment in the early years of the program were out of alignment with the capacity of the program 

and a reason for the low passage rate on the NCLEX-RN.  In addition, those who declare nursing as a 

major and do not meet the criteria for admissions to the upper division nursing program are advised 

early to alternative majors with a majority choosing health education, social work, and nutritional 

science. 
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A new director was bought in who initiated a variety of targeted instructional and curricular 

changes to the program including: 

 

 integration of NCLEX-RN preparedness into nursing courses; 

 

 consistent and appropriate student academic performance feedback; 

 

 establishment of student study skills sessions; 

 

 establishing a pre-Nursing Academy to begin in summer 2016; 

 

 analyses of student outcomes to inform revisions to admissions policy; 

 

 hiring new faculty; and  

 

 hiring an NCLEX-RN coach for both one-on-one and group support for senior nursing and 

graduate nursing students. 

 

These changes appear to be successful with smaller cohorts, increased student engagement, 

predictable student performance outcomes, and an upward trend in the NCLEX-RN first-time pass 

rates.  While the first-time pass rates remain low, increasing from 41.8% to 50.0%, the rate reflects test 

takers regardless of when the student graduated.  When examining the performance of the students in 

the May 2015 cohort who opted to participate in the tutoring/coaching/mentoring initiative, the 

first-time pass rate was 90.0%.  This is in stark contrast to those in the May 2015 cohort who did not 

participate whose first-time pass rate was 0.0%. 

 

While the undergraduate program is not accredited, the Maryland Board of Nursing (MBON) 

determines if a pre-licensure program can operate in the State.  MSU currently has approval to operate 

its undergraduate program in the State, but MBON did place the program on a warning status in 

spring 2014.  A corrective action plan was submitted and approved by the board in May 2014.  

Therefore, the program is still approved to admit students and provide eligibility to sit for the State’s 

licensing exam.  However, the result for students graduating from an unaccredited program is that it 

limits their choices in schools if they decide to obtain a graduate degree.  Since MSU does offer an 

accredited graduate program in nursing, it does provide a pathway for those students seeking a graduate 

degree. 

 

MSU plans to submit an application for accreditation of the program in February 2016, which 

will be followed by a site visit in November 2017 and a decision by January 2018.  MSU noted that the 

accreditation process allows for intermediate points of assessment to determine if accreditation should 

move forward as programs have the option of withdrawing applications up to the point of an 

accreditation decision being made. 
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2. Meeting College Expenses 

 

As the cost of college continues to increase, students and families are relying on a variety of 

financial aid to pay for college with more students taking out loans.  When accounting for the average 

amount of federal, State, and institutional aid awarded to all MSU students, the average net price for a 

FT/FT Maryland undergraduate student at MSU was $14,654 in fiscal 2014 compared to the list price 

of $22,980 (based on tuition, mandatory fee, books and supplies, other expenses, and the weighted 

average of room and board) according to the National Center for Education Statistics’ College 

Navigator.  This amounts to a 36.2% reduction in the net cost of attendance.  For those with a family 

income up to $30,000, the average net price was $13,138 in fiscal 2014. 

 

In fiscal 2015, 57% of MSU undergraduate students receive Pell awards, which are given to 

those who otherwise could not afford college and have an expected family contribution (EFC) of less 

than a specific amount, which was $5,730 in fiscal 2015.  EFC is an indicator of the amount a family 

is able to contribute to pay for a student’s college education; the lower the EFC, the greater the financial 

aid. 

 

Total spending on institutional aid declined 10.1%, or $1.3 million, from fiscal 2011 to 2014, 

as shown in Exhibit 13, due to a decrease in scholarships.  During this time period, there was also a 

$0.5 million decline in need-based aid although this was offset by a similar increase in athletic 

scholarships.  In fiscal 2014, total spending on aid decreased $0.4 million compared to fiscal 2013 with 

$0.8 million less being spent on need-based aid.  A fiscal 2014 supplemental budget provided $738,000 

specifically to increase expenditures on need-based aid above the amount spent in fiscal 2013.  MSU 

stated that it did not use the funds to increase expenditures on need-based aid but instead used the funds 

to increase expenditures on other aid programs targeting needy students and used $0.3 million to cover 

other operating expenditures.  In fiscal 2015, total spending on institutional aid increased by 

$0.8 million.  However, there was a shift in the portion of aid going toward need-based aid, which grew 

from 23.7% to 49.3%.  Spending on need-based aid increased $3.3 million while spending on 

scholarships declined $1.9 million.  In fiscal 2017, total expenditures on institutional aid increase by 

$0.3 million with need-based aid accounting for $0.1 million.  The fiscal 2017 allowance provides 

$1.4 million in enhancement funds specifically to increase the amount spent on need-based aid.  To 

ensure these funds are used as intended, DLS recommends restricting $1.4 million of the MSU 

general fund appropriation to be used to increase spending on institutional need-based aid 

awards over that spent in fiscal 2016. 

  

In looking at how MSU has distributed need-based aid, while the average amount awarded 

declined in fiscal 2015 compared to fiscal 2010, the total number of awards more than doubled, as 

shown in Exhibit 14.  For example, the average award for Pell-eligible students declined by $468 from 

fiscal 2010 to 2015, but an additional 1,230 awards were made in fiscal 2015.  Overall, the portion of 

awards going toward Pell-eligible students increased from 57.3% to 69.7% from fiscal 2010 to 2015. 
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Exhibit 13 

Institutional Aid:  Total Aid and Aid as a  

Percentage of Undergraduate Tuition Revenues 
Fiscal 2010-2017 

($ in Millions) 

 

 
 

 
Source:  Maryland Higher Education Commission; Morgan State University; Department of Legislative Services 
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Exhibit 14 

Comparison of Number and Average Amount of Need-based Aid Received 

Per Recipient 
Fiscal 2010 and 2015 

 

 
 

 
Source:  Maryland Higher Education Commission; Morgan State University 
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Conversely, in the same time period, the average amount of a scholarship award increased and 

the total number of awards declined, as shown in Exhibit 15.  This primarily reflects a shift in 

fiscal 2015 when expenditures on scholarships declined by $1.9 million while need-based aid increased 

by $3.3 million.  Those with an EFC of $7,000 to $9,999 received the highest increase in their average 

awards of $1,031, while the portion of awards going to Pell-eligible students declined from 50.1% in 

fiscal 2010 to 37.7% in fiscal 2015. 

 

 

Exhibit 15 

Comparison of Number and Average Amount of Scholarships Received 

Per Recipient 
Fiscal 2010 and 2015 

 

 

 
 

 
Source:  Maryland Higher Education Commission; Morgan State University 
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 While students with the greatest financial need typically receive Pell grants and institutional 

aid, it is not enough to cover the cost of college.  As shown in Exhibit 16, students in all EFC categories 

take out various types of loans to finance their education.  There are three types of loans: 

 

 federal subsidized loans, which are based on financial need with the government paying the 

interest while the student is enrolled in school (Perkins and Stafford loans); 

 

 federal unsubsidized loans, which are generally for those who do not demonstrate financial need 

with the interest added to the balance of the loan while the student is enrolled in school (Stafford 

and Parent loans); and  

 

 private loans.  

 

 

Exhibit 16 

Mean Loan Amount by Type and Expected Family Contribution 
Fiscal 2015 

 

 
 

 
Source:  Morgan State University 
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In fiscal 2015, of the 3,907 Pell-eligible students, 91.3% and 97.6% used subsidized and 

unsubsidized loans, respectively, to help pay for their college education with average loans of $4,120 

and $3,653.  However, 3.0% of the Pell-eligible students took out private loans and, on average, 

borrowed $9,795.  In general, the federal parent loans were the highest average loans taken out for 

those in all EFC categories, with those with an EFC of $7,000 to $9,999 taking out the highest average 

loan of $15,643. 

 

According to College Insight, the percentage of students graduating with debt from MSU 

increased from 68% to 82% between fiscal 2011 and 2014.  This is higher than the national average of 

61% and the State average of 56% for pubic four-year institutions in fiscal 2014.  While the average 

debt of a graduate decreased 1.3% during this time from $36,045 to $35,568, it is still above the national 

and State average of public four-year institution of $27,022 and $26,413, respectively, in fiscal 2014.  

This level of indebtedness and the high percentage of Pell-eligible students who took out unsubsidized 

loans compared to subsidized loans raise concerns about the financial guidance that MSU provides to 

its students.  The President should comment on what efforts are being taken to educate and help 

guide students in making financial decisions regarding on how to pay for college. 

  

 

3. Transfer Incentive Program 

 

 In an effort to attract more community college transfer students, in fall 2014 MSU established 

a new scholarship – the Transfer Incentive Program.  The scholarship is available to students from any 

state who have earned an associate’s degree and enroll in selected majors:  actuarial science, chemistry, 

construction management, economics, engineering, physics, English, finance, history, mathematics, 

philosophy, physics, and theater.  The scholarship provides $2,000 per semester for up to five semesters 

for a total of $10,000.  In order to maintain the scholarship students must: 

 

 maintain a semester and cumulative 2.5 grade point average (GPA); 

 

 remained enrolled in the selected major; 

 

 be enrolled as a full-time student each semester; 

 

 complete a minimum of 15 credits per semester; and 

 

 follow the degree plan provided by the department chair or academic advisor. 
 

In the first year, fiscal 2015, seven transfer students received an average annual award of $3,429, 

and all returned the following academic year.  Academically, these students had an average GPA of 

3.22 compared to 2.39 for continuing undergraduate students.  In fiscal 2016, nine students received a 

scholarship with an average annual award of $4,000.  Four students in each year were Pell-eligible. 
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Recommended Actions 

 

1. Add the following language to the unrestricted fund appropriation:  

 

, provided that $1,443,344 of this appropriation made for the purpose of increasing 

expenditures on institutional need-based financial aid above the level provided in fiscal 2016 

may be expended only for that purpose.  Funds not expended for this restricted purpose may 

not be transferred by budget amendment or otherwise to any other purpose and shall revert to 

the General Fund. 

 

Explanation:  This language restricts $1.4 million of the general fund appropriation provided 

in the fiscal 2017 allowance to increase expenditures on institutional need-based aid to be 

expended only for that purpose in order to ensure that expenditures on need-based aid in 

fiscal 2017, at a minimum, exceed that spent in fiscal 2016 by $1.4 million. 
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Updates 

 

1. Faculty Workload 

 

Annual language in the Joint Chairmen’s Report (JCR) requires MSU to submit a report on the 

instructional workload of tenured and tenure-track faculty.  While previous reports focused on 

tenured/tenure-track faculty, DLS requested data be included on full- and part-time 

nontenured/nontenure track faculty, which includes adjuncts, instructors, and lecturers that institutions 

have increasingly relied on over the years.  As shown in Exhibit 17, these faculty comprised 58.5% of 

the faculty in fiscal 2014 and slightly declined to 57.0% of instructional faculty in fiscal 2015. 

 

 

Exhibit 17 

Instructional Faculty by Type 
Fiscal 2014-2015 

 

 2014  2015 

 Total %  Total % 

      

Tenured/Tenure-track 291 41.5%  311 43.0% 

Full-time Nontenured/Nontenure-track 170 24.2%  138 19.1% 

Part-time Nontenured/Nontenure-track 241 34.3%  274 37.9% 

      

Total 702     723   

 

 
Source:  Morgan State University 

 

 

The average units taught by tenured faculty dropped from 7.4 units to 7.0 units between 

fiscal 2011 and 2013 due to the addition of 13 faculty members, as shown in Exhibit 18.  However, 

despite the addition of 2 faculty members in fiscal 2014, the average course units taught increased to 

7.2 units in fiscal 2014 before declining to 6.7 units in fiscal 2015.  When including all types of 

instructional faculty, the number of course units increased to 7.0 units.  As a comparison, this is lower 

than the average of 7.2 units at the University of Maryland Baltimore County and above the 5.4 units 

at the University of Maryland, College Park. 
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Exhibit 18 

Average Course Units Taught by Full-time Equivalent Tenured/Tenure-track 

and Full-time Nontenured/Nontenure-track Instructional Faculty 
Fiscal 2011-2015 

 

 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

 Tenure Tenure Tenure Tenure All Tenure All 

        

MSU 7.4 7.3 7.0 7.2 7.2 6.7 7.0 

        

UMCP 5.9 5.6 5.5 5.5 5.6 5.3 5.4 

UMBC 6.6 6.8 6.6 6.5 6.9 7.1 7.2 

 

 
MSU:  Morgan State University 

UMBC:  University of Maryland Baltimore County 

UMCP:  University of Maryland, College Park 

 

Note:  Data on all categories of instructional faculty was not reported prior to fiscal 2013. 

 

Source:  Morgan State University; University System of Maryland 

 

 

 

2. Status of Implementing Sexual Misconduct Policy 

 

Language in the 2015 JCR required MSU to submit a report on the status of implementing its 

sexual misconduct policy including:   if MSU has an amnesty policy and, if so, how it is implemented; 

how it will implement a climate survey; and a list of all Memoranda of Understanding (MOU) 

applicable to the issue of sexual misconduct.  MSU submitted a report on July 16, 2015 in which it 

detailed its amnesty policy and how it is implemented; discussed conducting a climate survey in 

March 2016 using a predeveloped campus climate survey and considering incentives or marketing 

programs to increase student participation; and showed that it has established an MOU with the 

Baltimore City Police Department and is finalizing two MOUs with community organizations. 
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Appendix 1 

 

 

Current and Prior Year Budgets 

 

General Special Federal

Fund Fund Fund

Fiscal 2015

Legislative

   Appropriation $81,803 $4,308 $0 $91,017 $177,129 $46,571 $223,700

Deficiency

   Appropriation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Cost

   Containment -2,699 0 0 0 -2,699 0 -2,699

Budget

   Amendments 785 0 0 0 785 0 785

Reversions and

   Cancellations 0 0 0 -4,248 -4,248 -2,429 -6,677

Actual

   Expenditures $79,890 $4,308 $0 $86,769 $170,966 $44,142 $215,109

Fiscal 2016

Legislative

   Appropriation $80,033 $4,532 $0 $93,771 $178,336 $48,539 $226,875

Budget

   Amendments 1,570 0 0 0 1,570 0 1,570

Working

   Appropriation $81,603 $4,532 $0 $93,771 $179,906 $48,539 $228,445

Restricted

Current and Prior Year Budgets

Other Total

Fund Fund Fund

($ in Thousands)

Morgan State Univesity

Total

Unrestricted Unrestricted

 

 

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  Numbers may not sum to total 

due to rounding. 
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Fiscal 2015 
 

 The fiscal 2015 legislative appropriation for MSU was reduced by $8.6 million.  General funds 

decreased by $1.9 million, which included $2.7 million in cost containment measures.  A variety of 

strategies to meet this reduction included reducing a number of positions, delaying purchases, reducing 

expenses related to equipment purchases and marketing, and using utility savings.  A budget 

amendment added $0.8 million related to a 2% cost-of-living adjustment.  Cancellations of unrestricted 

funds amounted to $4.2 million due to equipment, utilities, and bookstore sales being less than 

anticipated and a delay in the hiring of faculty. 

 

 Cancellation of restricted funds totaled $2.4 million due to research expenditures being lower 

than anticipated. 

 

 

Fiscal 2016  
 

 To date in fiscal 2016, the MSU legislative appropriation has increased by $1.6 million in 

general funds by budget amendment to restore the 2% pay reduction 
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 Object/Fund Difference Report 

Morgan State University 

 

  FY 16    

 FY 15 Working FY 17 FY 16 - FY 17 Percent 

Object/Fund Actual Appropriation Allowance Amount Change Change 

      

Positions      

01    Regular 1,118.00 1,129.00 1,129.00 0.00 0% 

02    Contractual 483.00 494.00 494.00 0.00 0% 

Total Positions 1,601.00 1,623.00 1,623.00 0.00 0% 

      

Objects      

01    Salaries and Wages $ 104,363,495 $ 109,266,268 $ 111,714,055 $ 2,447,787 2.2% 

02    Technical and Spec. Fees 25,355,299 28,313,415 29,207,845 894,430 3.2% 

03    Communication 958,662 1,112,401 1,116,880 4,479 0.4% 

04    Travel 3,552,374 3,710,524 3,633,648 -76,876 -2.1% 

06    Fuel and Utilities 7,342,989 7,459,757 7,664,193 204,436 2.7% 

07    Motor Vehicles 340,539 929,058 946,935 17,877 1.9% 

08    Contractual Services 20,193,271 21,273,061 25,287,835 4,014,774 18.9% 

09    Supplies and Materials 6,132,379 6,220,011 7,104,513 884,502 14.2% 

11    Equipment – Additional 3,172,850 6,240,232 7,506,830 1,266,598 20.3% 

12    Grants, Subsidies, and Contributions 34,231,671 36,658,015 38,016,582 1,358,567 3.7% 

13    Fixed Charges 6,842,550 5,410,999 5,449,658 38,659 0.7% 

14    Land and Structures 2,622,533 1,851,111 2,224,282 373,171 20.2% 

Total Objects $ 215,108,612 $ 228,444,852 $ 239,873,256 $ 11,428,404 5.0% 

      

Funds      

40    Unrestricted Fund $ 170,966,399 $ 179,905,902 $ 189,230,398 $ 9,324,496 5.2% 

43    Restricted Fund 44,142,213 48,538,950 50,642,858 2,103,908 4.3% 

Total Funds $ 215,108,612 $ 228,444,852 $ 239,873,256 $ 11,428,404 5.0% 

      

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 
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Fiscal Summary 

Morgan State University 

      

 FY 15 FY 16 FY 17   FY 16 - FY 17 

Program/Unit Actual Wrk Approp Allowance Change % Change 

      

01 Instruction $ 51,029,722 $ 53,947,500 $ 55,610,314 $ 1,662,814 3.1% 

02 Research 27,063,255 31,038,225 33,190,439 2,152,214 6.9% 

03 Public Service 264,654 584,426 569,391 -15,035 -2.6% 

04 Academic Support 19,068,755 21,987,561 22,933,850 946,289 4.3% 

05 Student Services 6,243,131 7,078,708 7,183,467 104,759 1.5% 

06 Institutional Support 32,545,543 32,691,245 34,922,999 2,231,754 6.8% 

07 Operation and Maintenance of Plant 16,895,546 18,491,541 21,148,188 2,656,647 14.4% 

08 Auxiliary Enterprise 29,943,767 28,150,626 28,479,710 329,084 1.2% 

17 Scholarships and Fellowships 32,054,239 34,475,020 35,834,898 1,359,878 3.9% 

Total Expenditures $ 215,108,612 $ 228,444,852 $ 239,873,256 $ 11,428,404 5.0% 

      

Unrestricted Fund $ 170,966,399 $ 179,905,902 $ 189,230,398 $ 9,324,496 5.2% 

Restricted Fund 44,142,213 48,538,950 50,642,858 2,103,908 4.3% 

Total Appropriations $ 215,108,612 $ 228,444,852 $ 239,873,256 $ 11,428,404 5.0% 

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 

R
1

3
M

0
0

 –
 M

o
rg

a
n

 S
ta

te U
n

iversity 

 

A
p
p
en

d
ix

 3
 

 



R15P00 

Maryland Public Broadcasting Commission 
 

 
 
Note:  Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 
 
For further information contact:   Sierra S. Boney Phone:  (410) 946-5530 
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Operating Budget Data 

 ($ in Thousands) 
 
        

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change  

  Actual Working Allowance Change Prior Year  

        
 General Fund $8,206 $7,940 $8,198 $258 3.2%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 325 -20 -345   

 Adjusted General Fund $8,206 $8,265 $8,178 -$87 -1.1%  

        

 Special Fund 17,977 18,968 19,365 397 2.1%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 0 -24 -24   

 Adjusted Special Fund $17,977 $18,968 $19,341 $373 2.0%  

        

 Federal Fund 551 3,999 4,027 28 0.7%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 0 -1 -1   

 Adjusted Federal Fund $551 $3,999 $4,026 $27 0.7%  

        

 Reimbursable Fund 1,515 1,260 0 -1,260 -100.0%  

 Adjusted Reimbursable Fund $1,515 $1,260 $0 -$1,260 -100.0%  

        

 Adjusted Grand Total $28,248 $32,492 $31,545 -$947 -2.9%  

        

 

 The fiscal 2017 budget includes a fiscal 2016 general fund deficiency of $325,000 for a 

Maryland Vietnam War Stories documentary.   

 

 The fiscal 2017 allowance, adjusted for a back of the bill reduction in health insurance, 

decreases by $947,000, 2.9%.  General funds decrease by $87,457, special funds decrease by 

$373,000, and federal funds decrease by $27,000.  There is also a $1,260,000 decrease in 

reimbursable funds because of the end of a contract with the Maryland State Department of 

Education. 
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Personnel Data 

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17  

  Actual Working Allowance Change   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Regular Positions 

 
147.00 

 
147.00 

 
147.00 

 
0.00 

 
  

 Contractual FTEs 
 

17.11 
 

17.27 
 

18.11 
 

0.84 
 
  

 
 
Total Personnel 

 
164.11 

 
164.27 

 
165.11 

 
0.84 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Vacancy Data:  Regular Positions 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Turnover and Necessary Vacancies, Excluding New 

Positions 
 

7.32 
 

4.98% 
 

 
 
 

 
 Positions and Percentage Vacant as of 12/31/15 

 
 

 
13.00 

 
8.84% 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       
 

 Contractual employees have increased by a net 0.84 full-time equivalents, which is represented 

with a decrease of contractual employees in the Executive Direction, Administration and 

Support, and Broadcasting programs and an increase in the Maryland Public Broadcasting 

Commission (MPBC) Specialists in the Content Enterprise program. 

 

 

Analysis in Brief 

 

Major Trends 
 

Non-State Funding Continues to Increase:  Non-State funding for MPBC has increased in fiscal 2015 

and this increase is projected to continue.  Membership contributions are a significant factor in the 

increase in funding, and both the number of members and member contributions have increased in 

fiscal 2015, and this trend is projected to continue. 

 

Online Visits Continue to Increase:  MPBC has continued to develop educational tools and programs 

through their Thinkport.org web portal.  This portal has seen increased visitors annually since 

fiscal 2011. 

 

 

Recommended Actions 

    

1. Concur with Governor’s allowance.   
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Updates 

 

MPBC Transmitters Capital Project:  MPBC is currently undergoing the replacement of all six digital 

transmitters as a major capital project.  The project is expected to take five years, and this update 

outlines the current progress and recent costs associated with the project. 
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Operating Budget Analysis 

 

Program Description 

 

 The Maryland Public Broadcasting Commission (MPBC) is responsible for operating a system 

of State, regional, and local facilities to provide educational and cultural radio and television programs 

in Maryland.  MPBC is responsible for the preparation and content of all its programming.  MPBC is 

also a federal licensee for all broadcasting stations operated by Maryland Public Television (MPT).  

MPBC has six broadcast transmitters throughout the State and a headquarters facility in Owings Mills.   

 

 The goals of MPBC are to:  

 

 create and continuously enhance programming and services that recognize the values and meet 

the needs of the people of Maryland and surrounding areas and to secure high-quality 

programming for Marylanders;  

 

 effectively use the conversion to a digital environment as the foundation upon which to create 

and innovate, especially in the area of educational multimedia delivery systems, in ways that 

extend the reach of MPBC and increase its value; and  

 

 build MPBC into an organization with the vision, leadership, and institutional capacity to fulfill 

its mission and ensure long-term growth and stability.  

   

 

Performance Analysis:  Managing for Results 
 

 

1. Non-State Funding Continues to Increase 

 

As shown in Exhibit 1, non-State funding has continued to increase for MPBC with 

$17.0 million in funding in fiscal 2014 and $18.5 million in funding in fiscal 2015.  The amount of 

non-State funding is expected to increase as MPBC public membership increases.  The increased 

non-State funding parallels the increase in expenditures each year.  Non-State funding includes special 

and federal funds.  Special funds consist of corporate and membership support as well as community 

service and Public Broadcasting Service grants.  Federal funds include the State Broadband Data and 

Development Grant and funding from the Voice of America.  

 

Membership stayed relatively steady from fiscal 2010 through 2014, but the amount of 

membership contributions decreased largely because many members transitioned from an annual 

membership to a monthly membership, causing more variation in funds received.   
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Exhibit 1 

Maryland Public Broadcasting Commission Non-State Funding 
Fiscal 2011-2017 Est. 

($ in Thousands) 

 

 
 

Source:  Department of Budget and Management 

 

 

 Exhibit 2 shows that both the number of MPBC members and the amount of the membership 

contributions increased in fiscal 2015 with membership reaching 63,590 and membership dollars 

reaching just over $7 million in 2015. 
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Exhibit 2 

Membership Trends and Membership Contributions 
Fiscal 2011-2017 Est. 

($ in Millions) 

 

 
 
Source:  Department of Budget and Management 

 

 

 

2. Online Visits Continue to Increase  
 

 MPBC provides learning tools and opportunities through educational programs and services.  

MPBC focuses its K-12 educational efforts on Thinkport.org, a free web portal for the community 

utilized by teachers, parents, child care providers, and public libraries.  A lesson plan builder, 

teacher-to-teacher discussion groups, and student activity guides are some of the highlights of what 

Thinkport.org offers.  MPBC has been working closely with the Maryland State Department of 

Education (MSDE) to develop and deliver a variety of education projects for Maryland’s Race to the 

Top program.  In fiscal 2014, MPBC concentrated on adolescent literacy, key subject areas, college 

and career readiness resources, and expanded online course development offerings.  MPBC tracks its 

website usage based on one-hour increments spent on the site.  As shown in Exhibit 3, the number of 

visits in one-hour increments to Thinkport.org has increased each year.  From fiscal 2014 to 2015, there 

was an almost 5.7% increase in site visits from 1,755,469 to 1,856,040.  This is almost double the 

3.0% increase in visits that occurred between fiscal 2013 and 2014.   
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Exhibit 3. 

Visits to Thinkport.org Website 
(in Thousands) 

 

 
 
Source:  Department of Budget and Management 

 

 

 

Fiscal 2016 Actions 
 

Proposed Deficiency  
 

 There is a fiscal 2016 deficiency of $325,000 in general funds for a Maryland Vietnam War 

Stories documentary.   

 

Cost Containment  
 

 The Administration’s fiscal 2016 cost containment strategy includes a 2% across-the-board 

reduction in general funds.  The 2016 cost containment reduction for MPBC is $168,000, which will 

be realized from savings associated with the outsourcing of their master control contract.  
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Proposed Budget 
 

 After adjusting for a back of the bill reduction in health insurance, the fiscal 2017 allowance is 

$947,000, 2.9%, lower than the fiscal 2016 working appropriation, as shown in Exhibit 4.  The general 

fund appropriation decreased by approximately $87,000, which is a 1.1% decrease.  Special funds 

increase by $373,000 in part due to the increase in viewer support and other participation costs.  Federal 

funds increased by approximately $27,000, 0.7%.  Reimbursable funds decreased in their entirety 

because MPBC is no longer receiving funds from MSDE as part of the Race to the Top initiative.  

 

 

Exhibit 4 

Proposed Budget 
Maryland Public Broadcasting Commission 

($ in Thousands) 

 

How Much It Grows: 

General 

Fund 

Special 

Fund 

Federal 

Fund 

Reimb. 

Fund 

 

Total 

Fiscal 2015 Actual $8,206 $17,977 $551 $1,515 $28,248 

Fiscal 2016 Working Appropriation 8,265 18,968 3,999 1,260 32,492 

Fiscal 2017 Allowance 8,178 19,341 4,026 0 31,545 

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Amount Change -$87 $373 $27 -$1,260 -$947 

 Fiscal 2016-2017 Percent Change -1.1% 2.0% 0.7% -100.0% -2.9% 

 

Where It Goes: 

 Personnel Expenses  

  Turnover adjustments .......................................................................................................  $379 

  Retirement ........................................................................................................................   331 

  Regular earnings ..............................................................................................................  299 

  Employee and retiree health insurance ............................................................................  164 

  Other fringe benefit adjustments ......................................................................................  -16 

  Miscellaneous adjustments...............................................................................................  -161 

 Electrical and Technical Equipment   

  Camera replacement; test, encoding, and transmission equipment ..................................  596 

  Master lease payments .....................................................................................................   71 

  Transmitter replacement parts (intermittent until capital project is complete in 2019) ...  52 

  Department of Information Technology services.............................................................   24 

  Repairs and maintenance for copiers ...............................................................................   -26 

  Contracts for HVAC repair, computer maintenance, and snow removal .........................   -930 
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Where It Goes: 

 Membership and Promotion   

  Gifts to members ..............................................................................................................  197 

  Newspapers, billboards, and flyers for programming ......................................................   107 

  Communication ................................................................................................................   64 

  Online store merchandise and other materials .................................................................  29 

  Printing program guide ....................................................................................................   -249 

  Maryland Vietnam War Stories one-time fixed 2016 deficiency expense .......................  -325 

  Production for Star Spangled 200 program (one-time expense) ......................................  -644 

 Other Expenses   

  Contractual employees including contractual health insurance .......................................   339 

  Janitorial services .............................................................................................................   17 

  Travel ...............................................................................................................................  -11 

  Food services....................................................................................................................   -42 

  Building utilities ...............................................................................................................   -59 

  Shipping costs (documents are now scanned and sent electronically) .............................  -153 

  Maryland State Department of Education Race to the Top initiative ..............................  -1,321 

  Miscellaneous charges .....................................................................................................  -4 

 Total -$947 
 

 

HVAC:  heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 

 

Note:  Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 

 

 

Across-the-board Reductions 
 

The fiscal 2017 budget bill includes an across-the-board reduction for employee health 

insurance, based on a revised estimate of the amount of funding needed.  This agency’s share of these 

reductions is $20,069 in general funds, $23,772 in special funds, and $1,235 in federal funds.  There is 

an additional across-the-board reduction to abolish vacant positions statewide, but the amounts have 

not been allocated by agency. 

 

 Personnel 

 Regular earnings increased by $299,000 because the agency is hiring vacant positions at higher 

salaries because of problems recruiting at the base salary.  There is a decrease in miscellaneous 

adjustments because staff in fiscal 2016 were reclassed to a higher level.  There is a $339,000 increase 

for contractual employees cost.  Although the contractual full-time equivalent count increases by only 

0.84 from fiscal 2016 to 2017, the fiscal 2016 count is actually overstated.  MPBC indicates that in 

fiscal 2017 it anticipates increased workloads for contractual employees for special projects like the 

Maryland Farm and Harvest.  
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Turnover increased by $378,000 in fiscal 2017.  In fiscal 2016, turnover was affected by cost 

containment, and the 2017 allowance of about 5% is more representative of historical turnover 

percentages.  

 

Electrical and Technical Equipment  
 

 There was an increase of $596,000 for equipment to ensure continuous broadcasting.  There 

were also increases of $71,000 for master lease payments for cameras and audio and broadcasting 

equipment and $52,000 for transmitter replacement parts, which contribute to keeping MPT 

broadcasting without interruptions.  There was a $930,000 decrease in funding for contractual services 

including heating, ventilation, and air conditioning (HVAC) repair and computer maintenance.   

 

 Membership and Promotion 
 

 There was a $197,000 increase in costs for gifts to members, which coincides with the increase 

in annual membership and membership contributions.  The $107,000 increase in advertising is to 

promote viewership of programs like Heroin, Chesapeake Collectibles, Your Money Your Business, 

Maryland Farm and Harvest, Outdoors Maryland, MotorWeek, State Circle, Potomac By Air,  and 

Artworks.  There is also a decrease of $249,000 in printing costs associated with the printing of the 

program guide that members receive and a $644,000 decrease for the fiscal 2016 Star Spangled 200 

program, which was a one-time program event.  

 

 Other Expenses   
 

 There is an increase of $339,000 for contractual employees cost largely due to the 0.84 increase 

in contractual employees for the agency.  There is a decrease of $153,000 in shipping contracts because 

the agency has decided to scan and electronically send many documents previously shipped by mail.  

There is also a $1.3 million decrease because of the ending of the reimbursable contract with the 

Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) for the Race to the Top initiative.  MPBC assisted 

MSDE with this grant because the program was paid for the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 

of 2009 funds.   
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Recommended Actions 

 

1. Concur with Governor’s allowance.   
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Updates 

 

1. MPBC Transmitter Capital Project 

 

 MPBC is currently undergoing the replacement of digital transmission equipment at the 

six MPT transmitter sites in Owings Mills, Annapolis, Salisbury, Frederick, Hagerstown, and Oakland.  

MPBC installed the existing equipment as part of a Digital Conversion Project, which started in 

calendar 2000.  Broadcasting technology has changed since calendar 2000, and as a result, the current 

equipment is nearing the end of its useful life.  Finding replacement parts is time consuming and 

expensive because, in some cases, replacement components no longer exist and have to be custom built, 

and the original manufacturers no longer provide technical support.  New equipment will prevent 

disruption of MPBC broadcasting services in the future and allow MPBC to comply with federal 

replacement guidelines.   

 The project is expected to last five years, with each year replacing certain parts in certain 

locations.  In fiscal 2015, MPBC received $400,000 through the Capital Improvement Program to 

begin work.  These funds were used to replace the uninterruptable power supply (UPS), exciters, and 

HVAC systems in Annapolis, as well as the exciters in Owings Mills and to replace microwave radios 

at various connection sites.  The 2016 budget included another $400,000 for the larger transmission 

replacement in Owings Mills and Annapolis, and to begin replacing the equipment connecting various 

transmitter sites and the UPS at the Hagerstown location.  The total estimated cost of the project is 

$4.6 million, with the bulk of the funding occurring in fiscal 2018 and 2019.  There is currently 

$150,000 in general obligation bonds for the transmitter project in fiscal 2017.  The anticipated 

completion date is July 2019 and the project is currently on budget and on schedule to be completed at 

that time.  

 

 

 



R15P00 – Maryland Public Broadcasting Commission 

 

 

Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 
479 

 Appendix 1 

 

 

Current and Prior Year Budgets 

 

Fiscal 2015

Legislative

   Appropriation $8,002 $17,516 $968 $784 $27,270

Deficiency

   Appropriation 370 0 0 0 370

Cost

   Containment -161 0 0 0 -161

Budget

   Amendments -6 1,230 3 1,602 2,830

Reversions and

   Cancellations 0 -770 -421 -871 -2,062

Actual

   Expenditures $8,206 $17,977 $551 $1,515 $28,248

Fiscal 2016

Legislative

   Appropriation $7,854 $18,860 $3,999 $1,260 $31,973

Budget

   Amendments 86 108 0 0 194

Working

   Appropriation $7,940 $18,968 $3,999 $1,260 $32,167

Current and Prior Year Budgets

Fund FundFund

Reimb.

Fund Total

($ in Thousands)

Maryland Public Broadcasting Comission

General Special Federal

 
 

 

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  Numbers may not sum to total 

due to rounding. 
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Fiscal 2015 
 

 The 2015 legislative appropriation for MPBC increased by $977,023.  A deficiency 

appropriation increased general funds by $370,115.  Cost containment decreased general funds by 

$160,893.  Budget amendments increased general funds by $44,382 for a cost-of-living adjustment 

(COLA) including $1,605 for telecommunications.   

 The special fund appropriation increased by $460,134.  Budget amendments increased special 

funds by $1,230,128 including $1,175,458 for Educational and Cultural Programming and $53,670 for 

a COLA.  There was a special fund cancellation of $769,994 from savings associated with equipment 

purchases, and the revenue earned by MPBC was lower than anticipated. 

 The federal fund appropriation decreased by $417,599.  A budget amendment increased federal 

funds by $3,168 for telecommunications.  There was a federal fund cancellation of $420,767 because 

grant funding ended.   

 The reimbursable fund appropriation increased by $730,885.  A budget amendment increased 

reimbursable funds by $1,602,198.  There was a reimbursable fund cancellation of $871,313 because 

the grants from MSDE have ended.      

 

 

Fiscal 2016 
 

 To date, the fiscal 2016 legislative appropriation for MPBC has increased by $194,000.  There 

was an $86,000 increase in general funds and a $108,000 increase in special funds for the restoration 

of the 2% pay cut.   
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 Object/Fund Difference Report 

Maryland Public Broadcasting Commission 

 

  FY 16    

 FY 15 Working FY 17 FY 16 - FY 17 Percent 

Object/Fund Actual Appropriation Allowance Amount Change Change 

      

Positions      

01    Regular 147.00 147.00 147.00 0.00 0% 

02    Contractual 17.11 17.27 18.11 0.84 4.9% 

Total Positions 164.11 164.27 165.11 0.84 0.5% 

      

Objects      

01    Salaries and Wages $ 12,327,493 $ 12,707,326 $ 13,748,559 $ 1,041,233 8.2% 

02    Technical and Spec. Fees 1,112,475 856,453 1,195,902 339,449 39.6% 

03    Communication 524,359 678,224 735,677 57,453 8.5% 

04    Travel 159,848 178,028 166,636 -11,392 -6.4% 

06    Fuel and Utilities 886,143 1,000,634 941,818 -58,816 -5.9% 

07    Motor Vehicles 63,747 64,516 70,105 5,589 8.7% 

08    Contractual Services 10,720,212 12,086,710 9,185,784 -2,900,926 -24.0% 

09    Supplies and Materials 1,352,643 1,201,318 1,479,245 277,927 23.1% 

10    Equipment – Replacement 197,517 2,579,517 3,160,207 580,690 22.5% 

11    Equipment – Additional 343,875 278,994 371,325 92,331 33.1% 

13    Fixed Charges 559,206 535,313 534,654 -659 -0.1% 

Total Objects $ 28,247,518 $ 32,167,033 $ 31,589,912 -$ 577,121 -1.8% 

      

Funds      

01    General Fund $ 8,205,520 $ 7,940,388 $ 8,198,000 $ 257,612 3.2% 

03    Special Fund 17,976,512 18,967,597 19,364,613 397,016 2.1% 

05    Federal Fund 550,799 3,999,323 4,027,299 27,976 0.7% 

09    Reimbursable Fund 1,514,687 1,259,725 0 -1,259,725 -100.0% 

Total Funds $ 28,247,518 $ 32,167,033 $ 31,589,912 -$ 577,121 -1.8% 

      

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 
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Fiscal Summary 

Maryland Public Broadcasting Commission 

      

 FY 15 FY 16 FY 17   FY 16 - FY 17 

Program/Unit Actual Wrk Approp Allowance Change % Change 

      

01 Executive Direction and Control $ 809,850 $ 881,070 $ 843,790 -$ 37,280 -4.2% 

02 Administration and Support Services 8,791,159 11,684,625 12,084,781 400,156 3.4% 

03 Broadcasting 12,088,827 13,454,685 12,443,274 -1,011,411 -7.5% 

04 Content Enterprises 6,557,682 6,146,653 6,218,067 71,414 1.2% 

Total Expenditures $ 28,247,518 $ 32,167,033 $ 31,589,912 -$ 577,121 -1.8% 

      

General Fund $ 8,205,520 $ 7,940,388 $ 8,198,000 $ 257,612 3.2% 

Special Fund 17,976,512 18,967,597 19,364,613 397,016 2.1% 

Federal Fund 550,799 3,999,323 4,027,299 27,976 0.7% 

Total Appropriations $ 26,732,831 $ 30,907,308 $ 31,589,912 $ 682,604 2.2% 

      

Reimbursable Fund $ 1,514,687 $ 1,259,725 $ 0 -$ 1,259,725 -100.0% 

Total Funds $ 28,247,518 $ 32,167,033 $ 31,589,912 -$ 577,121 -1.8% 

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include 

contingent reductions. 
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For further information contact:   Sara J. Baker Phone:  (410) 946-5530 
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Operating Budget Data 

($ in Thousands) 

 

 
FY 15  

Actual 

FY 16 

Working 

FY 17 

Allowance 

FY 16-17 

Change 

% 

Change 

Prior 

Year 

      
General Funds $1,149,621 $1,187,453 $1,239,525 $52,072 4.4% 

Deficiencies and Reductions 0 16,465 -3,651   

Adjusted General Funds $1,149,621 $1,203,918 $1,235,874 $31,955 2.7% 

      

Special Funds $53,813 $56,605 $61,605 $5,000 8.8% 

Deficiencies and Reductions      

Adjusted Special Funds $53,813 $56,605 $61,605 $5,000 8.8% 

      

Other Unrestricted Funds $2,600,460 $2,695,200 $2,747,093 $51,892 1.9% 

Deficiencies and Reductions      

Adjusted Other Unrestricted Funds $2,600,460 $2,695,200 $2,747,093 $51,892 1.9% 

      

Total Unrestricted Funds $3,803,894 $3,939,258 $4,048,223 $108,964 2.8% 

Deficiencies and Reductions 0 16,465 -3,651 -20,117  

Adjusted Total Unrestricted Funds $3,803,894 $3,955,724 $4,044,571 $88,848 2.2% 

      

Restricted Funds $1,149,361 $1,209,245 $1,228,360 $19,115 1.6% 

Deficiencies and Reductions      

Adjusted Restricted Funds $1,149,361 $1,209,245 $1,228,360 $19,115 1.6% 

      

Adjusted Grand Total $4,953,255 $5,164,969 $5,272,932 $107,963 2.1% 

 

 

 There is a $16.5 million deficiency appropriation for fiscal 2016 providing general funds to 

cover increased costs in health insurance that are attributable to how rates for health insurance 

expenditures were calculated. 

 

 General funds increase $32.0 million, or 2.7%, in fiscal 2017 after accounting for the deficiency 

in fiscal 2016 and the across-the-board health insurance reduction in fiscal 2017.
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 Higher Education Investment Funds increase 8.8%, or $5.0 million, resulting in an overall 

growth in State funds of 2.9%, or $37.0 million, over fiscal 2016.  The fiscal 2017 allowance 

also includes funding for increments budgeted in the Department of Budget and Management 

totaling $38.3 million.  If this is also taken into account, State funds increase 6.0%, or 

$75.2 million.   

 

 
 
 

 

Personnel Data 

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17  

  Actual Working Allowance Change   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Regular Positions 

 
23,531.06 

 
23,635.80 

 
23,635.80 

 
0.00 

 
  

 Contractual FTEs 
 

6,224.90 
 

5,895.54 
 

5,955.24 
 

59.70 
 
  

 
 
Total Personnel 

 
29,755.96 

 
29,531.34 

 
29,591.04 

 
59.70 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Vacancy Data:  Regular Positions 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Turnover and Necessary Vacancies, Excluding New 

Positions 
 

593.18 
 

2.51% 
 

 
 
 

 
 Positions and Percentage Vacant as of 12/31/15 

 
 

 
1,246.41 

 
5.30% 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

 This fiscal 2017 allowance provides for an additional 59.7 contractual positions, but no new 

regular positions; however, the University System of Maryland (USM) has personnel autonomy 

and may create new positions during the fiscal year.  For example, in fiscal 2016 to date, USM 

has 104.74 positions above those included in the legislative appropriation.   
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Analysis in Brief 

 

Major Trends 
 

Enrollment:  Undergraduate enrollment at USM institutions grew 2.1%, or 2,570 students, in fall 2015 

mainly due to continuing and transfer students increasing 6.1% and 15.0% respectively at University 

of Maryland University College (UMUC); however, when UMUC is excluded, enrollment only grew 

0.4%.   

 

Student Performance:  The second-year retention rate of the 2012 cohort improved at six institutions. 

Strides were made in improving the retention of students beyond the second year, with the third-year 

rate increasing, on average, 3.3 percentage points.  USM revised the calculation of the six-year 

graduation rate by defining the cohort to all new students enrolled by fiscal year.  The fiscal 2009 cohort 

rate is higher at some institutions, particularly Bowie State University, the University of Maryland 

Eastern Shore (UMES), Coppin State University, and the University of Baltimore, which have a higher 

portion of transfer and part-time students who tend to graduate at higher rates than first-time, full-time  

students.   

 

Undergraduate Degree Production:  Undergraduate degree production increased 24.9% from 

19,950 in fiscal 2010 to 24,910 in fiscal 2015.  The average time to degree slightly declined from 

4.9  years in fiscal 2014 to 4.8 years in fiscal 2015, due to University of Maryland Baltimore County’s 

time decreasing from 4.5 to 4.1 years while all other institutions experienced an increase. 

 

Instructional Productivity:  When only considering the workload of tenured/tenure-track faculty, 

two of the seven comprehensive institutions and one of the two research institutions met or exceeded 

the Board of Regents (BOR) standard in fiscal 2015.  However, when accounting for other 

responsibilities assigned to tenured/tenure-track faculty, all institutions exceeded the standard. 

 

 

Issues 
 

Status of UMES Health-related Programs:  Over the past year, UMES voluntarily withdrew its 

Physician Assistant program from the accreditation process.  The Pharmacy program, while fully 

accredited, was found to have unsatisfactory facilities, thereby jeopardizing the program’s continued 

accreditation. 

 

Effectiveness and Efficiency 2.0:  In 2015, BOR approved the next generation of the effectiveness and 

efficiency (E&E) initiative with the implementation of E&E 2.0, which will focus on enhancing student 

success, continuing innovation in teaching and learning, reengineering administrative processes, and 

reducing costs.   

 

Data Analytics:  A primary focus of the academic portion of E&E 2.0 is to improve campus’ access to 

and analyses of data from academic and student services sources that can be used to improve student 

outcomes also known as analytics.  USM recently signed a membership agreement for all campuses to 
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become a part of the Predictive Analytics Reporting (PAR) Framework, which will evaluate campuses 

closing the achievement gap programs to determine which are successful.  

 

Status of Enhancement Funded Programs:  The fiscal 2014 budget included $13 million of State 

funds to support various programs and initiatives at USM institutions.  It is the General Assembly’s 

intent that only those programs that met or showed progress toward meeting submitted metrics in 

fiscal 2016 would continue to receive State funding for an additional two years. 

 

 

Updates 

 

Rethinking the Fund Split:  Fund splits, which are used to calculate the State’s portion of increases in 

personnel costs for State-supported positions, were developed in 1991 and have not been revised.  This 

has resulted in questions being raised over the years regarding what portion of the personnel costs 

should be funded by the State.   

 

Status of Implementing Sexual Misconduct Policies:  Language in the 2015 Joint Chairmen’s Report 

required USM to submit a report on the status of implementing its sexual misconduct policies including 

if institutions have an amnesty policy and, if so, how is it implemented, how the institutions plan to 

implement a climate survey, and a list of all Memoranda of Understanding applicable to the issue of 

sexual misconduct.   

 

 

 



R30B00 

University System of Maryland 
Fiscal 2017 Budget Overview 

 

 

Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 
488 

Operating Budget Analysis 

 

Program Description 
 

Title 12 of the Education Article establishes the University System of Maryland (USM) to 

“foster the development of a consolidated system of public higher education, to improve the quality of 

education, to extend its benefits, and to encourage the economical use of the State’s resources.”  USM 

consists of 11 degree-granting institutions, a research center, and the system office, which operates 

two regional higher education centers.  Exhibit 1 illustrates the structure of the system. 

 

 

Exhibit 1 

University System of Maryland 
 

 

 

Regional 

Centers 

Governor 

University System 

of Maryland Board 

of Regents 

System Office 

UM, Baltimore UM, College 

Park 

UM Eastern 

Shore 
Bowie State Coppin 

State 

UM Baltimore 

County 

University of 

Baltimore 
Frostburg 

State 

 

Salisbury 
 

Towson 

 

UM University College 
UM Center for 

Environmental Science 

 
 

UM:  University of Maryland 

 

Source:  Department of Legislative Services 
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The Board of Regents (BOR) is the governing body of USM.  The board consists of 

17 members, including a full-time student and the State Secretary of Agriculture (ex officio).  Except 

for the Agriculture Secretary, each member is appointed by the Governor with the advice and consent 

of the Senate.  The board appoints the Chancellor, who serves as the Chief Executive Officer of the 

system and the Chief of Staff to the board.  The Chancellor and staff coordinate system planning; advise 

the board of systemwide policy; coordinate and arbitrate among system institutions; and provide 

technical, legal, and financial assistance. 

 

The board reviews, modifies, and approves a system strategic plan developed by the Chancellor 

in consultation with institution presidents.  The board is charged with assuring that programs offered 

by the institutions are not unproductive or unreasonably duplicative.  Other board activities include 

reviewing and approving new programs, reviewing existing programs, setting minimum admission 

standards, and determining guidelines for tuition and fees.  The board monitors the progress of each 

system institution toward its approved goals and holds each president accountable for the progress 

toward the goals.  Furthermore, the board may delegate any of its responsibilities to the Chancellor. 

 

USM goals, consistent with the State Plan for Higher Education, are to: 
 

 create and maintain a well-educated workforce; 
 

 promote economic development; 
 

 increase access for economically disadvantaged and minority students; and 
 

 achieve and sustain national eminence in providing quality education, research, and public 

service. 

 

 

Performance Analysis 
 

 

1. Enrollment 
 

Undergraduate enrollment at USM institutions grew 2.1%, or 2,570 students, in fall 2015 

mainly due to continuing and transfer students increasing 6.1% and 15.0% respectively at University 

of Maryland University College (UMUC).  When excluding UMUC, enrollment grew 0.4%, with 

five institutions experiencing an overall decline in enrollment ranging from 4.0% at University of 

Baltimore (UB) to 1.2% at University of Maryland Baltimore County (UMBC), as shown in Exhibit 2.  

The number of transfers and continuing students increased 7.2% and 2.2%, respectively, while 

first-time, full-time (FT/FT) and part-time students declined by 4.1%.  Transfer students to 

Salisbury University (SU) dropped 12.1%, while Bowie State University (BSU) and UMBC saw 

enrollment decline across all groups of students.  After two years of decline, graduate enrollment 

increased 0.1% in fall 2015, resulting in an overall enrollment growth of 1.5%.  The Chancellor should 

comment on how the system and USM institutions are addressing changing enrollment patterns, 

particularly the decline in FT/FT students.  
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Exhibit 2 

Change in Fall 2014 and 2015 Undergraduate Headcount Enrollment 

 

 
 

 

BSU:  Bowie State University    UMB:  University of Maryland, Baltimore 

CSU:  Coppin State University    UMBC:  University of Maryland Baltimore County 

FSU:  Frostburg State University    UMCP:  University of Maryland, College Park 

SU:  Salisbury University     UMES:  University of Maryland Eastern Shore 

TU:  Towson University     UMUC:  University of Maryland University College 

UB:  University of Baltimore 

 

Source:  University System of Maryland  

 

 

 

2. Student Performance  
 

Retention Rates 
 

Student persistence, or retention, provides insight into student progression, showing if students 

are on track to graduate in a timely manner.  Higher rates indicate that students are moving faster 

through the pipeline, freeing space for more students, and leading to increased degree production.  

-450
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Continuing = 1,675 

Transfer = 945 
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Improving retention of students is a key component of the efforts of USM to double the number of 

undergraduate degrees awarded by 2020, one of the four key goals of the USM strategic plan.  Exhibit 3 

shows the second- and third-year retention rates for the 2007 and 2012 FT/FT cohorts by institution, 

excluding the University of Maryland, Baltimore (UMB).  The second-year rate for the 2012 cohort 

improved at six institutions with the rate declining at SU (3.3 percentage points), UMBC 

(1.5 percentage points), and UB (0.4 percentage points).  Towson University (TU) experienced the 

greatest improvement with the rate increasing 5.2 percentage points from 80.8% to 86.0%.  Institutions 

also made strides in improving the retention of students beyond the second year, with the third-year 

rate increasing, on average, 3.3 percentage points.  Only SU experienced a decline of 0.4 percentage 

points.  The University of Maryland Eastern Shore (UMES) showed the most improvement with its 

third-year rate increasing 7.3 percentage points, from 48.1% to 55.4%. 

 

 

Exhibit 3 

Undergraduate Second- and Third-year Retention Rates 
First-time, Full-time 2007 and 2012 cohort 

 

 
 

 

BSU:  Bowie State University    UB:  University of Baltimore 

CSU:  Coppin State University    UMBC:  University of Maryland Baltimore County 

FSU:  Frostburg State University    UMCP:  University of Maryland, College Park 

SU:  Salisbury University     UMES:  University of Maryland Eastern Shore 

TU:  Towson University      
 

Note:  University of Baltimore enrolled freshmen for the first time in 2007. 
 

Source:  Maryland Higher Education Commission 
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 Graduation Rates 
 

Traditional graduation measures such as those used by the Maryland Higher Education 

Commission (MHEC) and the federal government only track the completions of the “traditional” FT/FT 

student – those enrolled at an institution at the start of the academic year and are continuously enrolled 

as a full-time student until completion.  However, in general, for USM institutions, this only captures 

the progress of about a third of the students, providing only a partial picture of how an institution is 

performing.  USM revised the performance measure to include the six-year graduation rates of all new 

degree-seeking students by fiscal year, which includes:  FT/FT; part-time; transfers; and those who 

enroll in spring, stopped-out, or changed enrollment status.  In addition, using a fiscal year cohort 

allows for a calculation of the UMUC six-year graduation rate, which has been excluded from the 

traditional measure due to its unique student population that is mainly adult, nontraditional students.   

 

Exhibit 4 compares the six-year graduation rate of the 2008 FT/FT and fiscal 2009 cohorts,  the 

latter including the more expansive calculation of all new degree-seeking students.  Overall, the 

fiscal 2009 cohort rate is higher at some institutions, particularly BSU, UMES, Coppin State University 

(CSU) and UB, which have a higher proportion of transfer and part-time students who tend to graduate 

at higher rates than FT/FT students.  The lower rates at University of Maryland, College Park (UMCP) 

and UMBC can be attributed to transfers not performing as well as FT/FT students at UMCP, and while 

transfers do as well as FT/FT students at UMBC, students who transfer out are not enrolling at USM 

institutions and, therefore, lower the graduation rate as calculated by USM.   

 

The UMUC six-year fiscal 2009 cohort graduation rate of 24% is the lowest of all the 

institutions and is more comparable to the two-year graduation rates of Maryland community college 

transfer students at the other institutions.  This is to be expected given that transfer students comprised 

20% of UMUC’s undergraduate enrollment in fall 2015.  Furthermore, 77.0%, or 27,982, of UMUC 

undergraduate students in fall 2015 were part-time students who take longer to graduate. 

 

The two- and four-year graduation rates for the fiscal 2007 and 2011 cohorts of Maryland 

community college transfer students, which are equivalent to the four- and six-year rates at four-year 

institutions, are shown in Exhibit 5.  In general, graduation rates of transfer students tend to be lower 

than that of other students since a majority of transfers tend to be part-time students and, therefore, take 

longer to graduate.  Overall, UMES and CSU experienced the largest improvement between the 

two cohorts with the two- and four-year rates increasing 15 and 21 percentage points, respectively, at 

both institutions.  At BSU, the two- and four-year rate declined by 3 and 1 percentage points, 

respectively. 
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Exhibit 4 

Comparison of Six-year Graduation Rates 
First-time, Full-time 2008 and Fiscal 2009 Cohorts 

 

 
 

 

BSU:  Bowie State University    UB:  University of Baltimore 

CSU:  Coppin State University    UMBC:  University of Maryland Baltimore County 

FSU:  Frostburg State University    UMCP:  University of Maryland, College Park 

SU:  Salisbury University     UMES:  University of Maryland Eastern Shore 

FT/FT:  first-time, full-time    UMUC:  University of Maryland University College 

TU:  Towson University      

 

Note:  Rates for the FT/FT cohort includes those who graduated from the institution or those that transferred and graduated 

from any Maryland public four-year institution.  Fiscal year cohorts include all degree-seeking students (e.g., FT/FT, 

part-time, transfers, and spring admits) who enrolled in the fiscal year. 

 

Source:  Maryland Higher Education Commission; University System of Maryland 
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Exhibit 5 

Two- and Four-year Graduation Rates of  

Maryland Community College Transfers 
2007 and 2011 Cohorts 

 

 
 

 

BSU:  Bowie State University    UB:  University of Baltimore 

CSU:  Coppin State University    UMBC:  University of Maryland Baltimore County 

FSU:  Frostburg State University    UMCP:  University of Maryland, College Park 

SU:  Salisbury University     UMES:  University of Maryland Eastern Shore 

TU:  Towson University      

 

Note:  Graduation rates include those students who transferred in and then transferred and earned a degree at another 

University System of Maryland institution. 

 

Source:  University  System of Maryland, Transfer Students to the University System of Maryland: Patterns of Enrollment 

and Success 

 

 

 

3. Undergraduate Degree Production 
 

 In order to produce a well-educated workforce and meet the State’s completion goal, USM will 

need to increase the number of undergraduate degrees awarded.  USM plans to increase annual degree 

production by approximately 8,800 degrees by 2020.  Exhibit 6 compares the number of undergraduate 

degrees conferred by institutions between fiscal 2010 (the base year) to 2015.  Overall, degree 

production increased 24.9% from 19,950 in fiscal 2010 to 24,910 in fiscal 2015.  The highest growth 
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rates occurred at UMUC, UB, Frostburg State University (FSU), and BSU.  In terms of the highest 

number of degrees, UMUC and TU awarded an additional 2,032 and 797 degrees, respectively.  While 

the rate of growth in degrees conferred slowed from 6.4% in fiscal 2012 to 2.9% and 2.1%, respectively, 

in fiscal 2013 and 2014, the rate increased 5.0% in fiscal 2015.  

 

 At UMB, the 12.1% decline in the number of degrees is attributed to a transition from an 

accelerated undergraduate nursing program to a master’s level program for entry-level students with a 

prior bachelor’s degree in a non-nursing field; a reduction in the number of bachelor’s degrees is offset 

by an increase in master’s degrees. 

 

 

Exhibit 6 

Total Undergraduate Degrees Awarded and Percent Change 
Fiscal 2010 and 2015 

 

 
 

 

BSU:  Bowie State University    UMB:  University of Maryland, Baltimore 

CSU:  Coppin State University    UMBC:  University of Maryland Baltimore County 

FSU:  Frostburg State University    UMCP:  University of Maryland, College Park 

SU:  Salisbury University     UMES:  University of Maryland Eastern Shore 

TU:  Towson University     UMUC:  University of Maryland University College 

UB:  University of Baltimore      
 

Source:  University System of Maryland 
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 Time to Degree 
 

Completion rates are greatly influenced by time – the longer it takes a student to graduate, the 

more likely (s)he will dropout as other priorities compete with classes.  Longer completions times 

translate into increased cost, not only for the student, but for the institution and State as well.  A major 

goal of the BOR original Effectiveness and Efficiency (E&E) initiative was to improve the time to 

degree, which is dependent on the efficiency and productivity of the faculty, quality of advising, and 

appropriateness of course offerings.  USM annually reports progress on this measure in its faculty 

workload report, which in the past was presented in terms of the average number of semesters to a 

degree and was based on cohorts of FT/FT students entering in fall of a particular year.  For 2015, the 

measure was revised to be more inclusive to include all students:  FT/FT, transfers, part-time, students 

whose enrollment status changed, and those who stopped-out.  Rather than looking at how many 

students in a cohort graduated in six years, the new methodology takes all students who graduated in a 

particular year and looks back to when they first enrolled at an institution whether it be 4 or 15 years.  

This provides a more accurate picture of how an institution is performing.  As shown in Exhibit 7, the 

average time to degree for USM slightly improved from 4.9 years in fiscal 2014 to 4.8 years in 2015, 

which is due to the UMBC time decreasing from 4.5 to 4.1 years while most other institutions saw an 

increase in the time to degree. 

 

 

Exhibit 7 

Average Undergraduate Time to Degree in Years 
Fiscal 2014-2015 

 

 2014 2015 

   
University of Maryland, College Park 4.3 4.4 

Bowie State University 4.8 4.9 

Towson University 4.0 4.1 

University of Maryland Eastern Shore 4.1 4.2 

Frostburg State University 3.7 4.2 

Coppin State University 5.8 5.8 

University of Baltimore 4.1 4.5 

Salisbury University 3.9 4.0 

University of Maryland Baltimore County 4.5 4.1 
   
All University System of Maryland 4.9 4.8 

 

 
Note:  Averages are weighted. The University of Maryland University College and the University of Maryland, Baltimore 

are excluded from the Board of Regents’ faculty workload policy.  

 

Source:  University System of Maryland’s Faculty Workload Report, 2015 
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4. Instructional Productivity 
 

Annual language in the Joint Chairmen’s Report (JCR) requires USM to submit a report on the 

instructional workload of faculty.  BOR sets standards of expectations of instructional workload for 

tenured/tenure-track faculty, which have not changed since fiscal 2005.  The average target course units 

(equivalent to teaching a three-hour course) per full-time faculty member is 5.5 and 7.5 course units at 

research and comprehensive institutions, respectively.   

 

As shown in Exhibit 8, when only considering the workload of tenured/tenure-track faculty 

only two (CSU and UMES) of the seven comprehensive institutions and one (UMBC) of the 

two research institutions met or exceeded the BOR standard in fiscal 2015.  The average course units 

for comprehensive institutions decline from 7.2 in fiscal 2014 to 7.0 in fiscal 2015 while for research 

institutions the average remained at 5.7 course units.  When all core instructional faculty 

(i.e., tenured/tenure-track and full-time nontenured instructional faculty) are considered only CSU 

exceeded the standard among comprehensive institutions, while UMBC is above the target for research 

institutions and UMCP below it.     

 

 

Exhibit 8 

Average Course Units Taught by Full-time Equivalent  

Tenured/Tenure-track and All Core Instructional Faculty 
Fiscal 2011, 2014, and 2015 

 

 2011 2014 2015 

 Tenure Core Tenure Core Tenure Core 

       
Bowie State University 8.2 7.6 7.6 7.8 7.2 7.3 

Coppin State University 8.1 10.5 7.8 8.5 7.5 8.1 

Frostburg State University 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.3 7.4 7.4 

Salisbury University 7.6 7.6 7.2 7.3 6.9 7.1 

Towson University 7.1 7.3 6.7 7.2 6.5 7.1 

University of Baltimore  6.8 7.6 7 7.3 6.4 6.9 

Univ. of Maryland Eastern Shore 7.7 9.3 7.7 7.4 7.6 7.2 

Standard 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5 

Comprehensive Average 7.5 7.9 7.2 7.4 7.0 7.1 

        
Univ. of Maryland Baltimore County 6.6 6.5 6.5 6.9 7.1 7.2 

Univ. of Maryland, College Park 5.9 5.8 5.5 5.6 5.3 5.4 

Standard 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 5.5 

Research Average 6.0 6.0 5.7 5.9 5.7 5.8 
 

Note:  Calculations for Salisbury University, Towson University, and the University of Baltimore omit the schools of 

business and law because accreditation standards requires law faculty to teach four course units and business faculty to 

teach six course units. 
 

Source:  University System of Maryland’s annual Report on the Instructional Workload of USM Faculty 
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The previous exhibit presented information for one measure that can be used when looking at 

instructional activity and effectiveness of faculty.  Another measure, which is shown in Exhibit 9, is 

the production of semester credit hours, which are the sum of the course hours of all students taking a 

class.  For example, a three credit course with 10 students produces 30 semester credit hours.  This 

measure also provides an indication of how well institutions are managing faculty and maintaining 

class size.   

 

 

Exhibit 9 

Average Semester Credit Hours Generated by Tenured/Tenure-track and  

All Core Instructional Faculty 
Fiscal 2011, 2014, and 2015 

 

 
 

2011 2014  2015  

Change 

2011-2015 

  Tenure Core Tenure Core  Tenure Core  Tenure Core 

            

BSU  461 506 547 573  402 422  -59 -84 

CSU  343 382 299 298  316 311  -27 -71 

FSU  503 498 505 477  480 476  -23 -22 

SU  557 560 561 565  530 528  -27 -32 

TU  425 449 406 427  423 442  -2 -7 

UB  381 496 410 407  375 402  -6 -94 

UMES  896 789 742 701  684 615  -212 -174 

UMBC  371 474 357 473  346 465  -25 -9 

UMCP  500 572 445 547  420 521  -80 -51 

 

 
BSU:  Bowie State University    UB:  University of Baltimore 

CSU:  Coppin State University    UMBC:  University of Maryland Baltimore County 

FSU:  Frostburg State University    UMCP:  University of Maryland, College Park 

SU:  Salisbury University     UMES:  University of Maryland Eastern Shore 

TU:  Towson University      

 

Note:  Excludes faculty on sabbatical and those exempted as a result of illness or death, and adjustments are also made for 

instruction-related activity and external funding.  Calculations for SU, TU, and UB are adjusted to omit the schools of 

business and law. 

 

Source:  University System of Maryland’s annual Report on the Instructional Workload of USM Faculty 

November 2008-2014  

 

 

When data from faculty workload and semester hours generated are considered together, it 

provides a better picture of instructional productivity at each campus.  For example, while faculty at 

CSU continually teach more course units than faculty at other comprehensive institutions, as previously 
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shown in Exhibit 8, they also produce the least number of credit hours per semester, indicating faculty 

teach more classes with fewer students.   

 

The Chancellor should comment on how the system office and the BOR will utilize the 

additional faculty workload data in decision making about the allocation of resources.    

 

 

Fiscal 2016 Actions 
 

 Proposed Deficiency 
 

 A fiscal 2016 deficiency would provide the USM Office with $16.5 million in general funds 

that will be allocated among the institutions to cover an increase in health insurance costs that is 

attributable to how the State calculates retiree health insurance.  Currently, the retiree health insurance 

surcharge is based on a percentage of the regular employee health insurance cost.  For higher education, 

the State looks at the health costs for an employee based on the retirement plan they participate in – the 

employee or teacher plans or an optional retirement plan.  For employees enrolled in the employee or 

teacher plans the percentage used to calculate retiree health insurance is the same used by other State 

agencies, which in the fiscal 2017 allowance is 62%.  For those participating in an optional plan the 

percentage used is half the rate of the employee plan because spouses are not included, and has averaged 

around 30%.   

 

 Over the past few years the mix at USM institutions has changed with more new hires opting 

to participate in the employee plan.  This coupled with more employees moving to more expensive 

health insurance plans has resulted in health insurance being underbudgeted since at least fiscal 2013 

when, according to USM, it  had a total shortfall of $17.2 million (this includes State and non-State 

supported positions).  In fiscal 2014, the total shortfall was $3.9 million and $14.0 million in 

fiscal 2015.  The fiscal 2017 allowance adjusts the rate to reflect the change in the mix and more 

accurately project health insurance expenditures.   

 

 The estimated allocation of the deficiency among the institutions is shown in Exhibit 10.  It 

should be noted that CSU is expected to end the year with a savings in health insurance costs; any 

health insurance savings realized by CSU will be reallocated to other institutions that have shortfalls in 

their health insurance budgets.  When calculating the amount of the deficiency, the Department of 

Budget and Management (DBM) included a 3% increase in health insurance expenditures for half the 

year totaling $3.2 million, assuming costs would increase January 1 due to open enrollment now being 

based on a calendar year.  However, DBM had anticipated this increase and included it in the rates used 

to develop the fiscal 2016 allowance.  Consequently, the January 1 increase is already reflected in 

USM’s fiscal 2016 budget, and therefore, the Department of Legislative Services (DLS) 

recommends reducing the fiscal 2016 deficiency by $3.2 million.  This action will be taken in the 

USM Office budget analysis since that is where the deficiency is budgeted. 
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Exhibit 10 

Estimated Allocation of Fiscal 2016 Deficiency Among Institutions 
 

Institution  Estimated Allocation 

  
University of Maryland, Baltimore $1,767,349 

University of Maryland, College Park 6,796,462 

Bowie State University 105,181 

Towson University 3,156,703 

University of Maryland Eastern Shore 1,042,162 

Frostburg State University 815,431 

Coppin State University* -308,163 

University of Baltimore 377,944 

Salisbury University 491,325 

University of Maryland, University College 793,992 

University of Maryland, Baltimore County 1,128,877 

University of Maryland, Center for Environmental Science 118,956 

University System of Maryland Office 179,228 

  
Total $16,465,447 

 

 

*Any savings will be allocated among those institutions that have a shortfall in health insurance. 

 

Source:  Department of Budget and Management 

 

 

 Cost Containment 
 

 Cost containment measures in fiscal 2016 reduced the USM appropriations by 2% or 

$25.5 million.  As shown in Exhibit 11, a majority of the reduction was met by the elimination of 

175.1 positions, of which 136.6 were vacant, totaling $11.5 million.  The remaining $13.9 million of 

the reduction was met through decreasing spending on facilities renewal, academic initiatives, and 

general operating expenditures such as travel, equipment, and supplies. 
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Exhibit 11 

2% Reduction by Institution 
Fiscal 2016 

 

Institution 

Position 

Reduction 

Salary and 

Wages Operations Total 

     
University of Maryland, Baltimore 83.0 $4,200,000  $188,158  $4,388,158  

University of Maryland, College Park 36.5 4,149,451 5,692,406  9,841,857 

Bowie State University 4.0 323,245 525,787  849,032 

Towson University 8.0 628,215 1,577,439  2,205,654 

University of Maryland Eastern Shore 3.0 227,265 552,647  779,912 

Frostburg State University 5.0 280,805 509,852  790,657 

Coppin State University 23.0 908,827 0  908,827 

University of Baltimore 5.0 384,522 328,069  712,591 

Salisbury University 0.0 0 973,748  973,748 

University of Maryland, University College 0.0 0 803,105  803,105 

University of Maryland, Baltimore County 6.6 370,005 1,907,477  2,277,482 

University of Maryland, Center for 

Environmental Science 1.0 70,850 378,655  449,505 

University System of Maryland Office 0.0 0 476,472  476,472 

     
Total 175.1 $11,543,185  $13,913,815  $25,457,000  

 

 

Source:  University System of Maryland 

 

 

 Other Actions 
 

 The Budget and Reconciliation and Financing Act of 2015 allowed USM to increase salaries in 

order to retain faculty and operationally critical staff.  USM developed policies and procedures similar 

to those implemented in prior years to increase salaries to retain faculty and staff.  A total of 

70 personnel were classified as operationally critical; 21 staff and 49 faculty received salary raises 

totaling $1.1 million, as shown in Exhibit 12; 64.0% of these funds came from State-supported sources.  

Of the 21 staff deemed critical, most are administrators and managers in the financial, information 

technology (IT), and health care fields.  A significant portion, 57.1% of the faculty and 52.4% of the 

staff, receiving salary increases were at UMCP and UMBC, respectively.   
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Exhibit 12 

Positions and Salary Increased to Retain Personnel 
July 1 to November 15, 2015 

 

Institution Faculty Staff Total 

Total Amount of 

Increases 

     
University of Maryland, Baltimore 11 1 12 $346,118 

University of Maryland College Park 28 8 36 517,908 

Bowie State University 2 0 2 29,688 

University of Maryland Eastern Shore 0 1 1 4,579 

University of Maryland Baltimore County 8 11 19 175,024 

Total 49 21 70 $1,073,317 
 

 

Source:  University System of Maryland 

 

 

 

Proposed Budget 
 

 As shown in Exhibit 13, the general fund allowance for fiscal 2017 is 2.7%, or $32.0 million, 

higher than fiscal 2016 after adjusting for the fiscal 2016 deficiency and the across-the-board employee 

health insurance reduction based on a revised estimate of the amount of funding needed in the 

fiscal 2017 allowance.  The Higher Education Investment Fund (HEIF) increases 8.8%, or $5.0 million, 

over fiscal 2016.  This results in an overall growth in State funds of 2.9%, or $37.0 million, to 

$1.3 billion.  However, when including $38.2 million for increments included in the DBM budget, State 

funding increases 6.0%, or $75.2 million.  Other current unrestricted funds increase 1.9%, or 

$51.9 million, over fiscal 2016.  This is due to $20.6 million increase in tuition and fee revenues partly 

due to a planned 2.0% increase in resident undergraduate tuition, $18.9 million is from auxiliary 

revenues, and the remaining funds from other sources such as sales and services of educational 

activities.  

 

 The fiscal 2017 allowance includes $5.3 million to replace revenues equivalent to a 

1.0% increase in resident tuition rates, as shown in Exhibit 14, and assumes resident undergraduate 

tuition rates increase 2.0% across USM institutions.  In addition, the allowance provides funds for a 

2.5% salary increment.  The general funds are included in the DBM budget.  For USM the increment 

totals $62.3 million of which the general fund portion is $38.3 million.  However, the State average 

for salary increments is 2.4%, therefore, DLS recommends  reducing the USM increment by 

$1.4 million to reflect the State’s average.  This action will be taken in the DBM budget analysis 

since that is where the increment is budgeted.  The remaining $24.0 million for the USM salary 

increment is to be funded from non-State supported funds i.e., auxiliary and restricted funds. 

  



R30B00 – University System of Maryland – Fiscal 2017 Budget Overview 

 

 

Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 
503 

 

Exhibit 13 

Governor’s Proposed Budget 
University System of Maryland 

($ in Thousands) 
 

 FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change 

 Actual Adjusted Adjusted Change Prior Year 

      
General Funds $1,149,621 $1,187,453 $1,239,525   

Deficiencies  16,465     

Across the board    -3,651   

Total General Funds $1,149,621 $1,203,918 $1,235,874 $31,955 2.7% 

      
HEIF $53,813 56,605 61,605 5,000 8.8% 

Total State Funds $1,203,434 $1,260,523 $1,297,479 $36,955 2.9% 

      
Other Unrestricted Funds 2,600,460 2,695,200 2,747,093 51,892 1.9% 

Total Unrestricted Funds 3,803,894 3,955,724 4,044,571 88,848 2.2% 

Restricted Funds 1,149,361 1,209,245 1,228,360 19,115 1.6% 

Total Funds $4,953,255 $5,164,969 $5,272,932 $107,963 2.1% 
 

HEIF:  Higher Education Investment Fund 
 

Note:  Fiscal 2016 general funds are adjusted to reflect the deficiency, and fiscal 2017 to reflect the across-the-board 

reduction.   
 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2017, Department of Legislative Services 
 

 

 

Exhibit 14 

One Percent Tuition Replacement  
 

Institution Amount 

  
University of Maryland, Baltimore $55,884 

University of Maryland College Park 1,613,892 

Bowie State University 190,452 

Towson University 933,211 

University of Maryland Eastern Shore 140,294 

Frostburg State University 243,857 

Coppin State University 89,421 

University of Baltimore 175,820 

Salisbury University 432,993 

University of Maryland University College 715,807 

University of Maryland Baltimore County 750,094 

Total $5,341,725 
 

Source:  Department of Budget and Management 
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The fiscal 2017 allowance also provides $6.8 million to support student completion initiatives.  

In previous years, enhancement funds were proportionately allocated among the institutions.  However, 

this year, in order to receive these funds, institutions were required to submit proposals to the 

Chancellor on how they would use the funds to improve completions.  Funds were allocated to those 

institutions whose initiatives were deemed to have the greatest impact on student completion.  As 

shown in Exhibit 15, approximately 30% ($2.0 million) of the funds go toward expanding programs at 

USM regional centers and $2.4 million support initiatives targeting transfer students.  The Chancellor 

should comment on why nearly one-third of enhancement funding is being allocated to expand 

programs at USM regional centers when there is significant room for improvement in student 

completions at the USM institutions.  In addition, the Chancellor should discuss whether metrics 

will be established for those institutions receiving enhancement funds to determine which 

initiatives prove successful and, if programs are not successful, will resources be reallocated in 

future years to other initiatives that are proven to be successful. 

 
 

Exhibit 15 

Allocation of Enhancement Funding 
Fiscal 2017 

 

 

Enhancement Funding 

Allocation 

  University of Maryland, College Park (UMCP)    
Transfer Student Success Initiatives $600,000    
Financial Aid for Transfer Students 900,000   

   $1,500,000  
    Bowie State University    

Transfer Student Success Initiatives   400,000  
    
Towson University (TU)    

STEM Healthcare Workforce Development 200,000    
Achievement Gap Initiatives – Increase Retention and Graduation Rates 200,000    

   400,000  
    

University of Maryland Eastern Maryland (UMES)     
Transfer and Military/Veteran Student Success   200,000  

    
Frostburg State University    

Data Analytics/Enrollment Support 250,000    
Academic Success Network/Student Success Strategies 200,000    

   450,000  
    Coppin State University    

Data Analytics/Enrollment Support 250,000    
Enrollment Management Consultant Support 250,000    

   500,000  
    

University of Baltimore    
Bolster Academic Support Services/Student Success strategies   200,000  

    
Salisbury University    

Transfer Student Success – Increase Financial Aid   400,000  
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Enhancement Funding 

Allocation 

University of Maryland Baltimore County (UMBC)    
Transfer Student Success – Advising/Support/Financial Aid   750,000  

    
Universities of Shady Grove    

Expand enrollment for high-demand programs  (TU Education, UMES 

Hospitality/Tourism Management; UMES Construction Management) 750,000    

New STEM Programs (UMBC Translational Life Science Technology and 

UMCP Information Science) 1,000,000    

   1,750,000  
    
University System of Maryland at Hagerstown    

New Program – UMES Hospitality/Tourism Management    250,000  

    
Total   $6,800,000  

 

 

STEM:  science, technology, engineering, mathematics 

 

Source:  University System of Maryland 

 

 

 Current Service Costs 
 

 Overall, USM State-supported current services costs (CSC) are estimated to increase 

$80.1 million, as shown in Exhibit 16.  These costs are typically funded with unrestricted revenues 

(e.g., general funds, the HEIF, and tuition and fee revenues).  As expected, personnel expenditures 

(exclusive of increments) account for a majority of the increase comprising 55.2% of the total CSC.  It 

should be noted that all institutions except UMES plan to increase expenditures on financial aid.   

 

All institutions plan to increase spending on facilities renewal.  However, in times of budget 

shortfalls, institutions typically reduce spending on facilities renewal projects.  Over the past five years, 

the CSC included increases in facilities renewal averaging $8.2 million but in only one year 

(fiscal 2015) did spending on facilities renewal actually increase, and it was less than budgeted.  BOR 

and the Chancellor have noted that facilities renewal is a priority, and will now hold presidents 

accountable in meeting the BOR target of annually increasing operating expenditures on facilities 

renewal by 0.2% until the amount equals 2.0% of the replacement value of the campus buildings. 
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Exhibit 16 

University System of Maryland Increase in Current Service Costs 
Fiscal 2017 

 

 Amount 

  
Health, Retirement Benefits and Other Fringes $46,867,193 

Facilities Renewal 10,556,203 

Institutional Aid 9,725,864 

New Facilities 8,619,319 

Information Technology Security  3,600,000 

ARB Debt Service 2,870,000 

Cost Related to Title IX Sexual Misconduct 1,129,424 

Other 228,793 

Fuel and Utilities 207,994 

Veterinary Medicine Agreement 97,710 

  
Current Service Costs (CSC) $83,902,500 

  
Across-the-board adjustments  

Health Insurance -$3,651,363 

  
Total CSC $80,251,137 

 
 

Note:  The University System of Maryland estimated CSC to increase $84.9 million prior to across-the-board reduction in 

health insurance.  Additionally, $0.5 million in other costs is better categorized as program enhancement and, therefore, not 

included in CSC. 
 

Source:  University System of Maryland 
 

 

 When accounting for the fiscal 2017 salary increments and adjusting for $3.7 million reduction 

in health insurance, expenditures total $118.5 million, as shown in Exhibit 17.  On the revenue side, 

new State funds total $75.2 million, which includes $38.3 million budgeted elsewhere to fund the State 

portion of the salary increment.  New tuition and fee revenues total $20.6 million.  As previously 

discussed, the $16.5 million deficiency in fiscal 2016 frees up other unrestricted funds that would have 

been used to cover health insurance costs to be used for other purposes such as improving or enhancing 

programs.  Since the fiscal 2017 allowance reflects the new health insurance rates, these funds are not 

needed to cover health insurance costs in fiscal 2017 and, therefore, there are more than enough funds 

to cover CSC and provide $7.9 million for enhancements.  USM was able to cover the shortfall in health 

insurance costs since at least fiscal 2013 from other unrestricted funds such as tuition revenues and 

savings from efficiencies.  Additionally, USM plans to transfer $18.6 million to State-supported fund 

balances in fiscal 2017.   

 

 It should be noted that revenues, particularly tuition, tend to be underestimated in the allowance 

due to the revenues being based on enrollments projected early in the year.  As shown in Exhibit 18, 

from fiscal 2010 to 2012, tuition and fees revenues, on average, increased 6.8% but slowed in 

fiscal 2013 and 2014 due to an unexpected decline in enrollment at UMUC.  The increase in fiscal 2015 
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reflects the mid-year tuition increase implemented at four institutions.  As noted earlier in the analysis, 

UMUC’s enrollment is increasing. Given this and past growth increases, it is likely that tuition and fee 

revenue growth will be higher than the budgeted 1.3% in fiscal 2017. 

 

 

Exhibit 17 

USM State-supported Revenues Available for Program Enhancements 
Fiscal 2017 

 

  $ Amount 

   

Expenditures   

Current Services Cost Increase  $80,251,137 

Employee Salary Increments  38,263,119 

Total Expenditures   $118,514,256 

   

Revenues   

General Funds and HEIF   

New General Funds and HEIF1 $36,955,233  

Increment Funds Received through DBM $38,263,119  

New State Funds  $75,218,352 

New Tuition and Fee Revenues  20,642,175 

Other Revenues not Needed for Health Insurance  16,500,000 

Other New Unrestricted Revenues  13,903,109  

New General Fund, Tuition, and Other Revenues  $126,263,636 

   

Revenues Less Expenditures  $7,933,081 

   

Transfer to State-supported Fund Balance  $18,642,059 
 

 

DBM:  Department of Budget and Management  

HEIF:  Higher Education Investment Fund 

USM:  University System of Maryland 

 
1General funds are adjusted by $3.7 million to reflect across-the-board reduction. 

 

Note:  Costs can also be covered through savings generated from efficiencies or auxiliary revenues. 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2017; Department of Legislative Services 
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Exhibit 18 

Tuition and Fee Revenue Growth 
Fiscal 2010-2015 

($ in Thousands) 

 

  2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

        
Appropriated  $1,168,004 $1,230,791 $1,376,020 $1,462,393 $1,497,914 $1,466,823 

Actual Revenues 1,244,228 1,327,218 1,412,825 1,439,598 1,438,134 1,500,749 

$ Difference  76,224 96,427 36,805 -22,795 -59,780 33,926 

        
$ Increase  86,052 82,990 85,607 26,773 -1,464 62,615 

% Increase  7.43% 6.67% 6.45% 1.89% -0.10% 4.35% 
 

 

Source: Governor’s Budget Books; Department of Legislative Services 

 

 

Current Unrestricted Fund Expenditures 
 

 Budget changes by program area are shown in Exhibit 19.  Education and general (E&G) are 

those expenditures funded by State-supported revenues, which include the General Fund, the HEIF, 

and tuition and fee revenues.  In fiscal 2016, after adjusting for the $16.5 million deficiency, E&G 

expenditures increase 4.0% over fiscal 2015.  In fiscal 2017, E&G expenditures grow 3.3%, or 

$109.26 million, after adjusting for $3.7 million reduction in health insurance and $38.3 million for 

salary increments.  In fiscal 2017, public service experiences the highest rate of growth of 8.0%, or 

$5.4 million, which USM attributes to personnel costs and the Inn and Conference Center at UMUC, 

which according to UMUC is “operated as part of our mission as part of the greater good of the 

community.”  Operation and maintenance of plant grows at the next highest rate of 5.4%, or 

$24.2 million, due to increased spending on facilities renewal, personnel, and the State energy loan 

program.  Spending on institutional support grows 4.7%, or $20.2 million, and is attributable to 

personnel expenditures and enhancement funding for college completion initiatives.  Personnel 

expenditure growth is 1.4%, or $17.3 million, in instruction. 
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Exhibit 19 

USM Budget Changes for Unrestricted Funds by Program 
Fiscal 2015-2017 

($ in Thousands) 

 

 
Actual 

2015 

Working 

Adjusted 

2016 

% Change 

2015-16 

Adjusted 

2017 

% Change 

2016-17 

Change 

2016-17 

       
Expenditures       

Instruction $1,191,092 $1,234,920 3.7% $1,252,266 1.4% $17,347 

Research 258,557 266,504 3.1% 270,718 1.6% 4,214 

Public Service 58,756 67,735 15.3% 73,158 8.0% 5,423 

Academic Support 408,063 414,860 1.7% 422,582 1.9% 7,722 

Student Services 200,494 201,868 0.7% 207,393 2.7% 5,525 

Institutional Support 421,199 432,779 2.7% 452,935 4.7% 20,156 

Operation and 

Maintenance of 

Plant 431,740 450,018 4.2% 474,215 5.4% 24,198 

Scholarships and 

Fellowships 182,551 193,400 5.9% 200,262 3.5% 6,862 

Deficiency/  

Across the board  16,465  -3,651  -20,117 

Education and 

General Total $3,152,451 $3,278,548 4.0% $3,349,878 2.2% $71,331 

Hospitals (UMB) $48,623 $49,939 2.7% $50,129 0.4% $190 

Auxiliary 

Enterprises 602,820 627,237 4.1% 644,565 2.8% 17,327 

Grand Total $3,803,894 $3,955,724 4.0% $4,044,571 2.2% $88,848 

Revenues       

Tuition and Fees $1,500,749 $1,560,272 4.0% $1,580,914 1.3% $20,642 

General Funds 1,149,621 1,203,918 4.7% 1,235,874 2.7% 31,955 

HEIF 53,813 56,605 5.2% 61,605 8.8% 5,000 

Other Unrestricted 

Funds 523,420 520,881 -0.5% 534,600 2.6% 13,719 

Subtotal –  

State-supported $3,227,602 $3,341,677 3.5% $3,412,993 2.1% $71,317 

Auxiliary 

Enterprises $627,383 $648,762 3.4% $667,631 2.9% $18,868 

Transfer (to)/from 

Fund Balance -51,091 -34,715  -36,053   

Grand Total $3,803,894 $3,955,724 4.0% $4,044,571 2.2% $88,848 
 

HEIF:  Higher Education Investment Funds    UMB:  University of Maryland Baltimore 
 

Note:  Fiscal 2016 general funds are adjusted by $16.5 million to reflect proposed deficiency.  Fiscal 2017 general funds 

are adjusted to reflect $3.7 million across-the-board reduction.  
 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2017, Department of Legislative Services 
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In fiscal 2015, USM institutions transferred $51.1 million to the fund balance despite 

two rounds of cost containment totaling $46.6 million in which eight institutions used $9.3 million in 

fund balance to cover operating expenditures.  In fiscal 2016, it is expected that $34.7 million will be 

transferred to fund balance, even though USM faced a $25.5 million reduction in its budget.  The fund 

balance is estimated to reach $952.2 million in fiscal 2016 and $988.3 million in fiscal 2017 (see 

Appendix 1 for further detail by institution), leading to questions of why USM continues to grow such 

a large fund balance when there are institutional needs not being met such as critical infrastructure 

projects at UMB and UMCP.  The Chancellor should comment on the USM need to amass such a 

large fund balance and at what cost, and how much fund balance USM needs in order to maintain 

its credit rating. 

 

 Since fiscal 2012, expenditures per full-time equivalent student (FTES) grew 12.9% from 

$20,053 to $22,644 in fiscal 2017 while enrollment increased 3.0%, as shown in Exhibit 20.  From 

fiscal 2014 to 2016, despite budget reductions totaling $72.1 million, expenditures per FTES increased 

$1,154, or 5.5%, with institutional support and operations and maintenance expenditures growing 

11.9% ($372 per FTES) and 11.7% ($380 per FTES), respectively.  During this time period, enrollment 

grew 3.5% while expenditures on student services and academic support declined 3.7% ($64 per FTES) 

and 1.4% ($47 per FTES), respectively.  This raises concerns about the adequacy and quality of the 

services and supports provided to the students.  The Chancellor should comment on institutional 

budgeting priorities that fund institutional support over that of student supports and services.  
 

 

Exhibit 20 

Unrestricted Fund Expenditures Per FTES 
Fiscal 2012-2017 

 

 
 

 

FTES:  full-time equivalent student 
 

Source:  Department of Legislative Services 
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 Exhibit 21 compares, by institution, State funds (General Fund/HEIF) and tuition and fee 

revenues per FTES for fiscal 2007 and 2017.  Between those years, on average, State funds and tuition 

and fee revenues per FTES grew 29.8% and 26.4%, respectively.  In terms of State funding, CSU 

funding grew at the highest rate of 73.0%, increasing from $9,940 in fiscal 2007 to $17,197 in 

fiscal 2017, which largely reflects a significant decline in enrollment.  BSU grew at the next highest 

rate of 32.9% with State funds per FTES increasing $2,465.  The decline of 12.0% in tuition and fee 

per FTES at UMUC is attributable to the change in federal reporting requirements in which all students 

enrolled in online programs are now included in its stateside numbers.  The change occurred in 

fiscal 2015 in which the UMUC stateside enrollment grew 15.5%.  The highest growth rates of tuition 

and fee revenues per FTES of 46.0% and 41.6% occurred at UMCP and SU, respectively. 

 

 

Exhibit 21 

Percentage Change in General Fund and Tuition and Fee Revenues Per FTES 
Fiscal 2007 and 2017 

 

 

BSU:  Bowie State University    UB:  University of Baltimore 

CSU:  Coppin State University    UMB:  University of Maryland, Baltimore 

FSU:  Frostburg State University    UMBC:  University of Maryland Baltimore County 

FTES:  full-time equivalent students   UMCP:  University of Maryland, College Park 

SU:  Salisbury University     UMES:  University of Maryland Eastern Shore 

TU:  Towson University     UMUC:  University of Maryland University College  

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books; Department of Legislative Services 
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Issues 

 

1. Status of UMES Health-related Programs 
 

 Due to the alternating schedule, UMES is not receiving a budget hearing during the 

2016 session.  However, several issues have arisen over the past year that warrant discussion.  

Specifically, UMES voluntarily withdrew its Physician Assistant (PA) program from the accreditation 

process and the Pharmacy program, while fully accredited, was found to have unsatisfactory facilities, 

thereby jeopardizing the program’s continued accreditation. 

 

 Physician Assistant Program 
 

 The PA program started as a bachelor’s degree granting program and become fully accredited 

in June 2001 through the Accreditation Review Commission on the Education for the Physician 

Assistant, Inc. (ARC-PA).  The first cohort of eight students graduated in 2003.  In response to a 

mandate from ARC-PA requiring accredited undergraduate PA programs transition to a graduate 

degree by 2020, UMES developed master’s level curricula.  The UMES Masters of Medical Science 

(MMS) in PA Studies was approved by BOR and MHEC in June 2011.  The first cohort of 37 students 

was admitted to the program in fall 2013.   

 

 In September 2014, the program was placed on administrative probation by ARC-PA.  This is 

a temporary status granted when a program has not complied with an administrative requirement, such 

as failure to pay fees or submit required reports.  In November 2014, the program was placed on 

probation, a temporary status limited to two years, granted when a program does not meet ARC-PA 

standards and when the capability of the program to provide an acceptable educational experience for 

its students is threatened.  A program that fails to comply with accreditation requirements in a timely 

manner is at risk of having its accreditation withdrawn.  In October 2015, ARC-PA informed UMES 

of its decision to withdraw accreditation of the MMS program citing UMES for being out of compliance 

with its standards for institutional oversight, reporting, staffing, clinical sites, and general support for 

an accredited program.  In response, UMES voluntarily withdrew from the accreditation process in 

October allowing the students scheduled to graduate in December 2015 to become eligible for licensure 

after passing their professional certification exam. 

 

 ARC-PA required UMES to help the remaining two cohorts currently enrolled in the program 

transfer into an accredited program.  To meet this requirement, UMES collaborated with USM, 

UMB/Anne Arundel Community College (AACC); TU/Community College of Baltimore County and 

many out-of-state PA programs.  In October 2015, the State institutions met to develop a plan to 

accommodate the 35 and 32 students in the fall 2014 and 2015 cohort, respectively, which was 

approved by ARC-PA in December.   

 

 The plan allows students to enroll in either of the State programs if they meet the requirements 

of those programs.  Students in the 2014 cohort will begin their clinical rotations in March 2016 and 

are expected to graduate in June 2017.  Students in the fall 2015 cohort will enter one of the programs 

as a new student in June 2016 and are anticipated to graduate in June 2018.  Students also have the 
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option of transferring to an out-of-state program.  At the request of students, UMES contacted over 

60 programs and will assist students in submitting their application materials. As of the beginning of 

2016, 30 of the 35 students in the 2014 cohort have been admitted into a PA program, of which 29 were 

admitted to a Maryland institution and 1 to Drexel University.  Students in the 2015 cohort are still 

waiting on decisions from the programs.  In addition, financial aid officers at UMES, UMB, and TU 

are working to provide financial assistance to eligible students.  UMES will be meeting individually 

with students to determine the amount of tuition refund and relocation expenses students may be 

eligible for, if applicable. 

 

 USM is reviewing the best options to continue to offer an accredited PA program on the 

Eastern Shore, but the current focus is on teaching out the current students.  Students who enroll in the 

UMB/AACC program will be placed at existing and recently established Eastern Shore sites.  It is 

likely that a significant portion of them will remain in the area to practice.  USM received an indication 

from ARC-PA they may be willing to allow the approved increase in the capacity for the UMB/AACC 

program to apply beyond teaching out the cohorts.  To do so requires a further discussion with ARC-PA, 

an application, and a site visit for an extension of the program capacity to an additional site (Eastern 

Shore Higher Education Center/Chesapeake College) beyond the two-year teach out.  ARC-PA will 

not consider a new application from UMES for at least four years.  A decision has not been made as to 

whether UMES will pursue developing a program that will meet ARC-PA standards. 

  

 The Chancellor should comment on if the actions taken by ARC-PA may have been an 

indication that UMES transitioned into a graduate level program too soon, and on the USM 

oversight of program approvals to ensure that programs will meet the accreditation standards. 

 

Pharmacy Program 
 

The UMES Pharmacy program was approved by BOR in December 2007 and MHEC in 2008.  

The program allows students to graduate in three years of year-round study, and at the time, was one 

of only six such programs in the country.  For the first cohort that was admitted in July 2010, there 

were 918 applicants, of which 64 were admitted.  Currently, 160 students are enrolled in the program.   

 

In order to accommodate the new program, Somerset Hall underwent a $6.5 million renovation 

funded with operating facility renewal funds ($2.8 million), fund balance ($3.4 million), and funds 

from USM ($500,000).  The Accreditation Council on Pharmacy Education (ACPE) conducted a site 

visit in April 2013 and noted that the current facilities were not ideal for the program and stated that 

UMES needed to make progress in addressing the short- and long-term facilities needs of the program.  

Evidence of progress would include a report on the decision regarding the location of a new pharmacy 

building, a target date for beginning and completing construction, and measures that will be taken to 

meet the needs in the intervening years.  Nonetheless, the program was fully accredited in June 2013.   

 

In April 2015, APCE visited UMES and found the pharmacy facilities “unsatisfactory” in 

four categories and “needs improvement” in one category.  ACPE noted the school occupies space in 

six different buildings and two temporary trailers, with first- and second-year students based in different 

buildings, and faculty and administrative offices in other buildings.  While the program continues to be 

in compliance with accreditation standards, the lack of adequate facilities could jeopardize it.  
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According to USM, a new pharmacy building was first included in the UMES 10-year plan in 

fiscal 2003 as a low priority.  As shown in Exhibit 22, over the years the project has been moved in 

and out of the BOR 10-year capital request with it being a relatively low priority for the campus until 

fiscal 2017.  It has never been included in the Governor’s Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) until the 

proposed fiscal 2017 CIP.  It appears there were no plans for how UMES would accommodate the 

space requirements of the program once it moved beyond the first year as indicated by the use of 

temporary trailers.  This raises concerns about the program approval process not only at USM but also 

MHEC, processes that should ensure new programs have the appropriate space needed to provide 

quality programs.  Additionally, USM knew since at least fiscal 2013 that ACPE had issues with the 

UMES current facilities, yet it did not appear to be a priority for UMES nor BOR.   

 

Now that ACPE has rated the facilities as unsatisfactory in a number of categories, USM has 

asked and the State has agreed to make room for the project in the CIP.  The project is included in the 

CIP with $3.5 million programmed in for design in fiscal 2019.  If this is a critical project for USM 

then it should consider using available fund balance to begin the project.  The Chancellor should 

comment on the program approval process, if space requirements are considered as part of the 

evaluation to determine if an institution can provide adequate and appropriate space for new 

programs, and on the use of other funds to support the development of the project such as 

Academic Revenue Bonds. 

 

 

Exhibit 22 

History of Request for the New Pharmacy Building on Board of Regents Plan 
 

FY 

Request 

Campus 

Priority 

(FY) Planning 

Request  

(FY) Construction 

Request  

Estimated Total  

Cost 

     
2017 1 2017 2019 $62,214,000 

2016 4 2024 2025 $63,150,000 

2015 5 2024 2026 $63,150,000 

2014 10 – – Not Included 

2013 10 – – Not Included 

2012 10 – – Not Included 

2011 7 2017 2019 $29,700,000 

2010 6 2018 2019 $27,000,000 

2009 4 – – Not Included 

2008 4 – – Not Included 

2007 4 2016 2018 $15,095,000 

2006 4 2015 2017 $15,080,000 

2005 4 2014 2016 $15,065,000 

2004 7 – – Not Included 

2003 10 2010 2012 $18,500,000 

 

Source: University System of Maryland 
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2. Effectiveness and Efficiency 2.0   

 

BOR established the E&E initiative in 2003 to change the USM business model to effectively 

deal with increasing fiscal and enrollment demands, focusing on efficiency of policies, processes, and 

practices.  By 2013, activities resulted in a cumulative reduction of $341.7 million in operating 

expenses according to USM.  

 

In 2015, BOR approved the next generation of the E&E initiative with the implementation of 

E&E 2.0, which focuses on enhancing student success, continuing innovation in teaching and learning, 

reengineering administrative processes, and reducing costs.  E&E 2.0 was developed in response to the 

changes in higher education that affect effectiveness on a large scale such as the teaching and learning 

process, enrollment management, and human resources.  Unlike the previous E&E initiative, E&E 2.0 

will be more reliant on technical solutions that involve the application of IT to multi-campus business 

operations; require a change in culture since the initiative will be more collaborative and leverage the 

combined assets of multiple campuses to create long-term savings; and consider the use of USM fund 

balance to accelerate initiatives. 

 

Near-term initiatives include: 

 

 improving procurement policies and procedures in critical areas particularly sponsored 

research, technology transfer, and cybersecurity; 

 

 expanding analytic capabilities systemwide, focusing on the use of predictive analytics to 

increase student success; 

 

 implementing differential tuition for institutions interested in applying higher tuition rates for 

selective programs at the undergraduate level (see the UMCP budget analysis for further 

discussion); 

 

 offering new academic programs, incrementally, at the USM Historically Black Colleges and 

Universities to increase enrollment and revenues while improving academic quality and 

performance, and encouraging collaborative programs with other USM campuses;  

 

 implementing a faculty early retirement program, as appropriate, within each institution; 

 

 conducting a systemic analysis of USM real estate and other assets to identify potential highest 

and best use opportunities; 

 

 developing and implementing intra- and inter-institutional plans for reorganizing current 

resources to increase effectiveness and efficiencies; and 

 

 implementing, as appropriate, outsourcing and privatization possibilities relating to services and 

operations. 
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Long-term initiatives include: 

 

 leveraging UMUC expertise in the delivery of online education and technology; 

 

 implementing the highest priority recommendations of the BOR Workgroup on Enabling 

Transformation Through Technology and Innovation; 

 

 preparing to move toward cloud computing and outsourcing IT; 

 

 improving the procurement process including opportunities to automate aspects of the process, 

and identifying activities that hinder effectiveness and efficiency due to State policies that need 

not apply to USM; 

 

 determining if the administrative staff to faculty ratio at each institution is appropriate and, if 

unusual increases are found, investigate the cause and address as appropriate; and 

 

 breaking down silos by pursuing organizational change that will allow academic and business 

processes that cross organizational units be more effective and efficient. 

 

The Chancellor should comment on how USM will monitor the impact of E&E 2.0 

including estimated cost savings, effect on student success, and other activities or initiatives that 

may be undertaken due to the savings realized from the initiative. 

 

 

3. Data Analytics 

 

A primary focus of the academic portion of E&E 2.0 is to improve campus’ access to and 

analyses of data from academic and student services sources that can be used to improve student 

outcomes also known as analytics. Analytics refers to business intelligence methodologies used to 

support data driven decision making.  It is defined as the discovery and communication of meaningful 

patterns in data, using techniques and tools to quantify performance in order to describe, predict, and 

improve it.  Analytics in higher education can be categorized as academic or institutional focusing on 

the best practices to support students thereby making improvements on institutional metrics such as 

retention or completion rates; or learning, which focuses on the individual student and providing 

information that can be used in making decisions to best help them make progress toward succeeding. 

 

While USM collects and reports on each institution’s progress on various measures that track 

student success e.g., retention and graduation rates, they only provide a snapshot at a point in time and 

do not provide insight on interactions and relationships among programs that effect student success.  

The lack of data sharing and analysis on initiatives results in campuses developing and implementing 

programs from scratch based on institution-specific situations.  USM has not taken advantage of 

collecting, analyzing, and the sharing of data across the system in order to understand what student 
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interventions do and do not work.  Doing so would allow institutions to focus efforts and resources on 

those initiatives proven to be successful.   

 

Leveraging USM data to improve student outcomes across the system will require collecting 

data from various sources, providing the analytical framework, and analyzing the data to help 

institutions make better strategic decisions and improve operations.  To begin this process, USM 

recently signed a membership agreement for all campuses to become a part of the Predictive Analytics 

Reporting (PAR) Framework Student Success Matrix (SSMx) initiative.  PAR is a nonprofit, 

multi-institutional collaboration established by the Western Interstate Commission on Higher 

Education in 2011 as a collaboration between six online institutions to share data on student learning.  

It was spun off last year and was recently acquired by Hobsons, a student success oriented company.  

PAR has gathered data on over 2 million student records and more than 13.1 million course records. 

 

SSMx is a research-based framework to inventory, analyze, and conceptualize supports aimed 

at improving student outcomes, with a focus on tying student interventions to known student risk 

factors.  The approach categorizes interventions as (1) predictors of retention and progression; and 

(2) timing of the intervention in the context of its delivery.  The effort will look for points in the 

academic life cycle where interventions are likely to drive student success giving advisors an 

opportunity to help struggling students at optimal points and times of need.  In addition, SSMx explores 

the returns on investment for student success programs deployed at each institution.   

 

All USM institutions will adopt SSMx to evaluate how they are closing the achievement gap of 

key population groups including low-income, underrepresented, and transfer students examining 

various programs including student engagement, coaching, tutoring, and financial assistance programs.  

These programs have not been analyzed to determine if they are successful for targeted groups or 

subgroups of students.  In addition four institutions – BSU, UMES, FSU, and CSU – will become 

members of PAR Framework’s predictive analyses and benchmarking collaborative, of which UMUC 

has been a member since 2012.  

 

The Chancellor should comment on how the results of the student success matrix will be 

used to guide campus decision making, what measures will be used to track progress, and steps 

to encourage and maintain collaboration among campuses in order to leverage resources. 

 

 

4. Status of Enhancement Funded Programs 
 

The fiscal 2014 budget included $13.0 million of State funds to support various programs and 

initiatives at USM institutions.  The General Assembly stated its intent that only those programs that 

met or showed progress toward meeting the submitted metrics in fiscal 2016 would continue to receive 

State funding for an additional two years.  USM submitted reports summarizing progress that 

institutions made toward meeting their identified metrics in fiscal 2014 and 2015.  Due to budget 

reductions, UMES canceled the use of enhancement funds in fiscal 2014 and TU, SU, and CSU did so 

in fiscal 2015, resulting in only $9.4 million of the initial $13.0 million appropriations being spent on 

enhancement activities. 
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Enhancement funded activities can be categorized as addressing one of three main goals: 

(1) transforming the academic model; (2) increasing graduates in science, technology, engineering, 

mathematics (STEM), and health professions; and (3) helping the State achieve its 55% degree 

completion goal, including closing the achievement gap.  Each institution using enhancement funds 

provided metrics to be used to evaluate the results of the activities.  In addition, USM provided 

systemwide targets for each goal.  A fourth category of other institutional strategies was included to 

capture those activities designed to respond to the unique needs of an institution that did not fit under 

one of the three goals. 

 

Academic Transformation 
 

Academic transformation is defined as a broad menu of strategies and initiatives aimed at 

reshaping the way faculty and students engage in teaching and learning.  This not only includes the 

USM course redesign initiative but other strategies, such as incorporating blended learning formats into 

courses on a campuswide scale, developing faculty learning communities, and using new technologies 

to advance learning in the classroom.  A total of $1.1 million was budgeted in fiscal 2015 to redesign 

courses, but due to mid-year budget reductions, only $0.8 million was spent.  In general, those 

institutions using enhancement funds to redesign courses have met or exceeded their targets, as shown 

in Exhibit 23 (see Appendix 2 for more detailed information on each institution’s activities and 

metrics). 
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Exhibit 23 

Academic Transformation:  Target and Courses Redesigned 
Fiscal 2015 and 2016 

 

 Number of Redesigned Courses1  Enrollment 

 

Originally 

Planned 

2015 

Actual 

2016 

Projected 

 Originally 

Planned* 

2015 

Actual 

2016 

Projected 
        

UMB2 14 18 19  2,502 879 1,660 

UMCP 10 14 24  >14,000 3,030 11,700 

BSU 1 0 0  500 0 0 

TU 4 4 4  2,520 2,093 2,520 

UMES 4 0 0  1,213 0 0 

FSU 4 4 7  410 525 410 

UMUC 7 7 7  9,000 15,383 16,306 

UMBC 4 2 2  1,831 421 421 
        

Total 483 49 63  30,7633 22,331 33,017 
 

 

BSU:  Bowie State University    UMB:  University of Maryland Baltimore 

FSU:  Frostburg State University    UMBC:  University of Maryland Baltimore County 

SU:  Salisbury University     UMES:  University of Maryland Eastern Shore 

TU:  Towson University     UMUC:  University of Maryland University College 

 

*by 2017 

 
1Totals are cumulative. 
2UMB used other institutional funds to support course redesign. 
3The University System of Maryland adjusted its goals from the originally planned number of redesign courses from 51 to 

48 and enrollment from 31,976 to 30,763, to reflect cancelation of projects at UMES. 

 

Source:  University System of Maryland 

 

 

 Besides institutional metrics, USM established systemwide goals and plans to monitor progress 

through the use of two measures:  (1) the number of courses undergoing redesign; and (2) the number 

of students enrolled in a designed course.  The original goals were adjusted to reflect the UMES 

decision not to redesign 4 courses due to budget reductions in fiscal 2014.  Additionally, the goal of 

USM includes the UMB contribution.  While not receiving enhancement funds, UMB is using other 

institutional funds to support its course redesign efforts.  The goal for the first metric is to redesign a 

total of 48 courses, which was exceeded in fiscal 2015 with the redesign of 49 courses.  For the 

second metric, the goal is for 30,763 enrollments in those redesigned courses by fiscal 2017.  

Enrollment substantially increased from 7,794 in fiscal 2014, to 22,331 in 2015, due to UMUC 

exceeding its originally plan goal of 9,000 enrollments by 6,383.  It is projected that USM will exceed 

its goal in fiscal 2016 but only because of projected enrollment in redesigned courses at UMUC. 
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STEM and Health-related Professions 
 

 Institutions using enhancement funds for this initiative will implement a variety of strategies to 

increase their short- and long-term capacity to enroll and graduate more students in STEM and 

health-related professions.  Activities include upgrading and expanding equipment and facilities, hiring 

faculty, and targeting more financial aid toward STEM majors.  Of the $5.3 million budgeted in 

fiscal 2015, $4.9 million was expended.  

 

Due to budget reductions and a continuing decline in enrollment, CSU canceled its enhancement 

funded projects.  The report stated that CSU was not able to award any special STEM scholarships as 

planned, but this was not originally included as a use of the funds.  Furthermore, it was reported that 

BSU was not able to offer face-to-face classes it planned for its Master’s in Nursing Program at the 

Southern Maryland Higher Education Center; however, as initially reported, BSU did not allocate 

enhancement funds for this activity. 

 

 The USM target is to increase enrollment in STEM and health-related professions by 

2,628 from 25,922 in fiscal 2013 (the base year) to 28,550 by fiscal 2017.  As shown in Exhibit 24, 

institutions exceeded the target in fiscal 2015 by 331.  However, this is more likely due to the continuing 

enrollment growth in these programs rather than to enhancement funded related activities such as hiring 

faculty and upgrading facilities that have long lead times before they are fully completed.   

 

 

Exhibit 24 

STEM/Health-related Enrollment and Targets by Institution 
 

 Base Actual Projected 

 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2017 

     
University of Maryland, College Park 9,017 9,449 9,948 9,500 

Towson University 7,319 8,109 8,407 8,450 

University of Maryland Eastern Shore n/a n/a n/a n/a 

Frostburg State University 852 956 1,025 930 

Coppin State University 1,082 1,099 1,025 1,120 

Salisbury University 2,005 2,052 2,099 2,050 

University of Maryland Baltimore County 5,647 5,994 6,377 6,500 

     
Total 25,922 27,659 28,881 28,550 

 

 

Source:  University System of Maryland 
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 Degree Completion/Achievement Gap 
 

 Institutions are undertaking programs to improve the retention and graduation rates of key 

population groups (i.e., low-income, underrespresented, and transfer students), thereby closing the 

achievement gap among all students.  Enhancement funding was used for various activities such as 

targeting academic supports to at-risk students, or developing or expanding more intrusive advising 

programs.  Institutions expended $1.5 million of the $2.1 million budgeted for this initiative in 

fiscal 2015.  In general, most institutions noted further development, and implementation will be 

dependent on their ability to identify and reallocate existing resources to support continuation of the 

activities.  See Appendix 3 for more detailed information on institutional activities, progress, and 

metrics.   

 

 To assess the overall impact of these activities, USM is using two systemwide metrics:  (1) the 

number of undergraduate degrees annually awarded; and (2) the estimated number of undergraduate 

degrees added through enhancement funding.  USM projects the total number of undergraduate degrees 

to increase from 23,238 in fiscal 2014 to 25,200 in fiscal 2017.  In fiscal 2015, the total number of 

degrees increased by 1,186 from 23,724 in fiscal 2014 to 24,910 (it should be noted fiscal 2015 includes 

a portion of the UMUC online degree total that traditionally had been classified as non-stateside and 

therefore not include in USM’s projections). 

 

Other Institutional-specific Goals/Strategies 
 

 USM included an additional category to capture activities not related to the three systemwide 

goals.  Institutions expended $2.1 million of the $2.2 million budgeted activities under this initiative.  

These activities were specifically designed to respond to unique needs of the institutions such as 

expanding economic development and technology transfer at UMBC, enhancing the University of 

Maryland Center for Environmental Sciences’ research competiveness, and expanding academic 

program offerings at USM regional centers.  In general, institutions made progress or completed a 

majority of the activities in fiscal 2015.  See Appendix 4 for more detailed information on activities, 

progress, and metrics by institution. 
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Updates 

 

1. Rethinking the Fund Split  
 

Fund splits are used to calculate the State’s portion of increases in personnel costs for 

State-supported positions (those positions funded with State funds, tuition revenues, and other 

unrestricted funds).  The current fund splits, shown in Exhibit 25, were developed in 1991 by DBM, 

in consultation with USM, and are supposed to represent the State-supported portion of all full-time 

salaries and benefits.  In general, the fund splits for research institutions are lower than those for the 

comprehensive institutions due to their having a greater portion of research-related positions supported 

with funds restricted to contract and grant activities.   

 

 

Exhibit 25 

Fund Split by Institution 
 

Institution  Fund Split 

  
University of Maryland, Baltimore 42% 

University of Maryland, College Park 70% 

Bowie State University 87% 

Towson University 87% 

University of Maryland Eastern Shore 73% 

Frostburg University 81% 

Coppin State University 91% 

University of Baltimore 93% 

Salisbury University 84% 

University of Maryland University College 30% 

University of Maryland Baltimore County 69% 

University of Maryland Center for Environment Science 59% 

University System of Maryland Office 94% 
 

 

Source:  Department of Budget and Management 

 

 

 Currently, the State’s share of increases in personnel costs e.g., salary adjustments and health 

insurance, are calculated by first determining the total value of the expense.  For instance the cost of a 

cost-of-living adjustment (COLA) includes not only increases in salaries but other associated costs e.g., 

retirement, unemployment, and the Federal Insurance Contributions Act.  The fund split is applied to 

this total to determine how much of the increase the State will fund. 

 

The fund splits have not been reviewed or revised since 1991 during which time the funding 

stream for higher education institutions has changed with State funds comprising a smaller portion of 

the State-supported unrestricted funds, which excludes auxiliary revenues, as shown in Exhibit 26.  

Overall, the State’s share of nonauxiliary unrestricted revenues has declined for all institutions since 
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fiscal 1992, except for CSU and UMUC.  This is due to other unrestricted revenues, primarily tuition 

and fee revenues, increasing 314.4% from fiscal 1992 to 2014, compared to 129.0% growth in State 

funding. 

 

 

Exhibit 26 

State Portion of Unrestricted Funds 
(Not including Auxiliary Revenues) 

Fiscal 1992 and 2014 
 

 State Portion of 

Unrestricted Funds 

  
Institution  1992 2014 

   
University of Maryland, Baltimore 59.3% 37.8% 

University of Maryland, College Park 56.1% 39.2% 

Bowie State University 63.0% 53.7% 

Towson University 68.5% 34.8% 

University of Maryland Eastern Shore 64.8% 50.5% 

Frostburg University 61.1% 50.6% 

Coppin State University 73.1% 76.0% 

University of Baltimore 56.0% 32.6% 

Salisbury University 57.2% 38.5% 

University of Maryland University College 3.6% 10.7% 

University of Maryland Baltimore County 58.0% 43.2% 

University of Maryland Center for Environment Science 78.9% 73.3% 

University System of Maryland Office 85.2% 79.3% 

 
Source:  Department of Legislative Services 

 

 

 Over the past years, questions have risen regarding what portion of the annualized COLAs, 

salary increments, and other personnel costs should be funded by the State.  This resulted in a JCR 

requesting DBM, USM, and DLS to submit a report on the current fund splits and to the extent 

consensus can be reached, propose new splits by August 2015.  USM and DBM requested a formal 

delay in the submission of the report until November 2015 stating that due to recent changes in 

leadership, the Chancellor and Secretary had not had the opportunity to engage in the issue of funds 

splits.  Additionally, neither agency had met with DLS to discuss what the State’s proportionate share 

of increases of State-supported personnel costs should be.  Subsequently, the three agencies met in 

September to discuss this issue, but there was no resolution. 

 

 

2. Status of Implementing Sexual Misconduct Policies 

 

Language in the 2015 JCR required USM to submit a report on the status of implementing its 

sexual misconduct policies including if institutions have an amnesty policy and if so how  it is 
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implemented; how the institutions plan to implement a climate survey; and a list of all Memoranda of 

Understanding applicable to the issue of sexual misconduct.  USM submitted a report on June 30, 2015, 

and subsequently, provided a more recent update as some institutions had not fully implemented all the 

policy requirements. 

 

 All campuses: 

 

 have amnesty policies, which are described within their sexual misconduct policies; 

 

 have created their own climate survey or have adopted, with modifications, the MHEC climate 

survey and plan to administer the survey by March 1, 2016; and  

 

 are pursuing or are finalizing MOUs with local police departments and rape crisis centers. 
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Fund Balance by Institution 
($ in Thousands) 

 

 

 

 

BSU:  Bowie State University    UMB:  University of Maryland Baltimore 

CSU:  Coppin State University    UMBC:  University of Maryland Baltimore County 

FSU:  Frostburg State University    UMCES:  University of Maryland Center for Environmental Science 

SU:  Salisbury University     UMES:  University of Maryland Eastern Shore 

TU:  Towson University     UMUC:  University of Maryland University College 

UB:  University of Baltimore    USMO:  University System of Maryland, Office 

 

 

Source:  University System of Maryland 

 

  

  FY 2016 Estimated FY 2017 

 Estimated  Estimated Estimated Estimated  Estimated Estimated Estimated 

 FY 2015 Planned State Non-State FY 2016 Planned State Non-State Ending 

 Ending Transfer Support Support Ending Transfer Support Support Balance 

          
UMB $145,060 $2,877 $31,387 $116,551 $147,937 $3,291 $32,841 $118,388 $151,229 

UMCP 393,622 14,757 164,104 244,275 408,379 14,757 178,860 244,275 423,136 

BSU 22,946 1,219 13,012 11,153 24,165 1,214 13,977 11,402 25,379 

TU 68,712 4,067 -5,404 78,183 72,779 4,166 -5,404 82,349 76,945 

UMES 5,773 1,068 187 6,654 6,841 1,071 187 7,725 7,912 

FSU 11,516 998 0 12,514 12,514 1,020 0 13,534 13,534 

CSU 3,166 735 -15,149 19,049 3,901 735 -14,684 19,320 4,636 

UB 14,610 1,165 59 15,715 15,774 1,144 672 16,247 16,918 

SU 55,861 1,826 8,775 48,911 57,687 2,089 8,775 51,001 59,776 

UMUC 102,353 2,700 0 105,053 105,053 2,700 0 107,753 107,753 

UMBC 73,234 3,331 20,548 56,017 76,565 3,392 20,644 59,314 79,957 

UMCES 16,771 293 1,738 15,326 17,064 293 2,031 15,326 17,357 

USMO 3,871 -320 313 3,238 3,551 180 313 3,418 3,731 

              
Total $917,496 $34,715 $219,569 $732,642 $952,211 $36,053 $238,211 $750,052 $988,264 
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Progress Toward Academic Transformation Initiatives and Metrics 
 

Institution Enhancement Funded 

Activities 

Progress Toward Metrics 

University of Maryland, College 

Park 

Identify and launch redesign of 

14-20 courses 

 Will compare student performance in redesigned courses to 

those in traditional courses including grades, withdraw rates, 

retention rates, and students remaining in their majors Upgrade class rooms  

Bowie State University Redesign MATH 99 Canceled further work due to budget reduction 

University of Maryland Eastern 

Shore 

Redesign 4 courses 
Eliminated funds due to budget reduction 

Frostburg State University Pilot and implement 4 course 

redesigns 

 Significant reduction from 32% to 24% in redesigned biology 

course; DFW rate dropped from 43% to 30% in redesigned 

chemistry course 

University of Baltimore Establish Office of Academic 

Innovation  

 Created office; appointed a director and experiential learning 

coordinator 

University of Maryland University 

College 

Complete, implement, and assess 

7 redesign courses 

 Average percentage of students in transformed classes 

receiving DFW decreased from 18.2% to 17.4%, compared to 

1 percentage point in untransformed classes; average retention 

in major of students in transformed classes increased from 

48.7% to 63.1% 

University of Maryland Baltimore 

County 

Redesign 1 course; test, evaluate, 

and revise 3 redesign courses 

 DFW rate for students in redesigned information technology 

course was 4.7% compared to 21.7% in comparison course; 

pass rate in redesign was 95.3% versus 81.6% in comparison 

course 
Establish Faculty Learning 

Communities 

 

 
DFW:  Drop, fail, withdrew 

 

 

Source:  University System of Maryland 
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Achievement Gap/Degree Completion 

State Enhancement Funds and Metrics by Institution 
 

Institution Enhancement Funded Activities Progress Toward Metrics 

University of 

Maryland, 

College Park 

Develop and implement academic 

advising program 
  Determine in-house advising program not viable, therefore, looking for a 

vendor solution 

 Hired 8.5 additional advisors 

 Offered additional peer guide sections; 9.0% increase in attendance with 

3,886 students participating for a total of 27,522; those participating in 

sessions had a higher percentage of A,B, or C grades and lower 

percentage of DFW than nonparticipants 

 

Expand advising in selected 

programs 
 

Develop new academic 

minor/certificate in Business to 

retain nonbusiness majors 
 

Implement peer-guided study 

sessions 
 

Bowie State 

University 

Expand Bulldog Academy   Average number of credits earned in first year higher for participants 

(27.9 versus 21.7 for all FT/FT in 2013; and 26.7 versus 20.9 all FT/FT in 

2014)   

 Second year retention higher (77.0% versus74.0% of FT/FT in 2013; and 

83.0% versus 72.0% of FT/FT in 2014) 

Towson 

University 

Establish initiative to improve 

At-Risk Student Success 
Eliminated due to budget reductions 

University of 

Maryland 

Eastern Shore 

Designate full-time faculty to teach 

gatekeeper courses 
Eliminated due to budget reductions 

Hire advisors 

Implement supplemental instruction 

Frostburg State 

University 

Implement web-based early 

warning system Eliminated due to budget reductions 

Increase need-based aid awards 

Coppin State 

University 

Expand Targeted Advisement 

program 

Eliminated due to budget reductions 

 Acquire assistive and adaptive 

equipment 

Hire retention coordinators 

Identify and acquire or upgrade 

software for improving retention 
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Institution Enhancement Funded Activities Progress Toward Metrics 

University of 

Baltimore  

Continue implementation of high 

touch advising 

  Slight decrease in number of freshmen impacted by high touch advising 

 Continue outreach efforts but slight drop in Hispanic enrollment which is 

more reflective of overall enrollment decline 

 Amount of financial aid decreased in fiscal 2015 due to budget 

reductions 

 

Implement midsemester progress 

report system 

 

Enhance recruitment of targeted 

populations 

 

Expand need-based financial aid  

Salisbury 

University 

Develop or expand advising support 

programs 

Eliminated due to budget reductions 

Increase institutional aid for 

returning students 

Implement sophomore residency 

program 

Adopt and implement targeted 

advising model 

Revamp pre-professional programs 

orientation for upper level students 

University of 

Maryland 

Baltimore 

County 

Expand support for transfer students   Suspended work on many activities due to budget reductions including 

targeting financial aid to transfers; identifying and providing support near 

completers 

 Increased targeted tutoring service; expanded staff to counsel undeclared 

majors; and hired an Associate Director of Disability Services 

Improve graduation rate of near 

completers 

 

Expand student support services  

Improve learning environment  

 

 
DFW:  Drop, fail, withdrew 

FT/FT:  first-time full-time 

 

Source:  University System of Maryland 
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Other Institution Strategies 

State Enhancement Funds and Metrics by Institution 
 

 

 
Source:  University System of Maryland 
 

  

Institution Enhancement Funded Activities Progress Toward Metrics 

University of Maryland 

Baltimore County 

(UMBC) 

Develop UMBC Entrepreneur in 

Residence Program 
  Hired entrepreneur-in-residence and work with campus faculty 

 Hired technology transfer staff 

 Established commercialization investment fund – fall 2014 

four proposals received $79,000 of funding; fall 2015 

six proposals received $117,500 of funding; used other sources 

of funds to supplement total available funds 

Strengthen technology transfer 

administrative operations  

Develop and implement 

commercialization fund  

University of Maryland 

Center for 

Environmental Science 

 

Increase research competitiveness 

 

  Hired three faculty members 

 Activities on some projects deferred due to budget reductions 
Enhance graduate education  

Facilitate mission effectiveness  

University of Maryland 

System Office 

Offer workforce-related programs at 

Universities of Shady Grove (USG) 

  Support enrollment growth in two programs at USG and offer 

two new programs 

 Support expansion of two new programs at Non-USM Regional 

Centers 

 Established CIELT  

 Hired staff for Way2GoMaryland and enhanced education and 

outreach services 

Complete program development at 

non-University System of Maryland 

(USM) regional centers 

 

Establish Center for Innovation and 

Excellence in Learning and Teaching 

(CIELT) 

 

Institutionalize “Way2GoMaryland” 

resources 
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University System of Maryland/ 

State Funds/Full-time Equivalent Student 
Fiscal 2007-2017 

 

 2007 2008 2009 2010  2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Working 

2016 

Allowance 

2017 

            
UMB $28,457 $29,589 $30,292 $28,973 $28,643  $28,450  $28,593  $30,558  $32,740  $34,472  $36,025  

UMCP 11,491 11,938 12,124 12,031 11,886  11,984  12,149  12,800  13,468  14,037  14,760  

BSU 7,486 7,698 7,817 7,800 7,704  7,990  8,392  8,683  8,803  9,429  9,950  

TU 4,963 5,119 5,161 5,077 5,034  5,077  5,057  5,158  5,573  5,922  6,320  

UMES 7,631 8,644 8,101 8,590 7,454  7,487  7,504  8,410  8,620  8,825  8,888  

FSU 7,128 7,296 7,390 7,041 6,941  7,264  7,350  7,706  8,112  8,487  8,968  

CSU 9,940 10,604 10,919 11,997 12,546  13,061  13,760  15,337  17,003  16,722  17,197  

UB 7,716 7,475 7,651 7,127 7,050  6,852  6,387  7,224  7,738  8,072  8,560  

SU 5,036 5,129 5,356 5,208 5,143  5,049  5,130  5,308  5,716  6,107  6,587  

UMUC 1,210 1,448 1,540 1,447 1,423  1,290  1,423  1,502  1,409  1,433  1,525  

UMBC 8,532 8,978 9,171 9,092 9,000  8,875  8,732  9,058  9,511  9,934  10,515  
 

 

BSU:  Bowie State University    UMB:  University of Maryland Baltimore 

CSU:  Coppin State University    UMBC:  University of Maryland Baltimore County 

FSU:  Frostburg State University    UMCP:  University of Maryland, College Park 

SU:  Salisbury University    UMES:  University of Maryland Eastern Shore 

TU:  Towson University     UMUC:  University of Maryland University College 

UB:  University of Baltimore     

 

Note:  UMCP and UMES excludes funding for Agriculture Cooperative Extension and Experimental Station.  General funds adjusted to reflect fiscal 2016 deficiency 

and fiscal 2017 across-the-board reduction, and salary increments.  Does not include $6.8 million of enhancement funds. 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books 
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University System of Maryland 

Full-time Equivalent Personnel by Budget Program 
Fiscal 2002, 2015, and 2016 

 
 2002 2015 2016  

 FTEs 

% of Total 

FTEs FTEs 

% of Total 

FTEs FTEs 

% of Total 

FTEs 

Change in 

Absolute 

Share of Total 

2015-2016 

        
Instruction 5,858 33.5% 7,191 31.4% 7,316 33.1% -0.4% 

Research 2,455 14.0% 3,852 16.8% 3,876 17.5% 3.5% 

Public Service 689 3.9% 746 3.3% 642 2.9% -1.0% 

Academic Support 1,937 11.1% 2,540 11.1% 2,501 11.3% 0.2% 

Student Services 945 5.4% 1,292 5.6% 1,289 5.8% 0.4% 

Institutional Support 2,427 13.9% 2,960 12.9% 3,025 13.7% -0.2% 

Operations and Maintenance of Plant 1,558 8.9% 1,715 7.5% 1,280 5.8% -3.1% 

Auxiliary 1,368 7.8% 1,994 8.7% 1,605 7.3% -0.6% 

Hospitals 248 1.4% 595 2.6% 591 2.7% 1.3% 

        
Total 17,485  22,885  22,125   

 

 
Notes:    Data are for filled positions only.   

 

Source:  University System of Maryland Institutions 
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Note:  Numbers may not sum to total due to rounding. 
 
For further information contact:  Sara J. Baker Phone:  (410) 946-5530 
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Operating Budget Data 

 ($ in Thousands) 
 
        

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change  

  Actual Working Allowance Change Prior Year  

        

 General Funds $199,149 $205,618 $210,447 $4,828 2.3%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 1,767 -518 -2,286   

 Adjusted General Fund $199,149 $207,386 $209,929 $2,543 1.2%  

        
 Special Funds 9,310 9,787 10,653 866 8.8%  

 Adjusted Special Fund $9,310 $9,787 $10,653 $866 8.8%  

        
 Other Unrestricted Funds 380,479 394,434 397,501 3,067 0.8%  

 Adjusted Other Unrestricted Fund $380,479 $394,434 $397,501 $3,067 0.8%  

        
 Total Unrestricted Funds 588,938 609,840 618,601 8,761 1.4%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 1,767 -518 -2,286   

 Adjusted Total Unrestricted Funds $588,938 $611,607 $618,083 $6,476 1.1%  

        
 Restricted Funds 457,245 474,691 476,213 1,522 0.3%  

 Adjusted Restricted Fund $457,245 $474,691 $476,213 $1,522 0.3%  

        
 Adjusted Grand Total $1,046,183 $1,086,298 $1,094,296 $7,998 0.7%  

        

 

 A fiscal 2016 deficiency appropriation is provided to the University System of Maryland Office 

to cover an increase in health insurance which will be allocated among the institutions, of which 

the University of Maryland, Baltimore (UMB) portion is estimated to be $1.8 million. 

 

 The general fund increases $2.5 million, or 1.2%, in fiscal 2017 after adjusting for the 

fiscal 2016 deficiency and $0.5 million for the across-the-board reduction in health insurance 

in fiscal 2017. 

 

 The Higher Education Investment Fund increases $0.9 million, or 8.8%, in fiscal 2017 resulting 

in an overall growth of 1.6%, or $3.4 million, in State funds above fiscal 2016.  The fiscal 2017 

allowance also includes funding for increments budgeted in the Department of Budget and 

Management.  If this is also taken into account, State fund support for UMB grows by 

$10.2 million, or 4.7%  
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Personnel Data 

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17  

  Actual Working Allowance Change   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Regular Positions 

 
4,892.64 

 
4,892.64 

 
4,892.64 

 
0.00 

 
  

 Contractual FTEs 
 

165.78 
 

180.98 
 

180.98 
 

0.00 
 
  

 
 
Total Personnel 

 
5,058.42 

 
5,073.62 

 
5,073.62 

 
0.00 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Vacancy Data:  Regular Positions 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Turnover and Necessary Vacancies, Excluding New  

    Positions 
 

115.47 
 

2.36% 
 

 
 
 

 
 Positions and Percentage Vacant as of 12/31/15 

 
 

 
189.35 3.90% 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

 The fiscal 2017 allowance does not provide for any new regular positions. 

 

 

Analysis in Brief 

 

Major Trends 
 

Health Profession Graduates:  The number of medical and dental graduates has remained fairly stable 

averaging 157 and 125 graduates per year, respectively, while pharmacy graduates has fluctuated 

between 153 and 164 graduates. 

 

Research Expenditures and Earned Doctorates:  According to the National Science Foundation, UMB 

ranked 53 out of 632 institutions in total research and development expenditures and 184 out of 

422 institutions in the number of earned research doctorates. 

 

 

Issues 
 

Paying for Professional and Graduate Education:  Most of the graduate and professional students 

demonstrate financial need.  Depending on the program, the cost of attendance ranges from $41,336 

for social work to $71,938 for the dental program, with the dental graduates having the highest average 

debt of $203,267. 

 

Innovation, Entrepreneurship, and MPowering:  MPowering, a formal alliance between UMB and 

the University of Maryland, College Park, is intended to leverage the resources of both campuses and 

improve and enhance academic programs, research, technology transfer, and commercialization.  In 

addition, legislation was passed to encourage economic development activities in and around the 

institutions.  
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Recommended Actions 

    

1. Concur with Governor’s allowance.   
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Operating Budget Analysis 

 

Program Description 
 

The University of Maryland, Baltimore (UMB) is the State’s public academic health and law 

university providing professional and graduate education, research, patient care, and public service.  

UMB is comprised of six professional schools and an interdisciplinary graduate school offering 

graduate and professional degrees in the fields of health, applied health, biomedical science and 

technology, social work, and law.  UMB offers three baccalaureate programs in nursing, dental hygiene, 

and biomedical research and technology. 
 

The institution aims to respond to the State’s critical needs for health and human services 

professionals.  While many of the programs are designed for full-time students, the schools of Nursing 

and Social Work and the Medical Research Technology programs have a significant number of 

part-time students.  Additionally, the schools of Nursing, Pharmacy, and Social Work offer programs 

at the Universities at Shady Grove (USG). 
 

UMB also strives to provide public service to all citizens of the State, especially in the 

community surrounding its downtown Baltimore campus.  UMB provides clinical services in dentistry, 

law, medicine, nursing, pharmacy, and social work and has two clinical partners – the University of 

Maryland Medical Center and the Veterans Administration Medical Center. 
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Carnegie Classification:  Special Focus Institutions – Medical Schools and Medical Centers 
 

Fall 2015 Undergraduate Enrollment Headcount Fall 2015 Graduate Enrollment Headcount 

Male 122 Male 1,697 

Female 744 Female 3,766 

Total 866 Total 5,463 

    
Fall 2015 New Students Headcount Campus (Main Campus) 

Transfers/Others 258 Acres 71 

Graduate 1,596 Buildings 65 

Total 1,854 Average Age 37 years 

  Oldest Davidge Hall – 1812 

    
Programs Degrees Awarded (2014-2015) 

Bachelor’s 3 Bachelor’s 333 

Master’s 17 Master’s 845 

Doctoral – Research  14 Doctoral – Research 81 

Doctoral –  

    Professional 6 

Doctoral –  

    Professional 808 

  Total Degrees 2,067 

    
Proposed Fiscal 2017 In-state Tuition and Fees*   

Undergraduate  

    Tuition** $8,405   

Mandatory Fees $1,941   

*Contingent on Board of Regents approval. 

** Nursing Program   
 

 

Performance Analysis 
 

 

1. Health Profession Graduates 

 

As the State’s public academic health university, UMB trains the majority of the State’s 

physicians, nurses, dentists, and pharmacists.  The number of medical and dental graduates has 

remained fairly stable averaging 157 and 125 graduates per year, respectively, as shown in Exhibit 1.  

Pharmacy graduates grew 28.9% in fiscal 2011 due to the first cohort graduating from the program at 

USG.  Since the expansion, the number of graduates has fluctuated between 153 and 164 graduates.  

The number of nursing graduates steadily declined between fiscal 2010 and 2013 from 314 to 275, 

respectively.  UMB attributes this to a decision to limit the size of the undergraduate program and focus 

resources on its graduate program.  Enrollments in the undergraduate program have since increased due 

to efforts to expand the Registered Nurse to Bachelor of Science in Nursing program and course 

offerings at the Baltimore campus and at USG. 
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Exhibit 1 

Medical-related Professional Graduates 
Fiscal 2010-2015 

 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2010-2014; Department of Budget and Management 

 

 

 

2. Research Expenditures and Earned Doctorates 

 

A core component of the UMB mission is research and development (R&D).  R&D 

expenditures increased by $39.2 million in fiscal 2010 and $18.6 million in fiscal 2011, as shown in 

Exhibit 2, due to federal stimulus grants and awards.  With the end of the federal stimulus awards, 

expenditures only increased 0.9% in fiscal 2012.  After increasing by $10.2 million, in fiscal 2013, 

federally funded R&D expenditures declined by $17.3 million in fiscal 2014.  Overall, grants and 

awards from the Department of Health and Human Services accounted for over 90% of federal 

expenditures.  In terms of total R&D expenditures, UMB ranked 53 out of 632 institutions, totaling 

$411.3 million in 2014, according to the National Science Foundation (NSF).  
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Exhibit 2 

Federally Funded R&D Expenditures by Federal Agency
Fiscal 2009-2014 

($ in Thousands) 

 

 
 

DHHS:  Department of Health and Human Services 

DoD:  Department of Defense 

NIH:  National Institutes of Health 

NSF:  National Science Foundation 

R&D:  research and development 

 
Source:  National Science Foundation; National Center for Science and Engineering Statistics, Higher Education R&D 

Survey 

 

 

Being the State’s public health institution, a majority the UMB-earned research doctorates are 

in the biological sciences and health fields, as shown in Exhibit 3.  After increasing to a total of 83 in 

fiscal 2013 the number of doctorates declined to 63 in fiscal 2014 which can be largely attributed to the 

number of doctorates in health declining from 29 to 14.  In the previous five years UMB, on average, 

awarded 30 doctorates in the health area.  The President should comment on factors that may have 

led to the decline in doctorates awarded in health.  In fiscal 2014, according to NSF, UMB ranked 

184 out of 422 institutions in the number of earned doctorates. 
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Exhibit 3 

Number of Earned Research Doctorate Degrees 
Fiscal 2009-2014 

 

 
 
Note:  A research doctorate is a doctoral degree that (1) requires completion of an original intellectual contribution in the 

form of a dissertation or an equivalent culminating project (e.g., musical composition); and (2) is not primarily intended as 

a degree for the practice of a profession.  The most common research doctorate degree is the PhD. 

 
Source:  National Science Foundation; National Center for Science and Engineering Statistics, Survey of Earned Doctorates 

 

 

 

Fiscal 2016 Actions 
 

Proposed Deficiency  
 

 A fiscal 2016 deficiency would provide the University of Maryland System (USM) Office with 

$16.5 million to cover an increase in health insurance costs at all USM institutions (see USM Overview 

for further discussion).  The UMB estimated portion of the deficiency is $1.8 million. 

 

Cost Containment  
 

Cost containment measures in fiscal 2016 resulted in a 2%, or $4.4 million, reduction in UMB 

appropriations, which was met by the elimination of 68.0 vacant and 15.0 filled positions. 
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Proposed Budget 
 

As shown in Exhibit 4, the general fund allowance for fiscal 2017 is 1.2%, or $2.5 million, 

higher than in fiscal 2016 after including the fiscal 2016 deficiency and adjusting for the 

across-the-board reduction for employee health insurance, based on a revised estimate of the amount 

of funding needed in fiscal 2017.  The Higher Education Investment Fund (HEIF) increases 8.8%, or 

$0.9 million, over fiscal 2016, resulting in an overall growth in State funds of 1.6%, or $3.4 million, to 

$220.6 million.  When including $6.8 million for salary increments that are included in the Department 

of Budget and Management’s budget, the growth in State funds is 4.7%, or $10.2 million.  Other 

unrestricted funds grow 0.8%, or $3.1 million, primarily due to tuition and fees increasing $2.4 million. 

 

 

Exhibit 4 

Proposed Budget 
University of Maryland, Baltimore 

($ in Thousands) 

 

 FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change 

 Actual Adjusted Adjusted Change Prior Year 

      

General Funds $199,149 $205,618 $210,447   

Deficiencies  1,767     

Across the Board    -518   

Total General Funds $199,149 $207,386 $209,929 $2,543 1.2% 

       

HEIF 9,310 9,787 10,653 866 8.8% 

Total State Funds $208,459 $217,173 $220,581 $3,409 1.6% 

       

Other Unrestricted Funds 380,479 394,434 397,501 3,067 0.8% 

Total Unrestricted Funds $588,938 $611,607 $618,083 $6,476 1.1% 

      

Restricted Funds 457,245 474,691 476,213 1,522 0.3% 

Total Funds $1,046,183 $1,086,298 $1,094,296 $7,997 0.7% 
 

 

HEIF:  Higher Education Investment Fund 

UMB:  University of Maryland, Baltimore 

 

Note:  Fiscal 2016 general funds are adjusted to reflect the UMB estimated portion of the deficiency and fiscal 2017 

reflects the across-the-board reduction. 

 
Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2017; Department of Legislative Services 
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The fiscal 2017 allowance includes $55,884 to replace revenues equivalent to a 1% increase in 

the resident undergraduate tuition rate.  The Governor’s allowance assumes a 2% increase in resident 

undergraduate tuition.  As previously discussed, the allowance provides salary increments, which for 

UMB totals $16.8 million of which the general fund portion is $6.8 million with the remaining 

$10.0 million to be funded from other current unrestricted and restricted revenues.   
 

 The allowance provides $7.9 million in unrestricted funds for expenses related to equipment for 

the Health Sciences Research Facility (HSF) III ($3.7 million), facilities renewal ($1.7 million), 

information technology (IT) security ($1.1 million), program expansion at USG ($0.5 million), 

financial aid ($0.4 million), debt service ($0.3 million), and insurance and contracts ($0.2 million). 
 

 Budget changes by program area in the allowance are shown in Exhibit 5.  This data includes 

unrestricted funds only, the majority of which consist of general funds, the HEIF, and tuition and fee 

revenues.  In fiscal 2016, education and general expenditures (E&G) grew 3.2%, or $16.6 million, after 

adjusting for $9.7 million transfer to the fund balance and $1.7 million transfer to plant funds.  Spending 

on research grows at the highest rate of 7.5%, or $6.2 million, due to the campus funding for HSF III 

being incorrectly booked as a revenue transfer instead of an expense ($3.0 million) and increased 

spending of designated research initiative fund (DRIF) and revolving funds ($3.2 million).  Spending 

on operations and maintenance of plant increases $2.7 million – due to utilities ($1.4 million); other 

expenses ($0.4 million); contracts ($0.3 million); debt service ($0.3 million); and personnel 

($0.3 million).  Instruction expenditures increase $4.3 million due to academic enhancements and 

MPowering-related initiatives ($2.3 million); and personnel costs ($2.0 million).  Institutional support 

increases $2.6 million due to IT security upgrades. 
 

 Decreased spending on public service of $0.3 million in fiscal 2016 is related to the Maryland 

Poison Center overspending in fiscal 2015.  Expenditures for academic support decline $1.3 million 

due to the loss of grants at some schools, primarily Nursing, which required the shifting of some 

expenditures to unrestricted funds in fiscal 2015. 

 

 In fiscal 2017, E&G expenditures increase 2.5%, or $13.1 million, before accounting for 

$6.8 million for salary increments after which growth is 3.8%, or $19.9 million.  Operations and 

maintenance of plant grow at the highest rate, 11.6%, or $8.3 million, which is related to adjusting 

fiscal 2016 expenditures to reflect $1.7 million transfer to plant fund, equipment for HSF III 

($3.7 million), facilities renewal ($1.7 million), personnel costs ($0.7 million), debt service 

($0.3 million), and contracts ($0.2 million).  Spending on institutional support increases $5.2 million, 

related to personnel costs ($2.6 million) and IT ($1.1 million), and adjusting fiscal 2016 expenditures 

to reflect $2.5 million transfer to fund balance.  Growth in academic support is due to a rise in personnel 

costs.  Expenditures for instruction decrease $71,823 due to accounting for fund balance transfer in 

fiscal 2016 and a $2.2 million increase being offset by adjustments of $1.1 million reflecting an 

enrollment decline and a $4.4 million reduction in the amount to be transferred to fund balance. 
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Exhibit 5 

UMB Budget Changes for Unrestricted Funds by Program 
Fiscal 2015-2017 

($ in Thousands) 
 

 

Actual 

2015 

Adjusted 

Working 

2016  

% 

Change 

2015-16 

Adjusted 

2017 

% 

Change 

2016-17 

Change 

2016-17 
       
Expenditures       

Instruction $198,919 $203,221 2.2% $203,150 0.0% $-72 

Research 82,688 88,890 7.5% 89,310 0.5% 420 

Public Service 4,006 3,674 -8.3% 3,751 2.1% 77 

Academic Support 57,981 56,691 -2.2% 57,700 1.8% 1,010 

Student Services 4,232 4,494 6.2% 4,594 2.2% 100 

Institutional Support 82,965 85,552 3.1% 90,779 6.1% 5,226 

Operation and Maintenance of Plant 68,632 71,307 3.9% 79,558 11.6% 8,250 

Scholarships and Fellowships 11,922 12,314 3.3% 12,674 2.9% 360 

       
Deficiency/Across the Board  1,767  -518  -2,286 

       
Education and General Total $511,346 $527,911 3.2% $540,997 2.5% $13,086 

       
Hospitals $48,623 $49,939 2.7% $50,129 0.4% $190 

Auxiliary Enterprises 28,969 26,957 -6.9% 26,957 0.0% 0 

       
Total $588,938 $604,807 2.7% $618,083 2.2% $13,276 

       

Revenues       

Tuition and Fees $119,138 $123,988 4.1% $126,366 1.9% $2,378 

General Funds 199,149 207,386 4.1% 209,929 1.2% 2,543 

HEIF 9,310 9,787 5.1% 10,653 8.8% 866 

Other Unrestricted Funds 229,785 243,701 6.1% 244,804 0.5% 1,103 

Subtotal – State Supported $557,383 $584,862 4.9% $591,752 1.2% $6,889 

       
Auxiliary Enterprises $31,387 $29,622 -5.6% $29,622 0.0% $0 

       
Transfer (to)/from Fund Balance 168 -9,677  -3,291   

       
Total $588,938 $604,807 2.7% $618,083 2.2% $13,276 

 

 
UMB:  University of Maryland, Baltimore 

 
Note:  Fiscal 2016 general funds are adjusted by $1.8 million to reflect the proposed deficiency and expenditures are adjusted 

to more accurately reflect spending and transfer to fund balance.  Fiscal 2017 general funds are adjusted to reflect the 

$0.5 million across-the-board reduction.  

 
Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2017, Department of Legislative Services 
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 Expenditure per Full-time Equivalent Student  

 

Expenditures per full-time equivalent student (FTES) grew 13.1% from $57,322 to $64,823 

between fiscal 2012 and 2015, as shown in Exhibit 6.  This is partially due to a 2.1% decline in 

enrollment which can be attributed to a continuing drop in Law School enrollment from 908 in fall 

2012 to 706 in 2015, a 22.0% decrease since 2012.  During this time period, spending on institutional 

support (e.g., executive management, fiscal operations, and general administration) and instruction 

account for 70.0% of the increase – $2,657 and $2,598 per FTES, respectively.  The increase in 

institutional support is related to an increase in its non-State clearing account.  This account is basically 

used as a holding account until funds can be distributed to the appropriate programs, i.e., UMB pools 

all fringe benefits in the account and distributes funds throughout the year, insurance claims, and 

hospital billing.  Overall, spending per FTES is projected to increase $11,729, or 20.5%, from 

fiscal 2012 to 2017, which is partly due to a 3.0% decline in enrollment.  The President should 

comment on the decline in enrollment, especially to the Law School and what efforts are being 

taken to stabilize and improve enrollment. 
 

 

Exhibit 6 

Unrestricted Fund Expenditure Per Full-time Equivalent Student 
Fiscal 2012-2017 

 

 
 

FTES:  Full-time equivalent student 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books; Department of Legislative Services 
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Issues 

 

1. Paying for Professional and Graduate Education 

 

Students with the highest level of debt tend to be those who pursue a graduate or professional 

degree such as law or medicine.  Those with a professional degree in law, medicine, and related 

professions account for a disproportionate number of borrowers of large debt, according to a report on 

Student Debt by the Urban Institute.  In 2012, 9% of those who earned a master’s degree accumulated 

$100,000 or more of debt compared to 63% of those who earned doctoral degrees in professional 

practice.  While professional practice degrees generally account for 2% of all the degrees awarded, 

these students account for 13% of the borrowers with $50,000 or more of debt.  When looking at 

professional degrees, law degrees account for 4% of graduate degrees but 8% of the graduate students 

with $50,000 or more of debt.  Medical and dental degrees comprise 2% of degrees, but they account 

for 5% of the graduate students with debt greater than $50,000. 

 

 Debt a student accumulates over the course of their education at UMB often influences career 

decisions, such as a medical student choosing a specialization rather than general practice due to the 

potential to earn a higher income and, therefore, more ability to pay off college debt.  Depending on 

the program, the cost of attendance ranges from $41,336 for social work to $71,938 for the dental 

program, as shown in Exhibit 7. 

 

 

Exhibit 7 

Cost of Attendance 
Academic Year 2014-2015 

 

  Direct Cost  Indirect   School  Total Cost of  

  Tuition and Fees  Cost  Specific  Attendance 

           
Dental – DDS, Doctor of Dental Surgery $31,027   $28,766   $12,145  $71,938  

Medical – MD, Doctor of Medicine  32,835   28,231   3,826  64,892  

Law – Juris Doctor  28,657   26,410   3,837  58,904  

Physical Therapy  23,928   32,963   1,990  58,881  

Pharm D – Doctor of Pharmacy  22,514   26,160   4,886  53,560  

Nursing – Clinical Nurse Leader  22,632   26,455   3,615  52,702  

Nursing – Nurse Anesthesia  19,187   24,932   3,615  47,734  

Nursing – MS, Master of Science  13,302   25,938   3,415  42,655  

Social Work  14,030   25,907   1,399  41,336  

 
Note:  School specific include board exam fees, computer fees, malpractice insurance fees, instruments, and books and 

supplies.  Indirect cost includes living expenses, student loan fees (federal regulations requires inclusion of this cost which, 

on average, adds 5% to the indirect cost), university health insurance, and transportation. 
 

Source:  University of Maryland, Baltimore 
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 Most of the UMB graduate and professional students demonstrate financial need and UMB, as 

with other institutions, requires all students interested in any type of aid to complete the Free 

Application for Federal Student Aid, or FAFSA.  While UMB does provide some graduate financial 

aid, $9.6 million in fiscal 2015, most of a student’s aid package consists of federal loans.   

 

UMB provides budgeting services to students so they are only borrowing what they need 

through its Financial Education and Wellness program.  Students are strongly encouraged to use federal 

loans instead of private loans which has proven to be successful.  In fiscal 2015, 27 graduates took out 

a total of $0.8 million in private loans, while 2,834 graduates used federal loans totaling $116.2 million.  

Students who use federal loans have more repayment options such as the income-driven plans that are 

based on a percentage of discretionary income.  In general, the borrower pays 10% of their discretionary 

income which is adjusted annually, and any outstanding balance after 20 years is forgiven.  Exhibit 8 

shows the average debt (federal and private) by program, with May 2015 dental graduates having the 

highest debt of $203,267. 

 

 

Exhibit 8 

Average Loan Debt by Program 
May 2015 Graduates 

 

 
 
Source:  University of Maryland, Baltimore 

 

 

 A concern of the financial aid office is the number of students who do not take advantage of the 

federal and State programs for primary care and public service.  While the Department of Health and 

Mental Hygiene offers loan repayment programs, funding is not always available.  Other states provide 

more funding for loan repayment programs which UMB students are informed of during their residency 
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interviews.  Students have not applied for the Janet L. Hoffman Loan Assistant Repayment program 

due to the award having the stipulation of being taxable income.  In addition, students have received 

some funding through various Maryland Higher Education Commission scholarships.  In fiscal 2015 

students received $0.7 million from the graduate and professional scholarship program for those 

students demonstrating financial need, enrolled in medicine, dentistry, law, pharmacy, and social work 

programs; $0.4 million from the graduate nurse faculty scholarship; and $0.1 million in workforce 

shortage assistant grants. 

 

The President should comment on what can be done to bring down the debt for graduate 

and professional students and on whether other states are attracting students because of their 

loan forgiveness programs. 

 

 

2. Innovation, Entrepreneurship, and MPowering 

 

Maryland Innovation Initiative  
 

The Maryland Innovation Initiative was established under Chapter 450 of 2012 to foster the 

transition of promising technologies developed at one of the five identified research institutions that 

have significant commercial potential to market.  Each institution annually contributes either $200,000 

(University of Maryland, College Park (UMCP), UMB, and Johns Hopkins University) or $100,000 

(University of Maryland Baltimore County, Morgan State University) to participate in the program that 

is administered by the Maryland Technology Development Corporation (TEDCO).  In addition, general 

funds are provided in the TEDCO budget to fund awards.  Recipients can receive awards of up to 

$265,000.  A maximum of $115,000 for technology validation and market assessment and $150,000 

for commercial launch.  In fiscal 2014, $6.4 million was awarded to 67 commercialization projects and 

start-up companies.  In fiscal 2015, $5.8 million was available to fund projects. 

 

UMB was the recipient of 15 awards in fiscal 2015 and the first half of fiscal 2016 for a total of 

$1.2 million.  The awards provided early funding to two promising start-up companies, Harpoon 

Medical and Analytical Informatics, both based in Baltimore City.  These companies had 4 employees 

prior to receiving the award and today have over 20 employees and are projected to grow to 

30 employees in 2016. 

 

 Maryland E-Nnovation 
 

The Maryland E-Nnovation Initiative Program was established under Chapter 532 of 2014.  The 

program matches State funds to private funds raised by a public institution in support of endowed chairs 

to further basic and applied research in scientific and technical fields.  The program is administered by 

the Department of Commerce and matches private donations of at least $0.5 million.  In fiscal 2016, 

three institutions established six new research professorships with $14.9 million in private donations 

and State funds with the State’s share totaling $6.3 million.  UMB received $2.1 million in State 

matching funds for two professorships: 
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 Robert C. Gallo Distinguished Professorship in Human Virology, School of Medicine 

($999,500 private donations; $999,500 State match) – to further basic research and applied 

research in HIV/AIDS and other virally linked diseases and vaccine development. 

 

 Endowed Professorship in Entrepreneurial Surgical Science, School of Medicine ($1.1 million 

private donations; $1.1 million State match) – a bioengineer professor to lead a new program to 

develop and commercialize innovative techniques and medical devices to help critically ill 

people. 

 

 Regional Institution Strategic Enterprise Program 

 

Chapter 530 of 2014 established the Regional Institution Strategic Enterprise (RISE) Zone 

Program that is administered by the Department of Commerce.  It provides income and property tax 

credits to qualifying businesses located within a geographic area designated as a RISE zone.  RISE 

zones are located in the immediate proximity of a private or public four-year institution or community 

college.  Applications for a RISE zone must be made jointly with a county, municipal corporation, or 

applicable economic development agency. 

 

 The University of Maryland BioPark was designated as a RISE zone in December 2015.  This 

followed approval by the Baltimore City mayor and city council.  This designation will help in the 

UMB effort to recruit the Cambridge Innovation Center (CIC) to the BioPark.  CIC is a 

Massachusetts-based real estate service company that provides a gathering space for entrepreneurs and 

innovators providing co-working space and business incubator space for early stage start-up companies.  

Space ranges from slots in a co-working bullpen to cubicles to offices.  CIC packages common office 

expenses such as basic communications, information technology support, and food into flexible 

monthly leases.  CIC has expanded from Cambridge to Boston and St. Louis.  If successful, according 

to UMB, the center will create $110 million in capital investment and 1,000 new jobs. 

 

 MPowering 
 

 MPowering is a formal alliance between UMCP and UMB that was approved by the Board of 

Regents in March 2012.  Under the alliance, each institution remains a distinct, independent institution 

in which the resources of each will be leveraged to improve and enhance academic programs, research, 

technology transfer, and commercialization.  A status of MPowering initiatives is further discussed in 

the UMCP budget analysis.  
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Recommended Actions 

 

1. Concur with Governor’s allowance.   

 

 



R30B21 – USM – University of Maryland, Baltimore 

 

 

Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 
549 

Appendix 1 

 

 

Current and Prior Year Budgets 

 
 

 

 

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  Numbers may not sum to total 

due to rounding. 

 

 

 

  

General Special Federal

Fund Fund Fund

Fiscal 2015

Legislative

   Appropriation $205,163 $8,790 $0 $378,760 $592,713 $497,306 $1,090,020

Deficiency

   Appropriation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Cost

   Containment -8,077 0 0 0 -8,077 0 -8,077

Budget

   Amendments 2,062 520 0 4,446 7,029 -14,755 -7,726

Reversions and

   Cancellations 0 0 0 -2,727 -2,727 -25,306 -28,034

Actual

   Expenditures $199,149 $9,310 $0 $380,479 $588,938 $457,245 $1,046,183

Fiscal 2016

Legislative

   Appropriation $200,453 $9,787 $0 $377,233 $587,474 $486,007 $1,073,480

Budget

   Amendments 5,165 0 0 17,201 22,366 -11,316 11,050

Working

   Appropriation $205,618 $9,787 $0 $394,434 $609,840 $474,691 $1,084,530

Restricted

Current and Prior Year Budgets

Other Total

Fund Fund Fund

($ in Thousands)

University of Maryland, Baltimore 

Total

Unrestricted Unrestricted
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Fiscal 2015 
 

 The legislative appropriation for UMB was reduced by $43.5 million.  General funds decreased 

by $7.0 million, which included $8.1 million in cost containment measures that included eliminating 

positions and reducing expenditures on MPowering initiatives and general operating costs such as 

facility renewal, travel, and supplies.  A budget amendment added $2.6 million related to a 2% 

cost-of-living adjustment, and a $0.5 million decrease was offset by a corresponding increase in the 

special fund appropriation which is comprised of the HEIF. 

 

Other unrestricted funds increased by $1.7 million.  Budget amendments added $4.4 million 

including:  

 

 $3.7 million in federal grants and contracts;  

 

 $3.4 million in the sales and services of educational activities;  

 

 $1.2 million in other sources; and 

 

 $0.4 million related to an increased use of fund balance. 

 

This increase was partially offset by decreases of $2.0 million in indirect cost recovery, $1.7 million in 

tuition and fee revenues, and $0.5 million in auxiliary enterprises.  Cancellations of unrestricted funds 

amounted to $2.7 million due to expenditures being less than anticipated. 

 

Restricted funds decreased by $40.1 million.  Budget amendments decreased funds by 

$14.8 million.  A reduction of $19.8 million in private grants and $12.0 million in federal grants and 

contracts to realign the budget with actual activity was partially offset by increases of $14.0 million in 

State and local grants and contracts; $3.0 million in the sales of educational services; and $85,043 in 

endowment income.  Cancellation of restricted funds totaled $25.3 million due to expenditures being 

less than anticipated. 

 

 

Fiscal 2016  
  

 To date, the fiscal 2016 legislative appropriation has increased by $11.1 million.  General funds 

for UMB increased $5.1 million to offset a 2% pay reduction.  Other unrestricted funds increased 

$17.2 million including:  

 

 $8.8 million in sales of educational activities;  

 

 $4.1 million in tuition and fees revenue from the Law School being greater than projected due 

to enrollment being higher than originally budgeted;  
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 $3.0 million in indirect cost recovery;  

 

 $1.2 million in other sources of income from the Center for Clinical Trials, rental income, and 

development funds; and  

 

 $0.3 million related to an increased use of fund balance.   

 

The increase is partially offset by a $0.2 million decrease in auxiliary services.   

 

Current restricted funds decrease by $11.3 million due to realigning federal ($8.4 million), State 

and local ($1.6 million), and private ($2.8 million) grants and contracts with current projections.  The 

decrease is partially offset by increases in physician services ($0.8 million) and endowment income 

($0.7 million). 
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 Object/Fund Difference Report 

USM – University of Maryland, Baltimore 

 

  FY 16    

 FY 15 Working FY 17 FY 16 - FY 17 Percent 

Object/Fund Actual Appropriation Allowance Amount Change Change 

      

Positions      

01    Regular 4,892.64 4,892.64 4,892.64 0.00 0% 

02    Contractual 165.78 180.98 180.98 0.00 0% 

Total Positions 5,058.42 5,073.62 5,073.62 0.00 0% 

      

Objects      

01    Salaries and Wages $ 741,308,880 $ 756,182,562 $ 763,456,786 $ 7,274,224 1.0% 

02    Technical and Spec. Fees 2,083,138 2,117,283 2,903,573 786,290 37.1% 

03    Communication 6,735,506 7,144,686 7,144,952 266 0% 

04    Travel 7,903,263 8,462,533 8,462,533 0 0% 

06    Fuel and Utilities 19,982,087 21,232,797 21,232,797 0 0% 

07    Motor Vehicles 1,891,133 2,029,353 2,029,325 -28 0% 

08    Contractual Services 153,414,914 166,994,438 163,091,073 -3,903,365 -2.3% 

09    Supplies and Materials 33,781,982 36,762,851 36,717,756 -45,095 -0.1% 

10    Equipment – Replacement 1,613,392 949,436 949,436 0 0% 

11    Equipment – Additional 8,175,615 8,718,407 8,718,407 0 0% 

12    Grants, Subsidies, and Contributions 25,602,449 26,882,096 27,242,493 360,397 1.3% 

13    Fixed Charges 30,171,739 30,928,383 35,031,305 4,102,922 13.3% 

14    Land and Structures 13,518,692 16,125,661 17,833,358 1,707,697 10.6% 

Total Objects $ 1,046,182,790 $ 1,084,530,486 $ 1,094,813,794 $ 10,283,308 0.9% 

      

Funds      

40    Unrestricted Fund $ 588,937,777 $ 609,839,773 $ 618,600,966 $ 8,761,193 1.4% 

43    Restricted Fund 457,245,013 474,690,713 476,212,828 1,522,115 0.3% 

Total Funds   $ 1,046,182,790 $ 1,084,530,486 $ 1,094,813,794 $ 10,283,308 0.9% 

      

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 
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Fiscal Summary 

USM – University of Maryland, Baltimore 

 

 FY 15 FY 16 FY 17   FY 16 - FY 17 

Program/Unit Actual Wrk Approp Allowance Change % Change 

      

01 Instruction $ 222,270,728 $ 229,732,040 $ 227,118,603 -$ 2,613,437 -1.1% 

02 Research 359,360,027 375,931,340 377,310,174 1,378,834 0.4% 

03 Public Service 10,233,249 10,136,117 10,253,380 117,263 1.2% 

04 Academic Support 58,328,165 57,090,795 58,101,593 1,010,798 1.8% 

05 Student Services 4,232,225 4,494,004 4,593,830 99,826 2.2% 

06 Institutional Support 82,973,544 88,052,241 90,778,589 2,726,348 3.1% 

07 Operation And Maintenance Of Plant 68,632,315 73,007,299 79,557,695 6,550,396 9.0% 

08 Auxiliary Enterprises 28,942,990 26,957,105 26,957,105 0 0% 

17 Scholarships And Fellowships 18,632,422 20,195,471 20,555,868 360,397 1.8% 

18 Hospitals 192,577,125 198,934,074 199,586,957 652,883 0.3% 

Total Expenditures $ 1,046,182,790 $ 1,084,530,486 $ 1,094,813,794 $ 10,283,308 0.9% 

      

Unrestricted Fund $ 588,937,777 $ 609,839,773 $ 618,600,966 $ 8,761,193 1.4% 

Restricted Fund 457,245,013 474,690,713 476,212,828 1,522,115 0.3% 

Total Appropriations $ 1,046,182,790 $ 1,084,530,486 $ 1,094,813,794 $ 10,283,308 0.9% 

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 
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Operating Budget Data 

 ($ in Thousands) 
 
        

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change  

  Actual Working Allowance Change Prior Year  

        

 General Funds $445,560 $459,047 $473,842 $14,795 3.2%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 6,796 -1,393 -8,189   

 Adjusted General Fund $445,560 $465,844 $472,449 $6,605 1.4%  

        
 Special Funds 20,778 21,878 23,811 1,933 8.8%  

 Adjusted Special Fund $20,778 $21,878 $23,811 $1,933 8.8%  

        
 Other Unrestricted Funds 982,255 1,013,973 1,038,393 24,420 2.4%  

 Adjusted Other Unrestricted Fund $982,255 $1,013,973 $1,038,393 $24,420 2.4%  

        
 Total Unrestricted Funds 1,448,593 1,494,898 1,536,046 41,148 2.8%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 6,796 -1,393 -8,189   

 Adjusted Total Unrestricted Funds $1,448,593 $1,501,695 $1,534,653 $32,958 2.2%  

        
 Restricted Funds 401,951 416,853 427,291 10,438 2.5%  

 Adjusted Restricted Fund $401,951 $416,853 $427,291 $10,438 2.5%  

        
 Adjusted Grand Total $1,850,543 $1,918,548 $1,961,944 $43,396 2.3%  

        

 

 A fiscal 2016 deficiency appropriation is provided to the University System of Maryland Office 

to cover an increase in health insurance, which will be allocated among the institutions, of which 

the University of Maryland, College Park (UMCP) share is estimated to be $6.8 million. 

 

 The General Fund increases $6.6 million, or 1.4%, in fiscal 2017 after adjusting for the 

fiscal 2016 deficiency and $1.4 million across-the-board reduction in health insurance in 

fiscal 2017. 

 

 The Higher Education Investment Fund increases $1.9 million, or 8.8%, in fiscal 2017 resulting 

in an overall growth of 1.8%, or $8.5 million, in State funds above fiscal 2016.  The fiscal 2017 

allowance also includes funding for increments budgeted in the Department of Budget and 

Management totaling $16.4 million, and UMCP will receive $1.5 million in enhancement funds.  

If these are taken into account, State funds increase 5.4%, or $26.5 million.   
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Personnel Data 

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17  

  Actual Working Allowance Change   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Regular Positions 

 
8,820.80 

 
8,926.61 

 
8,926.61 

 
0.00 

 
  

 Contractual FTEs 
 

1,486.30 
 

1,174.50 
 

1,222.02 
 

47.52 
 
  

 
 
Total Personnel 

 
10,307.10 

 
10,101.11 

 
10,148.63 

 
47.52 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Vacancy Data:  Regular Positions 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Turnover and Necessary Vacancies, Excluding New 

Positions 
 

215.13 
 

2.41% 
 

 
 
 

 
 Positions and Percentage Vacant as of 12/31/15 

 
 

 
231.48 

 
2.60% 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

 The allowance does not provide for any new regular positions.  Contractual positions increase 

by 47.52 full-time equivalent (FTE) positions related to the opening of new facilities and the 

salary costs associated with the data breach and Title IX compliance.  UMCP notes the increase 

will be closer to 40 FTE due to the salary assumption being too low when calculating the FTE. 
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Analysis in Brief 

 

Major Trends 
 

Enrollment:  While the total undergraduate enrollment continues to grow in fall 2015, 1.5%, the 

number of first-time, full-time (FT/FT) and part-time students declined 4.9%, or 191 students. 

 

Student Performance:  The FT/FT 2013 cohort was retained at the highest rate since the 1993 cohort 

with a second-year rate of 95.6%.  Within six years of enrolling at UMCP 84.0% of the 2008 FT/FT 

cohort graduated compared to 75.0% of the transfer students. 

 

Expenditures Per Degree:  When only considering the UMCP two peer institutions that do not have a 

medical school, UMCP expenditures consistently fell below the average, with the difference widening 

by $17,669 in fiscal 2012.  This indicates UMCP is more efficient in producing degrees. 

 

Research Expenditures and Earned Doctorates:  In fiscal 2014, federal research and development 

(R&D) expenditures declined 2.7%, or $9.4 million, with the largest decline of $8.3 million seen in 

Department of Defense expenditures.  Overall, UMCP ranks 43 out of 632 institutions in total R&D 

expenditures, which totaled $485.1 million in fiscal 2014.  

 

 

Issues 
 

Differential Tuition:  In response to the slow growth in State funding coupled with low tuition 

increases, UMCP implemented differential tuition in fall 2015  for business, engineering, and computer 

science majors, as a means of maintaining the quality of these high-demand, high-cost programs.  

 

Meeting College Expenses:  Since fiscal 2011, when expenditures on need-based aid were at their 

lowest of $12.2 million, spending has increased to $16.2 million in fiscal 2015.  The portion of 

Pell-eligible students receiving need-based aid increased from 66.1% to 67.6% between fiscal 2010 

and 2015. 

 

Innovation, Entrepreneurship, and MPowering:  MPowering, a formal alliance between UMCP and 

the University of Maryland, Baltimore leverages the resources of both campuses and is intended to 

result in improved and enhanced academic programs, research, technology transfer, and 

commercialization.  In addition, legislation was passed to encourage economic development activities 

in and around institutions.   
 

 

Recommended Actions 
 

    

1. Concur with Governor’s allowance.   
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Operating Budget Analysis 

 

Program Description 
 

Designated as the flagship campus of the University System of Maryland (USM), the University 

of Maryland, College Park (UMCP) aspires to be one of the nation’s preeminent public research 

universities, recognized nationally and internationally for the quality of the faculty and programs.  

UMCP attracts highly qualified students to undergraduate and graduate programs from the State, 

country, and the world.  It serves the citizens of Maryland through a mission of teaching, research, and 

outreach; advancing knowledge; stimulating innovations and creativity; and educating tomorrow’s 

leaders. 

 

UMCP offers baccalaureate, master’s, and doctoral programs in liberal arts and sciences, social 

sciences, the arts, applied areas, and selected professional fields.  The university also offers certificates 

in certain upper-level and graduate courses of study and provides honors, scholars, and departmental 

honors programs. 

 

One of the UMCP missions as the State’s land grant university is to deliver educational 

programs to the citizens of the State through the Maryland Cooperative Extension (MCE) program and 

the Maryland Agricultural Experimental Station (MAES) program.  The MCE applies practical 

research-based knowledge to issues facing individuals, families, communities, and the State with 

offices in every county and Baltimore City.  The MAES was established to ensure that agricultural 

research geared to specific geographic locations would be conducted.  The MAES maintains 

four research and education centers in Western Maryland, the lower Eastern Shore, Central Maryland, 

and the Wye Center.  These programs are funded by federal, State, and local governments. 
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Carnegie Classification:  RU/VH Research University (very high research activity) 

 

Fall 2015 Undergraduate Enrollment Headcount Fall 2015 Graduate Enrollment Headcount 

Male 14,805 Male 5,556 

Female 12,638 Female 5,141 

Total 27,443 (77% In-State) 
(732 at Shady Grove) 

Total 10,697 

    
Fall 2015 New Students Headcount Campus (Main Campus) 

First-time 3,939 Acres 1,335 

Transfers/Others 2,346 Buildings 253 

Graduate  2,992 Average Age 45 years 

Total 9,277 Oldest Rossborough Inn – 1798 

    
Programs Degrees Awarded (2014-2015) 

Bachelor’s 91 Bachelor’s 7,166 

Master’s 107 Master’s 2,562 

Doctoral 

(Research/ Professional) 83 

Doctoral 

(Research/Professional) 693 

Total Programs 281 Total Degrees 10,421 

    
Proposed Fiscal 2017 In-state Tuition and Fees*   

Undergraduate Tuition $8,315 
% Graduates with 

Debt 45% 

Mandatory Fees $1,910 Average Debt $25,131 

*Contingent on Board of Regents approval.   
 

 

 

Performance Analysis   
 

 

1. Enrollment 
 

Total undergraduate enrollment grew 1.5%, or 387 students in fall 2015.  However, the 

number of first-time, full-time (FT/FT) and part-time students declined 4.9%, or 191 students, as shown 

in Exhibit 1, reflecting a national trend, which is partly related to the number of 18- to 24-year olds 

remaining fairly flat.  Since fall 2013, the number of FT/FT and part-time students has fallen 2.0%.  

Continuing students increased 3.8% since fall 2013 indicating that efforts to improve retention of 

students have been successful.  Graduate enrollment increased 1.3% in fall 2015 resulting in total 

enrollment growth of 1.4%.  
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Exhibit 1 

Percentage Change in Undergraduate Enrollment  
Fall 2013-2015  

 

 
 

 

Source:  University System of Maryland 

 

 

 

2. Student Performance 

 

Student persistence, or retention, provides a measure of student progress and an indication of 

an institution’s performance:  the higher the retention rate, the more likely students will persist and 

graduate.  The FT/FT 2013 cohort were retained at the highest rate since the 1993 cohort with a 

second-year rate of 95.6%, as shown in Exhibit 2.  Given a certain percentage of students will leave 

school after the first year for a variety of reasons, an institution will unlikely achieve a retention rate of 

100.0%, therefore, UMCP may be at its optimal second-year rate.  The third-year rate mirrors the trends 

of the second-year rate with the 2012 cohort achieving the highest rate since the 1993 cohort of 89.7%.   

 

Completion rates are greatly influenced by time – the longer it takes a student to graduate, the 

more likely (s)he will dropout as other priorities compete with classes.  Longer completion times 

translate into increased costs, not only for the student, but the institution and State as well.  According 

to College Measures the total cost of attrition for all FT/FT students not returning for a second year at 

UMCP is $4.5 million, or $17,983, per student in fiscal 2012.  The average time to degree, according 

to the Report on the Instructional Workload of the USM Faculty for those graduating in 2015 was 

4.4 years, up slightly from 4.3 years in 2014.  
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Exhibit 2 

Second- and Third-year Retention Rates 
First-time, Full-time 2007-2013 Cohorts 

 

 
 

 

Note:  Percentages represent first-time, full-time students who remained enrolled at the same institution in the subsequent 

fall semesters. 

 

Source:  Maryland Higher Education Commission, Retention and Graduation Rates at Maryland Four-year Institutions 

 

 

Traditional student progress measures, such as those reported by the Maryland Higher 

Education Commission (MHEC) and the federal government, only track the success of the “traditional” 

FT/FT student – those enrolled at an institution at the start of the academic year and continuously 

enrolled as a full-time student until completion.  These measures do not include part-time students, 

transfer students, those who enroll in the spring, changed enrollment status, or stopped-out, thereby, 

only providing a partial picture of an institution’s performance.  USM revised the measure to include 

these students by defining the cohort as all new degree-seeking students who enrolled during the 

fiscal year.  Exhibit 3 compares the traditional MHEC six-year graduation rate to the USM revised 

measure.  Overall, UMCP performs well in graduating FT/FT students, 84.6% with the 2008 cohort, 
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the highest level in the period shown.  When all students are included, graduation rates are lower, 

indicating transfer students graduate at a lower rate.  However, the rate grew for each of the last 

three fiscal year cohorts reaching 82.0% with the fiscal 2010 cohort, indicating programs or initiatives 

implemented by UMCP, to improve graduation rates for transfer students are proving to be successful. 

 

 

Exhibit 3 

Comparison of Six-year Graduation Rates 
First-time, Full-time 2003-2008 Cohort and Fiscal 2004-2010 Cohorts 

 

 
 

 

FT/FT:  first-time, full-time 

 

Note:  FT/FT cohorts include students who persisted at and graduated from the institution they initially enrolled in and those 

who transferred and graduated from any Maryland public or private four-year institution.  Fiscal year cohorts include all 

degree-seeking students (e.g., FT/FT, part-time, transfers, spring admits) who enrolled in the fiscal year. 

 

Source:  Maryland Higher Education Commission; University System of Maryland 

 

 

 While the new six-year graduation provides a more accurate picture of the total graduation rate 

of an institution, it does not tell what happened to those who did not graduate nor how transfers perform.  

To help address this lack of information the Student Achievement Measures was created, which is a 

voluntary reporting system that tracks the progress of FT/FT and full-time transfer students throughout 

their college career.  Overall, UMCP graduates FT/FT students at a higher rate than transfer students, 

as shown in Exhibit 4.  However, within six years of enrolling at UMCP, the graduation rate for 

transfers improved from 65% (2007 cohort) to 75% (2008 cohort).  UMCP notes in 2008 they initiated 

a Pre-Transfer Advising Program (PTA) to advise prospective transfer students on the courses needed 

for their major and to help prepare them to successfully obtain a bachelor’s degree.  Advisors assess 
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students’ readiness to transfer and estimate time to degree completion.  A PTA plan is established so 

that by the end of the sophomore year students have completed lower level coursework needed to move 

seamlessly into upper level courses.  In fiscal 2015, advisors worked with 1,946 students through 

walk-in appointments, online chats, telephone meetings, or scheduled appointments.  In addition, 

UMCP is working with the community colleges to help transfer students understand and plan for the 

financial aid they can receive from UMCP. 

 

 

Exhibit 4 

Status of First-time, Full-time, and Full-time Transfer Students Seeking 

a Bachelor’s Degree within Six Years 
Fall 2007 and 2008 Cohort 

 

 
 

 

UMCP:  University of Maryland, College Park 

 

Source:  Student Achievement Measures 
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3. Expenditures Per Degree 

 

Education and related expenditures per degree measure the cost of producing a degree, showing 

if an institution is becoming more or less productive over time in using its resources to produce degrees.  

Therefore, the lower the expenditures, the more efficient an institution is in producing degrees.  

Exhibit 5 compares UMCP expenditures per degree to the average of its peers, which are those used 

to benchmark the UMCP performance in the USM Dashboard Indicators.  However, three out of the 

five peer institutions have a medical school that have a higher cost per degree than institutions without 

a medical school.  The average cost of a degree at those institutions with a medical school was 

$130,150 in fiscal 2012.  When only considering the two institutions that do not have a medical school, 

UMCP expenditures consistently fell below the average, with the difference widening by $17,669 in 

fiscal 2012. 

 

 

Exhibit 5 

Expenditures Per Degree 

UMCP Peers with No Medical School Average 
Fiscal 2007-2012 

 

 
 

 

UMCP:  University of Maryland, College Park  
 

Note:  Education and related expenditures include direct spending on instruction, student services, education share of 

spending on academic and institutional support, and operation and maintenance.  All dollar amounts are reported in 

2012 dollars (Higher Education Price Index adjusted).  Direct educational costs per degree are calculated as the total 

education and related expenses for all students divided by all degrees (undergraduate, graduate, and professional) awarded 

in that year. 
 

Source:  Delta Cost Project, Trends in College Spending Online; Department of Legislative Services 
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4. Research Expenditures and Earned Doctorates 
 

UMCP strives to provide the State with a public research university whose programs are 

nationally and internationally recognized and, as such, seeks to increase grants and contract funding.  

This not only serves to measure productivity but the capacity to pursue research that attracts and retains 

faculty.  Overall, federally funded research and development (R&D) expenditures have increased 

35.0%, or $86.4 million between fiscal 2009 and 2014, as shown in Exhibit 6.  The effects of federal 

stimulus grants and awards can be seen in fiscal 2010 and 2011, when expenditures increased 

$50.9 million and $40.9 million, respectively.  However, despite the end of the stimulus funding and a 

tightening of federal spending generally, expenditures still increased by $4.0 million between 

fiscal 2011 and 2013.  In fiscal 2014, expenditures declined 2.7%, or $9.4 million, with the largest 

decline of $8.3 million seen in Department of Defense expenditures.  In terms of total R&D 

expenditures, which totaled $485.1 million in fiscal 2014, UMCP ranked 43 out of 632 institutions 

according to the National Science Foundation (NSF).  

 

 

Exhibit 6 

Federally Funded R&D Expenditures by Federal Agency 
2009-2014 

($ in Thousands) 
 

 
 

DOE:  Department of Energy 

HHS:  Department of Health and Human Services 

NASA:  National Aeronautics and Space Administration 

NIH:  National Institutes of Health 

NSF:  National Science Foundation 

R&D:  research and development 

USDA:  United States Department of Agriculture 
 

Source:  National Science Foundation, National Center for Science and Engineering Statistics, Higher Education R&D 

Survey 
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Over the past five years, the number of earned research doctorates fluctuated from 529 in 2009 

to 658 in 2013, as shown in Exhibit 7.  A majority of the doctorates are in the science area, with social 

sciences accounting for approximately a quarter of the degrees.  While the total number of doctorates 

declined to 583 in 2014, 138 engineering doctorates were awarded, the most in the past five years.  In 

2014, according to NSF, UMCP ranked 17 out of 422 institutions in the number of earned research 

doctorates. 

 

 

Exhibit 7 

Number of Earned Research Doctorate Degrees 
2009-2014 

 

 
 

 

Note:  A research doctorate is a doctoral degree that (1) requires completion of an original intellectual contribution in the 

form of a dissertation or an equivalent culminating project (e.g., musical composition) and (2) is not primarily intended as 

a degree for the practice of a profession.  The most common research doctorate degree is the PhD.  

 

Source:  National Science Foundation; National Center for Science and Engineering Statistics, Survey of Earned Doctorates 
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Fiscal 2016 Actions 
 

Proposed Deficiency  
 

 A fiscal 2016 deficiency would provide the University of Maryland System Office (USMO) 

with $16.5 million to cover an increase in health insurance costs at all USM institutions (see USM 

Overview for further discussion).  The UMCP estimated portion of the deficiency is $6.8 million. 

 

Cost Containment  
 

Cost containment measures in fiscal 2016 resulted in a 2%, or $9.4 million, reduction in UMCP 

appropriations.  This was met by eliminating 36.5 vacant positions ($4.1 million) and reducing 

expenditures on facilities renewal ($4.6 million) and general operations ($0.7 million) including travel, 

staff development, and supplies and material. 

 

 

Proposed Budget 
 

As shown in Exhibit 8, the general fund allowance for fiscal 2017 is 1.7%, or $8.1 million, 

higher than in fiscal 2016 after including the fiscal 2016 deficiency, adjusting for the fiscal 2017 

across-the-board reduction for employees health insurance based on a revised estimate of the amount 

of funding needed, and enhancement funds.  The Higher Education Investment Fund (HEIF) increases 

8.8%, or $1.9 million, over fiscal 2016, resulting in an overall growth in State funds of 2.1%, or 

$10.0 million, to $497.8 million.  However, when including $16.4 million for salary increments 

budgeted in the Department of Budget and Management, State funds grow 5.4%, or $26.5 million.  

Other unrestricted funds grow 2.4%, or $24.4 million, primarily due to tuition and fees and auxiliary 

revenues increasing $10.1 million and $9.0 million, respectively. 

 

The fiscal 2017 allowance includes $1.6 million to replace revenues equivalent to a 

1.0% increase in resident tuition rates.  The Governor’s allowance assumes a 2.0% increase in resident 

undergraduate tuition.  As previously mentioned, the allowance provides for a salary increment, which 

totals $24.5 million of which the general fund portion is $16.4 million with the remaining $8.0 million 

to be funded from other current unrestricted and restricted revenues.   

 

UMCP was awarded $1.5 million of the $6.3 million of enhancement funding included in 

USMO’s budget (see USM Overview for further discussion).  Funds will be used to provide financial 

aid to transfer students ($0.9 million) and to expand existing programs targeting transfer students 

including the PTA program, identify and support students in science, technology, engineering, and 

mathematics (STEM) disciplines, and to provide financial assistance so transfer students can participate 

in internships and study abroad programs. 

 

 The allowance provides $16.2 million in unrestricted funds for expenses related to financial aid 

($5.8 million), facilities renewal ($3.2 million), information technology (IT) upgrades ($2.5 million), 
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new facilities ($2.4 million), debt service ($1.3 million), and Title IX compliance ($1.0 million) and an 

increase in the veterinary medicine agreement ($97,710). 

 

 

Exhibit 8 

Governor’s Proposed Budget 
University of Maryland, College Park 

($ in Thousands) 

 

 FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change 

 Actual Adjusted Adjusted Change Prior Year 

General Funds $445,560 $459,047 $473,842   

Deficiencies  6,796     

Across the board    -1,393   

Enhancement Funds   1,500   

Total General Funds $445,560 $465,844 $473,949 $8,105 1.7% 

HEIF 20,778 21,878 23,811 1,933 8.8% 

Total State Funds $466,338 $487,722 $497,760 $10,038 2.1% 

Other Unrestricted Funds 982,255 1,013,973 1,038,393 24,420 2.4% 

Total Unrestricted Funds $1,448,593 $1,501,695 $1,536,153 $34,458 2.3% 

Restricted Funds 401,951 416,853 427,291 10,438 2.5% 

Total Funds $1,850,543 $1,918,548 $1,963,444 $44,896 2.3% 
 

 

HEIF:  Higher Education Investment Fund 

 

Note:  Fiscal 2016 general funds are adjusted to reflect the University of Maryland, College Park estimated portion of the 

deficiency, and fiscal 2017 is adjusted to reflect the across-the-board reduction and enhancement funds. 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2017; Department of Legislative Services 

 

 

 Budget changes by program area in the allowance are shown in Exhibit 9.  This data includes 

unrestricted funds only, the majority of which consist of general funds, the HEIF, and tuition and fee 

revenues.  Education and general (E&G) expenditures grew 3.9% in fiscal 2016.  Spending on academic 

support, institutional support, and student services decline primarily due to several significant 

fiscal 2015 costs associated with a data breach and IT security, Title IX compliance, higher than 

anticipated accrued leave payout and retiree health costs, and Provost Initiatives.  The $14.2 million 

increase in operation and maintenance of plant in fiscal 2016 is related to lower than anticipated fuel 

and utility expenditures in fiscal 2015 due to favorable prices and clement weather, and an increase in 

fiscal 2016 costs associated with equipment purchases for the St. John’s Learning Center, operating 

cost of new facilities, debt service, fuel and utility inflation, and personnel costs. 
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Exhibit 9 

UMCP Budget Changes for Unrestricted Funds by Program 
Fiscal 2015-2017 

($ in Thousands) 
 

 
Actual 

2015 

Working 

Adjusted 

2016 

% 

Change 

2015-16 

Adjusted 

2017 

% 

Change 

2016-17 

$ 

Change 

2016-17  

       
Expenditures       

Instruction $463,525 $492,360 6.2% $498,895 1.3% $6,536 

Research 125,670 125,556 -0.1% 128,683 2.5% 3,127 

Public Service 33,448 39,998 19.6% 40,514 1.3% 516 

Academic Support 160,650 157,723 -1.8% 160,558 1.8% 2,835 

Student Services 57,699 52,545 -8.9% 54,125 3.0% 1,580 

Institutional Support 112,182 105,960 -5.5% 111,347 5.1% 5,387 

Operation and Maintenance 

of Plant 159,224 173,430 8.9% 181,660 4.7% 8,230 

Scholarships and 

Fellowships 66,010 69,640 5.5% 73,577 5.7% 3,937 

       
Deficiency/Across the board  6,796  -1,393  -8,189 

Enhancement Funds    1,500   
       
Education and General 

Total $1,178,407 $1,224,009 3.9% $1,249,466 2.1% $25,458 

       
Auxiliary Enterprises $270,185 $277,686 2.8% $286,687 3.2% $9,001 

       
Grand Total $1,448,593 $1,501,695 3.7% $1,536,153 2.3% $34,458 

       
Revenues       

Tuition and Fees $519,955 $545,829 5.0% $555,966 1.9% $10,138 

General Funds 445,560 465,844 4.6% 473,949 1.7% 8,105 

HEIF 20,778 21,878 5.3% 23,811 8.8% 1,933 

Other Unrestricted Funds 210,258 205,215 -2.4% 210,496 2.6% 5,281 

Subtotal – State Supported $1,196,550 $1,238,765 3.5% $1,264,223 2.1% $25,458 

       
Auxiliary Enterprises $265,081 $277,686 4.8% $286,687 3.2% $9,001 

       
Transfer (to)/from Fund 

Balance -13,039 -14,757  -14,757   

       
Grand Total $1,448,593 $1,501,695 3.7% $1,536,153 2.3% $34,458 

 

 

HEIF:  Higher Education Investment Fund    UMCP:  University of Maryland, College Park 
 

Note:  Fiscal 2016 general funds are adjusted by $6.8 million to reflect proposed deficiency.  Fiscal 2017 general funds are 

adjusted to reflect a $1.4 million across-the-board reduction and $1.5 million in enhancement funds.  
 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2017; Department of Legislative Services 
 

 



R30B22 – USM – University of Maryland, College Park 
 

 

Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 
569 

 In fiscal 2017, E&G expenditures grow 2.1%, or $25.5 million, mainly due to increases in 

personnel costs.  When including $16.4 million for salary increments in fiscal 2017, E&G expenditures 

increase 3.4%, or $41.9 million.  Spending on operations and maintenance of plant grows 4.7%, or 

$8.2 million, due not only to personnel costs ($2.1 million) but also facilities renewal ($3.1 million), 

new facilities – St. John’s Learning and Teaching Center and two renovations ($2.4 million) and debt 

service ($1.3 million), which partially offset changes in the calculation of health insurance. 

 

 UMCP plans to transfer a total of $42.6 million to the fund balance between fiscal 2015 

and 2017.  It is estimated that by fiscal 2017, the UMCP unrestricted funds fund balance will total 

$423.1 million, of which $178.9 million is the State-supported portion.  Overall, UMCP will account 

for 42.8% of the USM total fund balance.  

 

 Expenditures Per FTES 
 

Expenditures per full-time equivalent student (FTES) grow 19.0% between fiscal 2012 and 

2017 from $26,600 to $31,649, respectively, with over half of the increase related to spending on 

instruction, as shown in Exhibit 10.  The largest increase occurred in fiscal 2014 when expenditures 

grew 5.4%, or $1,479 per FTES, with instruction and operation and maintenance of plant increasing 

$943 and $505, respectively.  Those increases were offset by a decrease in institutional support of 

$239 per FTES.  This increase in expenditures per FTES in fiscal 2014 was in spite of cost containment 

measures that resulted in a $9.5 million reduction of the UMCP budget.  In fiscal 2015, expenditures 

per FTES again increased 3.7%, $1,076, despite experiencing $18.1 million in budget reductions, which 

was partially offset by a 2.0% mid-year tuition increase.  Overall, despite low enrollment growth 

(1.0% from fiscal 2012 to 2015) and budget reductions, UMCP was able to increase spending on the 

academic enterprise. 
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Exhibit 10 

Unrestricted Fund Expenditures Per Full-time Equivalent Student 
Fiscal 2012-2017 

 

 
 

 

FTES:  full-time equivalent student 

 

Note:  Does not reflect fiscal 2016 deficiency or fiscal 2017 across-the-board reduction or enhancement funds. 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books; Department of Legislative Services 
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Issues 

 

1. Differential Tuition 

 

Historically, states provide funding to institutions to subsidize tuition in order to facilitate 

residents access to higher education.  In return, institutions charge in-state students tuition below the 

cost of education.  Traditionally, institutions charge all undergraduate students the same tuition rate 

regardless of program/major or class standing.  Under this model lower level students subsidize upper 

level students while those in less expensive majors subsidize the cost of instruction for those in more 

expensive programs, i.e., STEM programs, business, and music.  According to Kevin Strange’s study 

Differential Pricing in Undergraduate Education:  Effects on Degree Production by Field, cost analysis 

data from large systems – Florida, Illinois, New York, SUNY, and Ohio – shows upper division courses 

cost approximately 40% more per credit hour than lower division courses and upper division 

engineering, physical science, and visual/performing arts were also about 40% more expensive than 

less costly majors.   

 

Differential pricing can be applied to various student attributes including residency, level of 

study (i.e., undergraduate, graduate, or professional), major, class standing, or type of instruction 

(i.e., traditional or online).  Public institutions have implemented some form of differential pricing since 

the 1970s when public institutions charged out-of-state undergraduate students a higher tuition rate 

than in-state students, and graduate students were charged a different rate than undergraduate students.  

While controversial at first, the practice is widespread and common today.  

 

The cost of education continues to increase faster than the rate of state funding of higher 

education.  In this environment, institutions across the country are turning to differential tuition or 

pricing as an alternative to implementing across-the-board tuition increases.  It is also seen as a more 

equitable way to maintain the quality of those more expensive programs.  Furthermore, differential 

tuition is seen as better aligning price with the student’s ability to pay:  students taking upper level 

courses are more likely to graduate and earn more, while those in more expensive majors such as 

engineering and business tend to command higher salaries and, therefore, are more able to finance their 

education.   

 

A 2011 Survey of Differential Tuition at Public Higher Education Institutions conducted by 

Cornell Higher Education Research Institute found of the 143 public institutions with some type of 

differential pricing, 41% were doctoral institutions of which over half were flagship institutions.  The 

survey found that, in general, differential pricing at the doctoral institutions was implemented by 

college or major with only a small percentage charging more per credit for upper division courses.  The 

most common majors charging a higher rate were business, engineering, and nursing. 

 

One concern with differential pricing is the impact it could have on enrollment, particularly 

that of low-income students.  While little research has been done on this issue, Kevin Strange looked 

at the effect on enrollment at public research institutions that implemented differential pricing.  The 

study found such pricing policies did effect enrollment for some majors:  enrollment in engineering and 

business programs declined 1.1 and 0.8 percentage points, respectively.  However, there was a small, 
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though statistically insignificant, increase in nursing programs.  The study also found that enrollment 

of female and minority students were more likely to be adversely affected by higher tuition rates and 

there was no evidence that increases in financial aid offset the impact of differential pricing.  In 

addition, based on the findings concerning engineering programs, the author cautions institutions may 

not realize an increase in tuition revenue if enrollment declines. 

 

 Differential Tuition at UMCP 
 

In response to the slow growth in State funding coupled with low tuition increases, UMCP 

implemented differential tuition in fall 2015 for business, engineering, and computer science majors as 

a means of maintaining the quality of these high-demand, high-cost programs.  According to UMCP, 

these program met the five criteria developed that a program must meet in order to qualify for 

differential tuition: 

 

(1) Student Demand – Engineering and business are limited enrollment programs with enrollment 

capped at 3,000 and 2,000 to 2,200, respectively.  All students are admitted in the computer 

science program.  Over the past five years the number of new freshmen applying to engineering 

grew 25.1% and business by 23.8%.  On average, 1,759 and 1,229 new freshmen are admitted 

to engineering and business, respectively.  Undergraduate enrollment in computer science more 

than doubled over the past five years from 1,327 in fall 2011, to 2,708 in fall 2015.  

 

(2) Instructional Cost – According to UMCP, the cost per undergraduate credit in engineering and 

business is $130 and $85 higher than the average of other majors.  The calculation of the 

differential is based on the median of the Big Ten institutions (see Appendix 3 for differential 

tuition at Big Ten institutions).  In its calculation of the differential tuition, it appears UMCP 

used $120 as the average cost for an upper level credit hour.  However, UMCP can neither 

confirm nor deny the average cost of an undergraduate credit is $120.  The President should 

comment on how it was determined that the cost of undergraduate credit for engineering 

and business was higher than the average cost of other majors if it is unable to 

demonstrate how it calculated the average cost for an upper level credit hour.   

 

Additionally, according to UMCP, the cost per undergraduate credit for computer science is 

actually lower than the average of other majors due to growing enrollment.  However, UMCP 

was not able to provide a cost per credit hour.  When the revenue from differential tuition is 

included in the calculation, the cost comes close to the campus average, according to UMCP.  

UMCP states that in order for the program to become a top 10 program it needs the additional 

revenue from differential tuition so it can increase faculty, advisors, staff, and infrastructure.   

 

(3) Academic Quality – In 2016, U.S. News and World Reports ranked computer science 17, 

business programs 22, and engineering 23 in academic quality.   
 

(4) Job Salaries – At graduation, 85% of students in the three majors will have jobs or have been 

accepted into graduate school compared to 70% in other majors, according to UMCP.  The 

overall median starting salary for jobs in one of the three majors is approximately $60,000 while 

for other majors it is $35,000. 
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(5) Impact on State’s Economy – According to UMCP, it ranks tenth among public universities 

and thirtieth among all universities in the number of new companies created by undergraduates 

and funded by venture capital.  

 

 The President should comment on why computer science is charging differential tuition 

since it does not meet the five established criteria.   
 

 In May 2015, the USM Board of Regents (BOR) approved the UMCP plan to implement 

differential tuition for engineering, business, and computer science.  Under the plan, differential tuition 

is:  

 

 Applied to Juniors and Seniors in the Program:   Upper level students are very likely to 

graduate from their chosen programs while lower level students often change majors before 

their junior year.  UMCP wants to encourage lower level students to explore introductory 

courses in the three fields. 

 

 Benchmarked to the Public Big Ten Institutions:  All public Big Ten institutions have 

implemented differential tuition for business and engineering, and most for computer science.  

The UMCP differential tuition is benchmarked to the median of the Big Ten institutions, which 

is $5,600 ($1,400 per year for four years or $2,800 per year for two years). 

 

 Incremental Phase-in Over Four Years:  The differential is based on the total cost of a degree 

at UMCP which is currently $38,000 (tuition and fees).  In fiscal 2016, juniors will see a 

2% increase, or $700, and by fiscal 2019 (full implementation) the total cost of the degree 

increases by $5,600 based on current tuition and fee levels (see Exhibit 11).  The dollar value 

of the the differential in the future will increase proportionately with any increase in the base 

tuition, but the differential as a percentage of the base tuition and fees will remain at 15%.  

 

 

Exhibit 11 

Phase-in of Differential Tuition for  

Upper Level Students 
 

Fiscal Year Student Status Financial Impact % Increase 

    
2015 Current Seniors No impact  

2016 Current Juniors $700 2% 

2016-2017 Current Sophomores $2,100 6% 

2017-2018 Current Freshmen $4,200 11% 

2019 + Future Students $5,600 15% 
 

 

Source:  University of Maryland, College Park 
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 Overall, UMCP expects differential tuition will generate approximately $4.0 million in 

additional revenue in fiscal 2016 and $16.0 million per year starting in fiscal 2018, as shown in 

Exhibit 12. 

 

 

Exhibit 12 

Estimate Revenues Generated from Differential Tuition 
Fiscal 2016-2018 

 
Projected Enrollment Estimated Revenues 

Major Junior/Senior 2016 2017 2018 

  
Business 2,100 $1,470,000 $2,940,000 $5,880,000 

Engineering 2,600 1,820,000 3,640,000 7,280,000 

Computer Science 1,000 700,000 1,400,000 2,800,000 

Total 5,700 $3,990,000 $7,980,000 $15,960,000 
 

 

Source:  University of Maryland, College Park 

 

 

 The revenue generated from the differential will remain within the respective departments and 

will be used to enhance or maintain program quality, expand access, and grow enrollment.  Most of the 

revenue (65%) will go toward improving the academic experience including:  

 

 Hiring Faculty:  Reducing the undergraduate student/faculty ratio and class sizes, and 

strengthening research and innovation.  As shown in Exhibit 13, UMCP plans to hire 23 new 

faculty members.  Computer science, which has the highest student-to-faculty ratio at 93.1, is 

only planning on hiring 6 faculty members, which will improve the ratio to 74.1.  Engineering, 

which has the lowest ratio is planning on hiring the most faculty members (12), which is related 

to national accreditation standards and maintaining a specific faculty to student ratio comprised 

of tenure-track faculty.  The School of Business and Management only plans to hire 5 faculty 

members because the Tyser Fellows program provides full-time, non-tenure-track faculty for 

undergraduate instruction.  Also, due to shifting enrollment trends in the master’s programs, the 

school is able to reassign some tenure-track faculty to undergraduate instruction.  In addition, 

all programs will use the additional revenue to hire more academic advisors, increase student 

opportunities for research and internships, and improve instruction infrastructure including 

upgrading lab instrumentation, computing facilities, and more incubator space for student 

start-ups. 

 

 Increasing Financial Aid:  One quarter of the revenue will go toward increasing financial aid 

in these programs ($1 million in fiscal 2016; $2 million in fiscal 2017; and $4 million in 

fiscal 2018 and the out-years).  The funds will be used to cover the differential tuition for 

(1) Pell-eligible low-income students; (2) low-income students with an expected family 

contribution (EFC) of under $8,000; and (3) students on full scholarships. 
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Exhibit 13 

Improved Student-to-faculty Ratio 
 

Major Current Ratio New Hires New Ratio 

    
Business 29:1 5 27:1 

Engineering 21:1 12 20:1 

Computer Science 93:1 6 74:1 
 

 

Source:  University of Maryland, College Park 

 

 

 Growing Enrollment:  The remaining 10% of the revenue will be used to grow enrollment in 

engineering and computer science by 40 and 20 or more, respectively.  Business will maintain 

its limited enrollment policy not only to maintain quality but also due to space constraints. 

However, two new minors will be offered in General Business and Innovation 

Entrepreneurship, which is expected to enroll over 700 students. 

 

UMCP will use various metrics to measure the impact of differential tuition including diversity 

of students; student-faculty ratio; amount of funds going toward financial aid; faculty hired; and how 

colleges are spending the revenue. 

 

 The President should comment on what steps will be taken if differential tuition adversely 

affects the enrollment of low-income, minority, and female students in these programs and if 

there are plans to expand differential tuition to other programs and if so, why. 

 

 

2. Meeting College Expenses 

 

As the cost of college continues to increase, students and families are relying on a variety of 

financial resources to pay for college with more students taking out loans.  When accounting for the 

average amount of federal, State, and institutional aid awarded to all UMCP students, the average net 

price for a FT/FT Maryland undergraduate student at UMCP was $14,833 in fiscal 2015 compared to 

the list price of $24,352 (based on tuition, mandatory fees, books and supplies, other expenses, and the 

weighted average of room and board), according to the National Center for Education Statistics’ 

College Navigator.  This amounts to a 39% reduction in the net cost of attendance.  For those families 

with a family income under $30,000, the average net price was $6,938 in fiscal 2015. 

 

 In fiscal 2015, 19.4% of UMCP undergraduate students received Pell awards, which are given 

to those students who otherwise could not afford college and have an EFC of less than a specific 

amount, which was $5,730 in fiscal 2015.  EFC is an indicator of the amount a family is able to 

contribute to pay for a student’s college education.  Therefore, the lower the EFC, the greater the 

financial aid. 
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 Total expenditures on institutional financial aid increased 26.2%, or $10.1 million between 

fiscal 2010 and 2015, totaling $46.9 million in fiscal 2015, as shown in Exhibit 14.  Since fiscal 2011, 

when expenditure on need-based aid was at its lowest at $12.2 million, spending has increased to 

$19.2 million in fiscal 2015.  UMCP attributed the decline in fiscal 2011 to the use of one-time 

resources in fiscal 2010 to assist with the many financial aid appeals received that year (in fiscal 2010 

spending on need-based aid increased $2.0 million).  Spending on need-based aid declines by 

$1.0 million in fiscal 2016, while scholarship spending increases $1.7 million.  Overall, spending on 

institutional aid only increases 0.5%, or $0.2 million, in fiscal 2016.  UMCP plans to increase spending 

on institutional aid in fiscal 2017 by $1.7 million with $1.0 million going to need-based aid.  The 

President should comment on decreasing spending on need-based aid in fiscal 2016. 

 

 

Exhibit 14 

Institutional Aid:  Total Aid and Aid as a Percentage of  

Undergraduate Tuition Revenues 
Fiscal 2010-2017 

($ in Millions) 

 

 
 
 

Source:  University System of Maryland; Department of Legislative Services 
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 The USM BOR has instructed institutions to use a portion of annual tuition revenue increases 

for institutional aid directed toward those undergraduate students with the highest financial need, 

offsetting increases in tuition rates, and holding harmless those with the greatest need.  Since 

fiscal 2011, when institutional aid as a percentage of tuition revenue fell to its lowest level of 13.7%, it 

increased to 15.6% in fiscal 2015.  However, in fiscal 2017, it declines to 14.6%. 

 

 In looking at how UMCP distributed need-based institutional financial aid between fiscal 2010 

and 2015, as shown in Exhibit 15 not only did the number of need-based aid awards going to 

Pell-eligible students increase (as it did in every category except for those in the category immediately 

above the Pell-eligible) but so did the average amount awarded,.  While the average award amount for 

all EFC categories (except those with an EFC of $15,000 to $19,999) grew, Pell-eligible students 

received the highest award of $4,100 in fiscal 2015.  The portion of Pell-eligible students receiving 

need-base aid increased from 66.1% to 67.6% between fiscal 2010 and 2015. 

 

 

Exhibit 15 

Comparison of Number and Average Amount of Need-based Aid  

Received Per Recipient by Expected Family Contribution 
Fiscal 2010 and 2015 

 

 
 
 

Source:  University System of Maryland 
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 The average amount of scholarship awards increased 39.5% and 36.0% for Pell-eligible students 

and those with an EFC of Pell+$1 to $6,999, respectively, to $4,330 and $5,609 between fiscal 2010 

and 2015, as shown in Exhibit 16.  Overall, while the total number of scholarship awards declined by 

75, those going to students with an EFC greater than $20,000 increased by 245.  Overall, 74.9% of the 

awards went to those with an EFC greater than $20,000 or unknown (students who did not file a Free 

Application for Federal Student Aid or FAFSA) compared to 73.9% in fiscal 2010. 

 

 

Exhibit 16 

Comparison of Number and Average Amount of Scholarships Received  

Per Recipient by Expected Family Contribution 
 

 
 

 

Source:  University System of Maryland 

 

 

 While students with the greatest financial need typically receive Pell and institutional aid, it is 

not enough to cover the cost of college.  As shown in Exhibit 17, students in all EFC categories take 

out various types of loans to finance their education.  There are three types of loans: 

 

 federal subsidized loans, which are based on financial need with the government paying the 

interest while the student is enrolled in school (Perkins and Stafford loans); 
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 federal unsubsidized loans, which are generally for those who do not demonstrate financial need 

with the interest added to the balance of the loan while the student is enrolled in school (Stafford 

and Parent loans); and  

 

 private loans.  

 

 

Exhibit 17 

Mean Loan Amount by Type and Expected Family Contribution 
Fiscal 2015 

 

 
Source:  University System of Maryland 
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According to College Insight, the percentage of students graduating with debt from UMCP 

increased from 44% to 45% between fiscal 2009 and 2014, lower than the national average of 61% in 

fiscal 2014.  During this time period the average debt for UMCP graduates increased 24.1%, from 

$20,256 to $25,131, which is below the national average of $27,022 in fiscal 2014. 

 

 

3. Innovation, Entrepreneurship, and MPowering 

 

 Maryland Innovation Initiative 
 

The Maryland Innovation Initiative was established under Chapter 450 of 2012 to foster the 

transition of promising technologies developed at one of the five research institutions that have 

significant commercial potential.  Each institution annually contributes either $200,000 (UMCP, 

University of Maryland, Baltimore (UMB), and Johns Hopkins University (JHU)) or $100,000 

(University of Maryland Baltimore County, Morgan State University) to participate in the program that 

is administered by the Maryland Technology Development Corporation (TEDCO).  In addition, general 

funds are provided in the TEDCO budget to fund awards.  Recipients can receive awards up to 

$265,000:  a maximum of $115,000 for technology validation and market assessment and $150,000 for 

commercial launch.  In fiscal 2014, $6.4 million was awarded to 67 commercialization projects and 

start-up companies and $5.8 million was available in fiscal 2015. 

 

In July 2015, eight UMCP projects were awarded a total of $0.8 million.  Projects included a 

method for source code recovery; a real-time polling platform; a product to restore old football gloves 

to “like new;” sensors made with biocompatible materials; an automated, ultra-clean wood stove; and 

an ultra-low profile, low-power, and smart sensor for monitoring a variety of trace gases (i.e., toxic 

explosive, corrosive) in the air.  In previous rounds, 15 projects received a total of $1.6 million and 

included collaborations with JHU and UMB which covered a variety of industries including 

therapeutic, software, medical devices, and mobile technologies. 

 

 Maryland E-Nnovation 
 

The Maryland E-Nnovation Initiative Program was established under Chapter 532 of 2014, 

which matches State funds to private funds raised by public institutions in support of endowed chairs 

to further basic and applied research in scientific and technical fields.  The program is administered by 

the Department of Commerce and matches private donations of at least $0.5 million.  In fiscal 2016, 

three institutions established six new research professorships with $14.9 million in private donations 

and State funding with the State’s share totaling $6.3 million.  UMCP received $2.1 million in State 

matching funds for two professorships: 

 

 Reginald Allan Hahne Endowed Chair in Computer Science ($1.5 million in private donations; 

$1.1 million State match) – to support a virtual reality initiative; and  

 

 Michael and Eugenia Brin Endowed Chair in Mathematics ($2.5 million in private donations; 

$1.1 million State match). 
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 Regional Institution Strategic Enterprise Program 
 

Chapter 530 of 2014 established the Regional Institution Strategic Enterprise (RISE) Zone 

Program that is administered by the Department of Commerce and provides income and property tax 

credits to qualifying businesses located within a geographic area designated as a RISE zone.  RISE 

zones are located in the immediate proximity to a private or public four-year institution or community 

college.  Applications for a RISE zone must be made jointly with a county, municipal corporation, or 

applicable economic development agency. 

 

UMCP, working through the College Park City-University Partnership and with 

Prince George’s County, was designated a RISE zone.  The next step will be to hold public hearings in 

spring 2016 with College Park and Riverdale Park on the precise boundaries of the RISE zone.  UMCP 

expects its research park, Innovation District, and parts of the Route One/Baltimore Avenue corridor 

will be included in the RISE zone. 

 

 MPowering 
 

 MPowering is a formal alliance between UMCP and UMB that was approved by BOR in 

March 2012.  Under the alliance, each institution remains a distinct, independent institution in which 

the resources of each will be leveraged to improve and enhance academic programs, research, 

technology transfer, and commercialization. 

 

MPowering is governed by a steering committee headed by the provosts of UMCP and UMB 

and reports to both presidents who, in turn, report to the Chancellor and BOR.  At the direction of the 

presidents, the steering committee will also implement any new initiative.  

 

Accomplishments to date are: 

 

Research – Using a shared research infrastructure for proposal development, 298 proposals 

were submitted, of which 81 were awarded funding totaling $70.8 million, as shown in Exhibit 18. 

 

Commercialization of Inventions – Since fiscal 2011 the number of technology licenses has 

doubled, as shown in Exhibit 19. 

 

Education – A new Master of Law program is providing undergraduate training in law; a  

Master of Science in Law currently being offered at UMCP and taught by UMB School of Law faculty 

targets professionals working in highly regulated fields such as health care, environment, and cyber 

security; and a scholars program is being offered through both universities. 

 

Service – The Agriculture Law Education Initiative has expanded statewide and a new Support, 

Advocacy, Freedom, and Empowerment Center for Human Trafficking Survivors will open at UMCP 

in 2016 and will provide comprehensive legal, social, medical, and economic empowerment services 

to trafficking survivors using a university-based platform that combines the resources and wide range 

of disciplines from both UMB and UMCP. 
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Exhibit 18 

Joint Proposals Submitted and Receiving Awards 
Fiscal 2012-2015 

 

 2012 2013 2014 2015  Total 
       
Submitted 4 68 114 112  298 

Awarded 1 18 26 36  81 

Anticipated Award $2,950 $14,552 $27,090 $26,178  $70,770 
 

 

Source:  University of Maryland, College Park 

 

 

 

Exhibit 19 

Disclosures, Startup, and Licenses 
Fiscal 2011-2015 

 

 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015  Total 
        
Invention Disclosures 206 265 264 366 306  1,407 

Startups 5 7 11 8 10  41 

Licenses 28 34 41 51 56  210 
 

 

Source:  University of Maryland, College Park 

 

 

 Encouraging Student Innovation and Entrepreneurship 
 

In 2013, UMCP launched the Academy for Innovation and Entrepreneurship (AIE) that reports 

to the President and Provost and whose mission is to engage all students in innovation and 

entrepreneurship (I&E).  AIE works with deans and faculty to infuse I&E into core curriculum, 

embedding either design thinking or learning startup into existing or completely redesigned courses, 

tying it into the overall course topic or project.  Design thinking focuses on the innovation process 

where students work in teams to develop and test ideas in the field with “quick and dirty” mockups to 

learn what does and does not work.  Learning startup focuses on the entrepreneur aspect where students 

get out of the classroom and off campus to interview potential customers and stakeholders to determine 

their needs and to receive real world insights that validate or invalidate key components of the business 

model.  Overall, 34 departments are offering 147 I&E courses, with undergraduate enrollment in these 

courses increasing from 1,973 in fiscal 2013 to 6,892 in fiscal 2015. 
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Recommended Actions 

 

1. Concur with Governor’s allowance.   
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Appendix 1 

 

 

Current and Prior Year Budgets 

 

General Special Federal

Fund Fund Fund

Fiscal 2015

Legislative

   Appropriation $458,453 $19,617 $0 $955,415 $1,433,486 $444,662 $1,878,148

Deficiency

   Appropriation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Cost

   Containment -18,069 0 0 0 -18,069 0 -18,069

Budget

   Amendments 5,176 1,161 0 27,317 33,653 -15,580 18,073

Reversions and

   Cancellations 0 0 0 -477 -477 -27,132 -27,609

Actual

   Expenditures $445,560 $20,778 $0 $982,255 $1,448,593 $401,951 $1,850,543

Fiscal 2016

Legislative

   Appropriation $446,374 $21,878 $0 $983,894 $1,452,147 $442,025 $1,894,172

Budget

   Amendments 12,673 0 0 30,078 42,751 -25,172 17,579

Working

   Appropriation $459,047 $21,878 $0 $1,013,973 $1,494,898 $416,853 $1,911,751

Current and Prior Year Budgets

Other Total

Fund Fund Fund

($ in Thousands)

University of Maryland, College Park

Total

Unrestricted Unrestricted Restricted

 
 

 

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  Numbers may not sum to total 

due to rounding. 
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Fiscal 2015 
 

 The fiscal 2015 legislative appropriation for UMCP was reduced by $27.6 million.  

General funds decreased by $12.9 million which included $18.1 million in cost containment measures.  

A variety of strategies to meet this reduction including increased revenue from a 2% mid-year tuition 

increase and a one-time surcharge of $76; furloughs; and a $5.6 million transfer from the fund balance.  

A budget amendment added $6.3 million related to a 2% cost-of-living (COLA) adjustment and a 

$1.2 million decrease was offset by a corresponding increase in the special fund appropriation, which 

is comprised of the HEIF. 

 

Other unrestricted funds increased by $26.8 million.  Budget amendments added $27.3 million 

including: 

 

 $20.6 million in auxiliary enterprises related to the intercollegiate athletic program, dining 

services, the conference and visitors center, and aligning revenues with the current budget;  

 

 $4.9 million in tuition and fee revenues due to the mid-year tuition increase and additional 

enrollment;  

 

 $2.6 million related to an increased use of fund balance;  

 

 $0.9 million in the sales and services of educational activities; and 

 

 $24,563 in miscellaneous income. 

 

 The increase was partially offset by a $1.7 million decrease in indirect cost recovery.  

Cancellations of unrestricted funds amounted to $0.5 million due to contractual services expenses being 

less than anticipated. 

 

 Restricted funds decreased by $42.7 million.  A budget amendment reduced funds $15.6 million 

included $25.0 million in federal and $4.0 in private grants and contracts to realign the budget with 

actual activity.  The decrease was partially offset by increases of $6.8 million in federal financial aid; 

$6.5 million in State and local grants and contracts; and $32,670 related to a 2% COLA for the 

Maryland Fire and Rescue Institute.  Cancellation of restricted funds totaled $27.1 million due to 

contract and grant expenditures being less than anticipated. 

 

 

Fiscal 2016  
 

 To date, the fiscal 2016 legislative appropriation has been increased by $17.6 million.  General 

funds increased $12.7 million by budget amendment to restore a 2% pay reduction.  Other unrestricted 

funds increased $30.1 million including:  

 



R30B22 – USM – University of Maryland, College Park 

 

 

Analysis of the FY 2017 Maryland Executive Budget, 2016 
586 

 $26.4 million in tuition and fees related to an increase of 230 FTE in the School of Business 

and graduate school ($11.2 million), growth in non-State Extended Studies programs 

($5.6 million), tuition differential pricing ($4.0 million), annualization of the fiscal 2015 

mid-year tuition increase ($3.1 million), and revenues being higher than originally budgeted 

($2.5 million); 

 

 $6.3 million in investment and endowment income; 

 

 $3.1 million in indirect cost recovery; 

 

 $3.1 million in the sales of educational activities; and  

 

 $2.9 million in auxiliary enterprises.  

 

 The increase is partially offset by an additional $11.8 million being transfer to the fund balance.   

 

Current restricted revenues decrease $25.2 million due to realigning federal ($13.2 million), 

State and local ($6.8 million), and private ($5.2 million) grants and contracts with current projections. 
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Appendix 2 

 

 

Audit Findings 

 

Audit Period for Last Audit: July 6, 2010 – March 4, 2014 

Issue Date: May 2015 

Number of Findings: 7 

     Number of Repeat Findings: 0 

     % of Repeat Findings: 0% 

Rating: (if applicable) n/a 

 

Finding 1: Faculty were not required to submit documentation to substantiate summer research 

work performed to support related compensation payments. 

 

Finding 2: University of Maryland, College Park (UMCP) had not established independent online 

approval requirements for disbursement transactions it processed in its automated 

financial system and numerous employees were assigned access capabilities allowing 

them to process and release transactions for payment without approval. 

 

Finding 3: Lack of sufficient control and accounting for certain cash, check, and credit card 

collections. 

 

Finding 4: Financial aid awards and adjustments that were manually posted to student accounts 

were not subject to documented, independent review. 

 

Finding 5: Noncash credit adjustments posted manually to student accounts receivable records 

were not sufficiently controlled. 

 

Finding 6: UMCP had not established controls to ensure the accuracy of meal plan records in its 

automated system. 

 

Finding 7: Access and monitoring controls over critical production data files and databases were 

not sufficient to protect the related data. 
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Total Differential Tuition or Program Fees Over Four Years at Public Big Ten Institutions 
 

    

 Differential Tuition  Cost of Four-year Degree 

Institution Business Engineering 

Computer 

Science 

Base 

Resident 

T&F 

Four-year 

Base T&F Business Engineering 

Computer 

Science 

         
Indiana University $4,800 n/a $0 $10,388 $44,763 $49,563 n/a $44,763 

Michigan State University 800 $2,360 400 14,000 60,328 61,128 $62,688 60,728 

Ohio State University  6,680 4,712 864 10,010 43,134 49,814 47,846 43,998 

Penn State University 2,924 2,924 2,924 18,174 78,314 81,238 81,238 81,238 

Purdue University 5,744 8,200 0 10,002 43,100 48,844 51,300 43,100 

Rutgers 1,828 4,984 0 13,009 56,058 57,886 61,042 56,058 

University of Illinois 20,016 20,016 20,016 15,602 67,231 87,247 87,247 87,247 

University of Iowa 7,236 6,188 0 8,079 34,814 42,050 41,002 34,814 

University of Michigan 7,316 8,696 3,412 14,336 61,776 69,092 70,472 65,188 

University of Minnesota 9,400 1,160 2,400 13,626 58,716 68,116 59,876 61,116 

University of Nebraska 3,432 6,172 6,172 8,170 35,206 38,638 41,378 41,378 

University of Wisconsin 4,000 5,600 0 10,410 44,858 48,858 50,458 44,858 

Median $5,744 $5,600 $632 $11,710 $50,458 $53,850 $59,876 $50,458 

Average 6,307 6,456 3,016 12,151 52,358 58,539 59,504 55,374 

UMCP ($120 Per ULCH) $5,600 $5,600 $5,600 $9,427 $40,905 $46,505 $46,505 $46,505 

UMCP Percentile in Big 10 53% 50% 83% 21% 21% 20% 23% 47% 
 
 

T&F:  tuition and fees 

ULCH:  upper level credit hour 

UMCP:  University of Maryland, College Park 
 

Source:  University of Maryland, College Park 
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 Object/Fund Difference Report 

USM – University of Maryland, College Park 

 

  FY 16    

 FY 15 Working FY 17 FY 16 - FY 17 Percent 

Object/Fund Actual Appropriation Allowance Amount Change Change 

      

Positions      

01    Regular 8,820.80 8,926.61 8,926.61 0.00 0% 

02    Contractual 1,486.30 1,174.50 1,222.02 47.52 4.0% 

Total Positions 10,307.10 10,101.11 10,148.63 47.52 0.5% 

      

Objects      

01    Salaries and Wages $ 1,194,272,967 $ 1,219,310,740 $ 1,243,396,055 $ 24,085,315 2.0% 

02    Technical and Spec. Fees 6,560,325 6,801,261 8,821,589 2,020,328 29.7% 

03    Communication 17,476,329 20,350,502 20,920,638 570,136 2.8% 

04    Travel 43,336,817 42,498,486 42,498,486 0 0% 

06    Fuel and Utilities 55,253,769 61,450,706 64,472,098 3,021,392 4.9% 

07    Motor Vehicles 5,346,470 5,636,377 5,636,377 0 0% 

08    Contractual Services 158,697,964 158,204,415 164,107,622 5,903,207 3.7% 

09    Supplies and Materials 90,228,091 92,310,661 99,873,145 7,562,484 8.2% 

10    Equipment – Replacement -33,896 0 0 0 0.0% 

11    Equipment – Additional 42,060,216 44,289,831 44,289,831 0 0% 

12    Grants, Subsidies, and Contributions 117,422,260 138,083,066 144,420,361 6,337,295 4.6% 

13    Fixed Charges 55,116,274 53,498,327 52,905,613 -592,714 -1.1% 

14    Land and Structures 64,805,712 69,316,942 71,994,907 2,677,965 3.9% 

Total Objects $ 1,850,543,298 $ 1,911,751,314 $ 1,963,336,722 $ 51,585,408 2.7% 

      

Funds      

40    Unrestricted Fund $ 1,448,592,531 $ 1,494,898,235 $ 1,536,045,836 $ 41,147,601 2.8% 

43    Restricted Fund 401,950,767 416,853,079 427,290,886 10,437,807 2.5% 

Total Funds $ 1,850,543,298 $ 1,911,751,314 $ 1,963,336,722 $ 51,585,408 2.7% 

      

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 
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 Fiscal Summary 

USM – University of Maryland, College Park 

 

 FY 15 FY 16 FY 17   FY 16 - FY 17 

Program/Unit Actual Wrk Approp Allowance Change % Change 

      

01 Instruction $ 476,862,124 $ 507,210,313 $ 513,772,465 $ 6,562,152 1.3% 

02 Research 428,765,708 429,782,163 443,223,142 13,440,979 3.1% 

03 Public Service 89,651,248 103,341,250 103,954,342 613,092 0.6% 

04 Academic Support 161,485,022 158,515,917 161,351,024 2,835,107 1.8% 

05 Student Services 58,161,408 53,442,629 55,022,484 1,579,855 3.0% 

06 Institutional Support 112,326,639 105,960,160 111,347,026 5,386,866 5.1% 

07 Operation and Maintenance of Plant 159,244,002 173,430,229 181,659,931 8,229,702 4.7% 

08 Auxiliary Enterprises 270,192,445 277,686,149 286,687,064 9,000,915 3.2% 

17 Scholarships And Fellowships 93,854,702 102,382,504 106,319,244 3,936,740 3.8% 

Total Expenditures $ 1,850,543,298 $ 1,911,751,314 $ 1,963,336,722 $ 51,585,408 2.7% 

      

Unrestricted Fund $ 1,448,592,531 $ 1,494,898,235 $ 1,536,045,836 $ 41,147,601 2.8% 

Restricted Fund 401,950,767 416,853,079 427,290,886 10,437,807 2.5% 

Total Appropriations $ 1,850,543,298 $ 1,911,751,314 $ 1,963,336,722 $ 51,585,408 2.7% 

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 
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For further information contact:   Sara J. Baker Phone:  (410) 946-5530 
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Operating Budget Data 

 ($ in Thousands) 
 
        

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change  

  Actual Working Allowance Change Prior Year  

        

 General Funds $40,416 $42,728 $43,773 $1,045 2.4%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 -308 -104 205   

 Adjusted General Fund $40,416 $42,420 $43,670 $1,250 2.9%  
        
 Special Funds 1,905 2,027 2,207 180 8.9%  

 Adjusted Special Fund $1,905 $2,027 $2,207 $180 8.9%  
        
 Other Unrestricted Funds 25,527 28,585 29,114 529 1.9%  

 Adjusted Other Unrestricted Fund $25,527 $28,585 $29,114 $529 1.9%  
        
 Total Unrestricted Funds 67,848 73,340 75,094 1,754 2.4%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 -308 -104 205   

 Adjusted Total Unrestricted Funds $67,848 $73,032 $74,991 $1,959 2.7%  
        
 Restricted Funds 14,021 18,000 18,000 0             

 Adjusted Restricted Fund $14,021 $18,000 $18,000 $0 0.0%  
        
 Adjusted Grand Total $81,869 $91,032 $92,991 $1,959 2.2%  

        

 

 A fiscal 2016 deficiency appropriation is provided to the University System of Maryland Office 

to cover an increase in health insurance, which will be allocated among the institutions.  

However, Coppin State University (CSU) is projecting a surplus of health insurance funds, 

estimated to be $308,163.  Since these funds can only be used to cover health insurance cost, 

these savings will be allocated to other institutions. 

 

 The General Fund increases $1.3 million, or 2.9%, in fiscal 2017 after adjusting for the 

fiscal 2016 deficiency and the $0.1 million across-the-board reduction in health insurance in 

fiscal 2017. 

 

 The Higher Education Investment Fund increases $0.2 million, or 8.9%, in fiscal 2017 resulting 

in an overall growth of 3.2%, or $1.4 million, in State funds above fiscal 2016.  The fiscal 2017 

allowance also includes funding for increments budgeted in the Department of Budget and 

Management totaling $0.8 million in general funds, and CSU will receive $0.5 million in 

enhancement funds.  If these are taken into account, State funds increase 6.1%, or $2.7 million. 
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Personnel Data 

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17  

  Actual Working Allowance Change   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Regular Positions 

 
456.50 

 
442.00 

 
442.00 

 
0.00 

 
  

 Contractual FTEs 
 

143.43 
 

149.00 
 

156.79 
 

7.79 
 
  

 
 
Total Personnel 

 
599.93 

 
591.00 

 
598.79 

 
7.79 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Vacancy Data:  Regular Positions 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Turnover and Necessary Vacancies, Excluding New 

Positions 
 

8.98 
 

2.04% 
 

 
 
 

 
 Positions and Percentage Vacant as of 12/31/15 

 
 

 
53.00 

 
12.0% 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

 

 The allowance does not provide for any new regular positions.  Contractual positions increase 

by 7.79 full-time equivalents (FTE) to cover any additional needed contractual administrative, 

clerical, and student employee support – 2.37 FTEs are funded with restricted funds and 

5.42 FTEs are funded with self-supported (auxiliary) funds. 
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Analysis in Brief 

 

Major Trends 
 

Enrollment:  Undergraduate enrollment declined 0.6% in fall 2015.  Declines in first-time, full-time 

(FT/FT) students of 23.6% and continuing students of 2.6% were partially offset by a 20.7% increase 

in transfer students. 

 

Student Performance:  After the second-year retention rate dropped to 61.4% with the 2012 cohort, 

the retention rate improved to 68.2% with the 2013 cohort.  Transfer students graduate at a higher rate 

than FT/FT students with 48.0% graduating within six years of enrolling compared to 21.0% of FT/FT 

students. 

 

Expenditures Per Degree:  Despite the cost per degree at CSU dropping by $31,259 to $119,080 in 

2012, the cost at CSU still exceeds its peers by $48,596. 

 

 

Issues 
 

Right Sizing Coppin:  While CSU has received significant State funding in both the operating and 

capital budgets and offers some successful academic programs such as nursing, criminal justice, and 

applied psychology, it continues to struggle with poor student performance and declining enrollment. 

Since at least fiscal 2007, CSU has been grappling with financial difficulties stemming from increased 

spending coupled with a continuing drop in enrollment and the associated tuition and fee revenue. 

 

Efforts to Improve Enrollment and Retention:  CSU has implemented several programs to increase 

enrollment and retention of students including forming a partnership with the University of Baltimore. 

 

Meeting College Expenses:  Since fiscal 2011, when expenditures on institutional aid fell to 

$2.1 million due to the failure to disburse most of the need-based aid, expenditures rebounded, growing 

74.5%, or $1.5 million, by fiscal 2015.  The amount spent on need-based aid increased 478.9% during 

this time period. 

 

 

Recommended Actions 

    

1. Add language to limit expenditures by reducing positions. 
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Operating Budget Analysis 

 

Program Description 
 

Coppin State University (CSU) is a comprehensive, urban institution offering programs in 

nursing, humanities, education, and liberal arts and sciences.  CSU provides access to education and 

diverse opportunities for students with high potential for success and those whose promise may have 

been hindered by a lack of social, personal, or financial opportunity.  While serving all students in the 

State, CSU will continue to enhance the connection to first generation college students and Baltimore 

City. 

 

Carnegie Classification:  Master’s L: Master’s Colleges and Universities (Smaller Programs) 

 

Fall 2015 Undergraduate Enrollment Headcount Fall 2015 Graduate Enrollment Headcount 

Male 682 Male 118 

Female 1,986 Female 322 

Total 2,668 (87.2% In-State) Total 440 

    
Fall 2015 New Students Headcount Campus (Main Campus) 

First-time 263 Acres 65 

Transfers/Others 374 Buildings 13 

Graduate 80 Average Age 26 years 

Total 717 Oldest Frances Murphy Center 

1961 

    
Programs Degrees Awarded (2014-2015) 

Bachelor’s 33 Bachelor’s 416 

Master’s 11 Master’s 75 

Doctoral 1 Doctoral 0 

  Total Degrees 491 

    
Proposed Fiscal 2017 In-state Tuition and Fees*   

Undergraduate 

Tuition 

 

$4,380 
% of Graduates 

with Federal 

Loans 67% 

Mandatory Fees $2,068 Average Federal 

Loan Debt $19,031 

*Contingent on Board of Regents approval.   
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Performance Measures   
 

  

1. Enrollment 
 

Undergraduate enrollment declined 0.6% in fall 2015.  Declines in first-time, full-time (FT/FT) 

students of 8.7% and continuing students of 2.6% were partially offset by a 20.7% increase in transfer 

students, as shown in Exhibit 1.  While the decline in FT/FT and continuing students persists in 

fall 2015, the percentage drop is less than previous years, which may indicate that efforts to improve 

enrollment and retention may be having an impact.  The President should comment on the efforts to 

stabilize enrollment and what efforts were taken to increase the enrollment of transfer students. 
 

 

Exhibit 1 

Percentage Change in Undergraduate Headcount Enrollment 
Fall 2013-2015 

 

 
 

 
Source:  University System of Maryland 
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2. Student Performance 

 

Student persistence, or retention, provides a measure of student progress and an indication of 

an institution’s performance; the higher the retention rate, the more likely students will persist and 

graduate.  After steadily improving, the second-year retention rate reached its highest point since the 

2002 cohort of 65.4% with the 2011 cohort but dropped to 61.4% with the subsequent cohort, as shown 

in Exhibit 2.  The drop could be an anomaly, as the rate for the 2013 cohort jumped 6.8 percentage 

points to 68.2%, which, if not for the 2012 cohort, appears to be a continuing upward trend in retention.  

CSU attributes the improvement in the retention rate to a variety of special programs and best practices 

implemented over the last five years such as the Summer Academic Success Academy, a variety of 

mentoring initiatives, and First-year Experience.  The third-year retention rate fluctuated from a low of 

37.5% with the 2007 cohort to a high of 46.5% with the 2011 cohort.  Broadly speaking, there is a 20% 

gap in retention between the second- and third-year, implying that more needs to be done to retain 

students past their sophomore year. 

 

 

Exhibit 2 

Second- and Third-year Retention Rates 

First-time, Full-time Students 
2007-2013 Cohorts 

 

 
 
Note: Percentages represent first-time, full-time students who remained enrolled at the same institution in the subsequent 

fall semesters. 

 

Source:  Maryland Higher Education Commission, Retention and Graduation Rates at Maryland Four-year Institutions, 

September 2015 
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Completion rates are greatly influenced by time – the longer it takes a student to graduate, the 

more likely (s)he will drop out as other priorities compete with classes.  Longer completion times 

translate into increased costs, not only for the student, but the institution and State as well.  According 

to College Measures, the total cost for all FT/FT students not returning for a second year at CSU totals 

$3.3 million, or $20,369 per full-time equivalent student (FTES) in 2012.  The average time to degree 

according to the Report on the Instructional Workload of the USM Faculty for those graduating in 2015 

and 2014 was 5.8 years. 

 

 Traditional student progress measures, such as those reported by the Maryland Higher 

Education Commission and the federal government, only track the success of the “traditional” FT/FT 

student – those enrolled at an institution at the start of the academic year and continuously enrolled as 

a full-time student until completion.  These measures do not include part-time students, transfer 

students, those who enroll in the spring, changed enrollment status, or stopped-out, and thus only 

providing a partial picture of an institution’s performance.  The University System of Maryland (USM) 

revised the six-year graduation measure to include this broader measure of students by defining the 

cohort as all new degree-seeking students who enrolled during the fiscal year.  

 

 Exhibit 3 compares the traditional six-year graduation rate to a more inclusive graduation rate 

based on all new students enrolled at CSU during the fiscal year.  The graduation rate for the fiscal year 

cohorts is consistently higher than that for the FT/FT cohorts with an average difference of 

8.1 percentage points between the two rates.  This is due to CSU having a higher portion of part-time 

and transfer students who do better than FT/FT students.  The fiscal 2007 cohort reached a high rate of 

29.0%, which was 9.3 percentage points higher than the rate for the FT/FT 2006 cohort of 19.7%.  

Although, the fiscal year rate fell to 24.0% with the following cohort, it has since improved to 29.0% 

with the 2010 fiscal year cohort. 

  

While the new six-year graduation rate provides a more accurate picture of the total graduation 

rate of an institution, it does not tell what happened to those who did not graduate nor how transfers 

perform.  To help address this lack of information, the Student Achievement Measures was created, 

which is a voluntary reporting system that tracks the progress of FT/FT and transfer students throughout 

their college career.  Transfer students achieve greater success than FT/FT students with 48% 

graduating within six years of enrolling at CSU compared to 21% of FT/FT students, as shown in 

Exhibit 4.  The status is not known for 52% of the FT/FT students and for 27% of the transfer students.  

In addition, within six years of enrolling at CSU, 22% and 19% of FT/FT and transfer students are 

either still enrolled at CSU or another institution.  It should be noted that CSU did not report on student 

measures for the fall 2007 cohort.  The President should comment on if CSU follows up with those 

students who leave, especially those whose status is unknown, and if so why students stop or drop 

out and what can be done to encourage students to stay and earn their degree. 
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Exhibit 3 

Comparison of Six-year Graduation Rates 
First-time, Full-time Students  

2003-2008 and Fiscal 2004-2010 Cohorts 

 

 
 
FT/FT:  first-time, full-time 

FY:  fiscal year 

 

Note:  Percentages include FT/FT students who persisted at and graduated from the institution they initially enrolled in and 

those who transferred and graduated from any Maryland public or private four-year institution.  Fiscal year cohorts include 

all degree-seeking students (FT/FT, part-time, and transfers) who enrolled in the fiscal year. 

 

Source:  Maryland Higher Education Commission; University System of Maryland 
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Exhibit 4 

Status of First-time, Full-time and Full-time Transfer Students 

Seeking a Bachelor’s Degree within Six Years 
Fall 2008 Cohort 

 

 
 

CSU:  Coppin State University 

 

Source:  Student Achievement Measures 

 

 

 

3. Expenditures Per Degree 

 

 Education and related expenditures per degree measure the cost of producing a degree, showing 

if an institution is becoming more or less productive over time in using its resources to produce degrees.  

Therefore, the lower the level of expenditures, the more efficient an institution is in producing degrees.  

Exhibit 5 compares CSU to the average of its peers, which are those used to benchmark CSU’s 

performance in the USM Dashboard Indicators. The cost per degree for CSU and the peer average is  

highest in fiscal 2008 at $153,657 and $80,868, respectively.  Since 2008, the cost per degree at CSU 
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has fallen by $34,577 and for the peers by $10,384.  However, at $119,080 per degree, the cost per 

degree at CSU in 2012 exceeds its peers by $48,596. 

 

 

Exhibit 5 

Education and Related Expenditures Per Degree Completed 
Academic Year 2007-2012 

 

 
 

 
Note:  Education and related expenditures include direct spending on instruction and student services and the education 

share of spending on academic and institutional support and operations and maintenance.  All dollar amounts are reported 

in 2012 dollars (Higher Education Price Index adjusted).  Direct educational costs per degree is calculated as the total 

education and related expenses for all students divided by all degrees (undergraduate, graduate, and professional) awarded 

in that year. 

 
Source:  Delta Project, Trends in College Spending Online; Department of Legislative Services 

 

 

 

Fiscal 2016 Actions 
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 A fiscal 2016 deficiency would provide the University System of Maryland Office (USMO) 

with $16.5 million to cover an increase in health insurance costs at all USM institutions (see USM 
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Overview for further discussion).  However, CSU does not have a shortfall in health insurance and is 

projecting a surplus of $0.3 million.  Since these funds can only be used to cover health insurance 

expenditures, these savings CSU achieves will be allocated to other USM institutions.  

 

Cost Containment  
 

Cost containment measures in fiscal 2016 resulted in a 2%, or $0.9 million, reduction in CSU 

appropriations, which was met by the elimination of 23 filled positions – 10 facilities-related positions, 

8 administrative support positions, 3 faculty positions, and 2 positions in other areas.  It is likely that 

this action contributes significantly to the surplus of health insurance funds noted above.  

 

 

Proposed Budget 
 

As shown in Exhibit 6, the general fund allowance for fiscal 2017 is 4.0%, or $1.7 million, 

higher than in fiscal 2016 after including the fiscal 2016 deficiency, adjusting for the fiscal 2017 

across-the-board reduction for employee health insurance based on a revised estimate of the amount of 

funding needed, enhancement funds, and funds specific to historically black colleges and universities.  

The Higher Education Investment Fund (HEIF) increases 8.9%, or $0.2 million, over fiscal 2016, 

resulting in an overall growth in State funds of 4.3%, or $1.9 million, to $47.0 million.  However, when 

also including $0.8 million in general funds for salary increments budgeted in the Department of Budget 

and Management, State funds grow 6.0%, or $2.7 million.  Other unrestricted funds grow by 1.9%, or 

$0.5 million, primarily due to tuition and fee revenues increasing $0.4 million.  The allowance provides 

$0.9 million in unrestricted funds for expenses related to financial aid ($0.5 million), facilities renewal 

($0.3 million), fuel and utilities ($70,550), and debt service ($48,931). 

 

The fiscal 2017 allowance includes $89,421 to replace revenue equivalent to a 1% increase in 

resident tuition rates.  The Governor’s allowance assumes a 2% increase in resident undergraduate 

tuition.  As previously mentioned, the allowance provides for a salary increment, which totals 

$0.9 million, of which the general fund portion is $0.8 million with the remaining $0.1 million to be 

funded from other current unrestricted and restricted revenues.   

 

CSU was awarded $0.5 million of the $6.8 million of enhancement funding included in 

USMO’s budget (see USM Overview for further discussion), of which $250,000 will be used to expand 

CSU’s data analytic capacity by hiring a consultant.  The funds will also support professional 

development of faculty and staff on the use of the new analytical tools and functions.  The remaining 

$250,000 will be used to hire an enrollment management consultant, who will focus on student 

recruitment, and customer relations management systems and techniques to improve response time, 

engagement, and yield. 
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Exhibit 6 

Proposed Budget 
Coppin State University 

($ in Thousands) 

 

 FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change 

 Actual Adjusted Adjusted Change Prior Year 

      
General Funds $40,416 $42,728 $43,773   

Deficiencies  -308     

Across-the-board Reduction   -104   

Enhancement Funds   500   

Funds Specific to HBCU  661 650   

Total General Funds $40,416 $43,080 $44,819 $1,739 4.0% 

Higher Education Investment 

Fund $1,905 2,027 2,207 180 8.9% 

Total State Funds 42,320 45,108 47,026 1,919 4.3% 

Other Unrestricted Funds 25,527 28,585 29,114 529 1.9% 

Total Unrestricted Funds 67,848 73,693 76,140 2,448 3.3% 

Restricted Funds 14,021 18,000 18,000  0.0% 

Total Funds $81,869 $91,693 $94,140 $2,448 2.7% 
 

 

HBCU:  historically black colleges and universities 

 

Note: Fiscal 2016 general funds are adjusted to reflect Coppin State University estimated portion of the deficiency and 

HBCU enhancement funds.  Fiscal 2017 general funds are adjusted to reflect the across-the board reduction, enhancement 

funds, and HBCU enhancement funds. 

 
Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2017; Department of Legislative Services 

 

 

Budget changes by program area in the allowance are shown in Exhibit 7.  This data includes 

unrestricted funds only, the majority of which consist of general funds, the HEIF, and tuition and fee 

revenues.  Education and general (E&G) expenditures grew 7.0%, or $4.0 million, in fiscal 2016.  

Operations and maintenance of plant grew at the highest rate of 21.2%, or $2.4 million, due to costs 

associated with the opening of the new Science and Technology Building ($1.7 million), fuel and 

utilities ($0.5 million), facilities renewal ($0.3 million), and equipment purchases ($0.2 million).  These 

increases were partly offset by a reduction of $0.3 million from reducing staff as part of the budget 

reduction plan.  Expenditures on instruction increased 8.2%, or $1.5 million, primarily due to 

$1.0 million in costs associated with the Science and Technology building including equipment, 

materials, supplies, and contractual services; and $0.6 million related to increasing the number of 

full-time faculty, which is partly offset by $0.2 million associated with reducing the number of adjunct 

faculty.  Spending increase of $0.2 million on student services is related to major contracts ($80,841), 

materials and supplies ($62,850), personnel related costs ($43,613), and additional contractual 

personnel ($28,670). 
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Exhibit 7 

Budget Changes for Unrestricted Funds by Program 
Fiscal 2015-2017 

($ in Thousands) 

 

 2015 

Adjusted 

Working 

2016 

% Change 

2015-16   

Adjusted 

2017 

$ Change 

2016-17 

% 

Change 

2016-17 

Expenditures        

Instruction $18,008 $19,486 8.2% $19,780 $294 1.5% 

Academic Support 6,745 6,658 -1.3% 6,927 269 4.0% 

Student Services 4,466 4,689 5.0% 4,757 69 1.5% 

Institutional Support 15,107 14,426 -4.5% 15,159 733 5.1% 

Operation and Maintenance 

of Plant 11,279 13,675 21.2% 14,241 565 4.1% 

Scholarships and 

Fellowships 2,499 2,860 14.5% 2,860 0 0.0% 

Deficiency/ATB Reductions  -308  -104   

Enhancement Funds    500   

Funds Specific to HBCU  661  650 -11  

Subtotal Education and 

General $58,104 $62,147 7.0% $64,770 $2,623 4.2% 

       
Auxiliary Enterprises $9,744 $11,546 18.5% $11,370 -$176 -1.5% 

       
Total $67,848 $73,693 8.6% $76,140 $2,448 3.3% 

       
Revenues       

Tuition and Fees $15,861 $16,883 6.4% $17,264 $381 2.3% 

General Funds 40,416 43,080 6.6% 44,819 1,739 4.0% 

Higher Education 

Investment Fund 1,905 2,027 6.4% 2,207 180 8.9% 

Other Unrestricted Funds -771 119 -115.4% 119 0 0.0% 

Subtotal  $57,411 $62,109 8.2% $64,409 $2,300 3.7% 

       
Auxiliary Enterprises $12,165 $12,318 1.3% $12,466 $148 1.2% 

       
Transfers (to) from Fund 

Balance -1,728 -735  -735   

       
Total $67,848 $73,693 8.6% $76,140 $2,448 3.3% 

 
ATB:  across-the-board       HBCU: historically black colleges and universities 
 

Note: Fiscal 2016 general funds are adjusted by $0.3 million to reflect proposed deficiency and $0.6 million in funds specific 

HBCU.  Fiscal 2017 general funds are adjusted to reflect $0.1 million across-the-board reduction, $0.5 million in 

enhancement funds, and $0.6 million in funds specific to HBCU. 
 

Source:  Governor's Budget Books, Fiscal 2017; Department of Legislative Services 
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 Expenditures on institutional support declined 4.5%, or $0.7 million, primarily due to writing 

off $1.6 million of uncollectable student accounts receivables that have accumulated over the years that 

were partially offset by increases of $0.5 million in personnel costs and $0.4 million in various fixed 

costs. 

 

In fiscal 2017, E&G expenditures grow 4.2%, or $2.6 million, after adjusting for $0.5 million 

in enhancement funding and $0.1 million in an across-the-board reduction.  When including 

$0.8 million for salary increments in fiscal 2017, E&G expenditures increase 5.5%, or $3.4 million.  

Spending on institutional support grows at the highest rate of 5.1%, or $0.7 million, mainly related to 

personnel expenditures ($0.6 million), and association dues and licenses ($0.1 million).  Operations 

and maintenance of plant grows 4.1%, or $0.6 million, primarily due to increases in the cost of major 

contracts ($0.4 million), and fuel and utilities ($0.1 million).  Spending increases of $0.3 million on 

academic support are related to personnel costs. 

 

In terms of revenue, the decrease in other revenues in fiscal 2015 is due to $1.3 million in 

transfer of funds to plant funds of which $0.5 million is related to a repayment to CSU’s plant funds.  

These funds were used to finance two capital projects – the renovation of the Frances Murphy Research 

facility where the Coppin Academy is located and an upgrade of the quad in front of the library.  The 

10-year repayment period ends in fiscal 2021.  It should be noted that in all years, E&G expenditures 

exceed revenues.  Therefore, CSU has needed to use surplus auxiliary revenues to cover the shortfall.  

This is further discussed in Issue 1.  

 

 Program Expenditures Per FTES 
 

Expenditures per FTES grew 15.5% between fiscal 2012 and 2017 from $19,411 to $22,426, 

respectively.  As shown in Exhibit 8, over half of the increase is related to spending on operations and 

maintenance of plant.  This increase can be partly attributed to an enrollment decline of 6.6% over the 

same period.  The largest growth in spending per FTES, 10.4%, $2,104, occurred in fiscal 2015 despite 

CSU experiencing $1.6 million in cost containment measures.  Part of the increase can be attributed to 

a 6.3% decline in enrollment.  Spending on institutional support and instruction accounted for 66.2% 

of the increase of $967 and $426, respectively.  Overall, since fiscal 2012, expenditures on student 

services and academic support increased 2.7% ($46) and 11.8% ($270), respectively, raising concerns 

about the quality of support and services available to the students to help them succeed and graduate.  
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Exhibit 8 

Unrestricted Fund Expenditures Per Full-time Equivalent Student 
Fiscal 2012-2017 

 

 

 
 

 
Note:  Does not reflect fiscal 2016 deficiency or fiscal 2017 across-the-board reduction or enhancement funds. 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books; Department of Legislative Services 
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Issues 

 

1. Right Sizing Coppin 

 
While CSU has received significant State funding in both the operating and capital budgets and 

offers some successful academic programs such as nursing, criminal justice, and applied psychology, 

it continues to struggle with poor student performance and declining enrollment.  Since at least 

fiscal 2007, CSU has been grappling with financial difficulties stemming from increased spending 

coupled with a continuing drop in enrollment and the associated tuition and fee revenue. 

 

In 2007, for example, enrollment declined 7.3% from 3,302 FTES in fiscal 2006 to 3,061 FTES 

in fiscal 2007, as shown in Exhibit 9.  While the resulting tuition and fee revenue decline of 

$0.4 million was mitigated by a $9.6 million increase in State funds, spending still exceeded revenues 

by $1.0 million.  In fiscal 2012, a combination of a 3.5% enrollment decline and a 35.0%, or $4,600, 

reduction in the out-of-state tuition rate resulted in a $1.3 million decline in tuition and fee revenues.  

It does not appear that CSU accounted for the fiscal impact that this action would have as tuition and 

fee revenues were budgeted to only decrease by $0.7 million.  As shown in Exhibit 10, spending 

increased $1.1 million in fiscal 2012 resulting in a $4.6 million E&G deficit.   

 

 

Exhibit 9 

Full-time Equivalent Student Enrollment and Percentage Change 
Fiscal 2005-2016 Est.  

 

 
 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books; Department of Legislative Services 
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Exhibit 10 

Education and General Expenses and Unrestricted Revenues 
Fiscal 2010-2017 

 

 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 

Working 

2016  

Budget 

2017 

         

E&G Expenses $55,571 $57,561 $58,686 $56,342 $56,152 $58,104 $61,839 63,769 

Unrestricted 

Revenues 55,029 55,443 54,135 53,959 54,953 57,411 61,757 63,363 

E&G Deficit -542 -2,118 -4,551 -2,383 -1,199 -693 -82 -406 

         

Auxiliary 

Surplus 3,178 3,024 3,167 2,883 2,542 2,421 772 1,096 

 
 

E&G:  education and general  

 

Note:  Unrestricted revenues exclude auxiliary enterprises.  In fiscal 2016, a transfer from the fund balance was used to 

cover expenses.  Fiscal 2016 does not reflect the deficiency, and fiscal 2017 does not include the across-the-board reduction, 

enhancement funds, or funds specific to historically black colleges and universities. 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Book 

 

 

In order to cover persistent budget shortfalls, CSU has relied on a combination of fund balance 

transfers and auxiliary revenues.  The use of the State-supported portion of the fund balance is evident 

with the balance declining from $6.2 million in fiscal 2007 to almost being depleted in fiscal 2013 with 

a balance of $0.2 million.  Since auxiliary enterprises are self-supporting, they typically generate a 

profit, which is generally transferred to the fund balance to be used to fund future projects such as 

renovations and construction of auxiliary-related facilities.  In times when E&G revenues may not 

cover academic expenses, institutions will use excess auxiliary revenues to help offset shortfalls.  

Auxiliary revenues were used to cover shortfalls in the academic enterprise in fiscal 2008 and 

fiscal 2010 through 2016 and will be needed to cover a shortfall in E&G expenditures in fiscal 2017.   

 

The persistent financial challenges are being met through various measures not simply fund 

balance transfers.  For example, in fiscal 2015, 14 staff were laid off and 19 long-term, nonfunded 

vacant positions were eliminated; and in fiscal 2016, 23 filled positions were eliminated and 

15 long-term, nonfunded positions were abolished.  In order to achieve a balanced budget, CSU is also 

monitoring revenue collection and controlling spending, monitoring and staggering the filling of 

positions, and reorganizing various departments and eliminating unneeded positions.  However, the 

fiscal actions taken to date have not negated the use of auxiliary funds to cover shortfalls in the 

academic enterprise.   
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In addition, CSU is further hampered by paying back two internal loans.  One, as previously 

discussed, involves repayment of funds used for two capital projects to the plant fund of which the 

remaining balance of $808,578 will be paid back by fiscal 2021.  In addition, since CSU did not have 

sufficient funds in its fund balance to be able to participate in the quasi-endowment fund (see USMO 

analysis for further discussion), USMO provided $750,000.  USMO lent the funds with the agreement 

that CSU would reimburse USMO once enrollment returned to more “historical” levels and that CSU 

would pay back USMO within five years.   

 

 Overcoming its persistent budgetary challenges will require CSU to continue to right size the 

organization, aligning its resources to focus on high-demand courses and programs.  However, in 

fiscal 2015, CSU expanded to Hagerstown by offering two programs in health information science and 

sports management, which had a total enrollment of only 2.8 FTES.  This raises concerns about the 

benefit of expending resources to expand programs offsite in light of the current enrollment and 

budgetary challenges.  In addition, according to the results of the USM periodic review of academic 

programs, the Global Studies program is considered a low-productivity program which needs to 

increase enrollment and degree production over the next two years or risk potential suspension or 

elimination.  Rather than eliminate the program, CSU is planning to offer the program at Hagerstown 

and is expected to begin outreach in fall 2016. 

 

It should be noted that in 2012, the USM Board of Regents (BOR) appointed a special review 

committee to conduct a comprehensive review of CSU and recommend strategies and action to improve 

the overall performance of the institution.  The committee found a lack of strong leadership, ineffective 

and inefficient use of resources, and a lack of accountability.  The result of the committee was the 

development of an implementation plan, which identified 50 targeted corrective actions to achieve 

efficiencies in the academic enterprise, improve operations, and change and improve processes.  

However, despite the implementation of all the actions, enrollment and the associated revenue continue 

to decline.  Until CSU can make progress in first stabilizing and then increasing enrollment, difficult 

and unpopular decisions will need to be made in order to focus the limited resources on programs or 

areas that have the greatest impact on students.  The President should comment on strategies and 

initiatives to improve the financial situation while maintaining quality. 
 

 In fiscal 2017, the E&G deficit persists and is estimated to be $0.4 million.  However, this may 

be understated given the projections of tuition and fee revenues used in the budget of $17.3 million, 

based on a flat enrollment growth.  In looking at the past trends, as shown in Exhibit 11, this appears 

to be optimistic, as actual tuition and fee revenues consistently came in below budget due to the 

continual assumption that enrollment would basically remain flat each year.  Assuming a 3% enrollment 

decline and including $0.5 million in enhancement funds, the E&G deficit would grow by 

approximately $1.2 million.  Therefore, the Department of Legislative Services recommends that 

CSU achieve total salary savings of $1.2 million by reducing the number of funded faculty 

positions in low-demand courses or programs to achieve salary savings of $0.6 million, reducing 

the number of funded nonfaculty positions to achieve salary savings of $0.6 million, and 

submitting a report on the position reductions. 
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Exhibit 11 

Tuition and Fee Revenue Compared to Enrollment Growth and Tuition Increases 
Fiscal 2013-2017 

 

 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 

      

Budgeted $16,982 $16,568 $16,710 $16,883 $17,264 

Actual 15,465 16,462 15,861   

Difference -$1,517 -$106 -$849   

      

Enrollment Growth -4.5% -4.2% -6.3% -4.0%  

Tuition Growth Rate % 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 5.0% 2.0% 

 

 
Note:  Fiscal 2016 reflects working budget.  Fiscal 2016 and 2017 enrollment is the estimated growth. 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books; University System of Maryland; Department of Legislative Services 

 

 

 

2. Efforts to Improve Enrollment and Retention  
 

 CSU has implemented several programs to increase enrollment and retention.  Enrollment 

efforts included:  

 

 adding Enrollment Planning Services from the College Board, an analysis and reporting service 

that will allow the Admissions Office to better understand the student market and precisely 

locate students and conduct more strategic recruitment activities; 

 

 contracting with StudentBridge to develop an interactive virtual campus map, which is fully 

optimizeable for the mobile experience, creating opportunities to recruit students virtually; and 

 

 selecting Zone 5 to redesign recruitment publications with the intent of building a cohesive 

presentation for print and the Internet. 

 

 Retention efforts included: 

 

 participating in the Predictive Analytics Reporting (PAR) Framework Student Success Matrix 

(see USM Overview for further discussion) and recently becoming a member of the PAR 

Framework’s predicting analyses and benchmarking collaborative; 
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 establishing the Our House Community Mentoring Program, an intensive mentoring program 

providing students access to mentors who support their academic goals, social development, 

and career goals.  Each “house” consists of 10 students and 5 to 6 mentors – 1 faculty, staff, 

alumni, upper classman, and a member from the faith-based community.  The second-year 

retention rate of the 48 fall 2014 participants was 83%,with an average grade point average of 

2.8; 

 

 establishing the Student Success Council, which is charged with researching and recommending 

data supported strategies to the campus community to achieve institutional goals and reviewing 

data collected by campus units that impact recruitment, retention, and graduation rates; 

reviewing the impact of campus policies; and monitoring changes in student outcomes; 

 

 adding a financial literacy/Free Application for Federal Student Aid review to the freshman 

orientation course; 

 

 creating a financial aid newsletter targeting new and continuing students; and 

 

 renovating the Eagles Nest to provide space for veterans and Reserve Officer Training Corps 

students to be used as a resource center. 

 

In order to facilitate the transfer of students from community colleges, the Office of Transfer 

and Transition Services (TTS) was established to serve as the point of contact during a student’s transfer 

process and throughout their academic career at CSU.  TTS manages the transfer admission process, 

transcript evaluations, ARTSYS updates, retention of transfer students, and partnership agreements 

with community colleges including guaranteed admissions, articulation, and reverse transfer 

agreements.  Currently, CSU has articulation agreements with Anne Arundel Community College 

(AACC), Baltimore City Community College (BCCC), Community College of Baltimore County, and 

College of Southern Maryland (CSM).  In addition, CSU has reverse transfer agreements with CSM 

and AACC and is expected to have agreements in place with BCCC and Hagerstown Community 

College this year.  

 

Collaboration with the University of Baltimore 
 

 CSU signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the University of Baltimore (UB) 

in June 2015 to facilitate the growth of science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) 

programs and initiatives and achieve greater efficiencies between the institutions.  The MOU is 

intended to encourage collaborative faculty research in STEM areas through the sharing of instructional 

expertise, laboratory equipment, and space.  Emphasis is also placed on the innovation and the 

acquisition of computer software licenses for STEM disciplines. 

  

 The Coppin-UB Partnership for Education and Research Committee (PERC) was established 

to review programs and strategies on both campuses and make recommendations to leadership on 
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potential areas of collaboration.  PERC meets regularly throughout the academic year and is chaired by 

a steering committee of faculty from each campus and its goals include: 

 

 establishing the Center for Environmental Science to attract students and faculty to use space 

on both campuses, primarily the Science and Technology Center (STC); 

 

 providing students with research experiences and collaborative opportunities with faculty from 

both campuses; and  

 

 increasing enrollment in STEM areas by providing academic and student support services 

e.g., customized advisement, adequate living environments, and shuttle transportation between 

the campuses. 

 

Recent activities of PERC include: 

 

 Collaborating on a research project in Carroll County on the Laurel Cemetery Project – funded 

with a grant from the UB Foundation to support students and faculty in using penetrating radar 

equipment to conduct excavation in helping to relocate a historic African American gravesite.  

This has led both institutions to explore the possibility of offering a joint course or program in 

anthropology. 

 

 Sharing of facilities and equipment – plans are in progress to facilitate the use of laboratories 

within STC through UB’s field studies program in Environmental Sciences in which CSU 

students will be able to take upper division research courses in Environmental Sciences while 

UB students will have access to the laboratories. 

 

 Interinstitutional software licensing – currently exploring the use of software for current and 

future initiatives. 

 

 The President should comment on strategies to improve student performance, efforts to 

fully utilize facilities, and the status of current and future collaborations with Baltimore 

institutions. 

 

 

3. Meeting College Expenses 

 

As the cost of college continues to increase, students and families are relying on a variety of 

financial aid to pay for college with more students taking out loans.  When accounting for the average 

amount of federal, State, and institutional aid awarded to all CSU students, the average net price for a 

FT/FT Maryland undergraduate student at CSU was $9,407 in fiscal 2015 compared to the list price of 

$20,146 (based on tuition, mandatory fees, books and supplies, other expenses, and the weighted 

average of room and board), according to the National Center for Education Statistics’ College 
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Navigator.  This amounts to a 53.3% reduction in the net cost of attendance.  For those with a family 

income up to $30,000, the average net price was $9,340 in fiscal 2015. 

 

In fiscal 2015, 71% of CSU’s undergraduate students receive Pell awards, which are given to 

those who otherwise could not afford college and have an expected family contribution (EFC) of less 

than a specific amount, which was $5,730 in fiscal 2015.  EFC is an indicator of the amount a family 

is able to contribute to pay for a student’s college education:  the lower the EFC, the greater the financial 

aid. 

 

Since fiscal 2011, when expenditures on institutional aid fell to $2.1 million due to the failure 

to disburse most of the need-based aid, expenditures have rebounded, growing 74.5%, or $1.5 million 

by fiscal 2015.  The amount spent on need-based aid increased 478.9% during this time period, as 

shown in Exhibit 12.  Between fiscal 2013 and 2015, expenditures on need-based aid grew 40.2 % due 

to a fiscal 2014 supplemental budget, which provided $378,000 to increase need-based aid.  During the 

same time period, expenditures on scholarships declined $0.2 million which was offset by an increase 

in athletic scholarships.  In fiscal 2016, total spending on institutional aid increases $0.5 million of 

which $0.4 million is going to scholarships. 

 

 

Exhibit 12 

Institutional Aid:  Total Aid and Aid as a Percentage of  

Undergraduate Tuition Revenues 
Fiscal 2010-2017 

($ in Thousands) 
 

 
 
Source: University System of Maryland; Department of Legislative Services 
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The USM BOR has instructed institutions to use a portion of annual tuition revenue increases 

for institutional aid directed toward those undergraduate students with the highest financial need, 

offsetting increases in tuition rates and holding harmless those with the greatest need.  Since 

fiscal 2011, when institutional aid as a percentage of tuition revenue fell to 15.3%, it has steadily 

increased to 38.1% in fiscal 2017. 

 

Exhibit 13 compares how CSU distributed need-based aid between fiscal 2010 and 2015.  

While the number of awards going to Pell-eligible students increased, the portion of awards going to 

these students declined from 99.2% in fiscal 2010 to 91.5% in fiscal 2015.  In fiscal 2015, students in 

all EFC categories received need-based aid.  Overall, the average award increased across all EFC 

categories with students with an EFC greater than $20,000 receiving the highest average award of 

$2,316.   

 

 

Exhibit 13 

Comparison of Number and Average Amount of Need-based Aid Received 

Per Recipient by Expected Family Contribution 
Fiscal 2010 and 2015 

 

 
 

Source:  University System of Maryland 
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In fiscal 2015, 163 less scholarships were awarded than in fiscal 2010, which is to be expected 

given that total expenditures on scholarships declined $0.2 million during this time period.  Overall, 

approximately 75% of the scholarship awards in both years went to Pell-eligible students.  The average 

amount of an award for Pell-eligible students increased by $1,384 to $3,762 in fiscal 2015, as shown 

in Exhibit 14.  The average amount of awards increased for all students in all EFC categories except 

for those with an EFC of Pell+$1 to $6,999 whose award declined by $1,364. 

 

 

Exhibit 14 

Comparison of Number and Average Amount of Scholarships Received 

Per Recipient by Expected Family Contribution 
Fiscal 2010 and 2015 

 

 
 

 
Source:  University System of Maryland 
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 federal subsidized loans, which are based on financial need with the government paying the 
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 federal unsubsidized loans, which are generally for those who do not demonstrate financial need 

with the interest added to the balance of the loan while the student is enrolled in school (Stafford 

and parent loans); and  

 

 private loans. 

 

 

Exhibit 15 

Mean Loan Amount by Type and Expected Family Contribution 
Fiscal 2015 

 

 
 

 
Source:  University System of Maryland 
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and $3,561.  As shown in Exhibit 15, in all but two EFC categories, the highest average loans were 
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federal loan programs rather than take out private loans. 
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According to the U.S. Department of Education’s College Scorecard, 69% of undergraduate 

students used federal loans to pay for college.  This does not include the federal parent loans.  The 

average federal debt of a CSU graduate is $19,031, excluding federal parent loans.  This does not 

include private loans that students may take out to finance their education.  While other organizations 

collect more inclusive data on student debt such as College Insights, which is referenced in other 

institutions’ budget analyses, CSU does not report on this data. 
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Recommended Actions 

 

1. Add the following language to the unrestricted fund appropriation:  

 

, provided that funded faculty positions shall be reduced to achieve salary savings of $600,000 

and that these positions be related to low-demand courses or programs.  Further provided that 

funded nonfaculty positions shall be reduced to achieve salary savings of $600,000.  A report 

shall be submitted to the budget committees by December 15, 2016, detailing the reduction of 

the positions and associated savings. 

 

Explanation:  This language requires Coppin State University (CSU) to reduce funded faculty 

and nonfaculty positions to achieve salary savings totaling $1.2 million and that the faculty 

positions be associated with low-demand courses and programs.  A report is to be submitted 

on the position reductions by December 15, 2016. 

 

 Information Request 
 

Reduction of positions 

Author 
 

CSU 

Due Date 
 

December 15, 2016 
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Appendix 1 

 

 

Current and Prior Year Budgets 

 

General Special Federal

Fund Fund Fund

Fiscal 2015

Legislative

   Appropriation $41,832 $1,799 $0 $29,126 $72,757 $18,900 $91,657

Deficiency

   Appropriation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Cost

   Containment -1,640 0 0 0 -1,640 0 -1,640

Budget

   Amendments 223 106 0 0 329 -900 -571

Reversions and

   Cancellations 0 0 0 -3,598 -3,598 -3,979 -7,577

Actual

   Expenditures $40,416 $1,905 $0 $25,527 $67,848 $14,021 $81,869

Fiscal 2016

Legislative

   Appropriation $42,069 $2,027 $0 $28,546 $72,642 $18,000 $90,642

Budget

   Amendments 659 0 0 39 698 0 698

Working

   Appropriation $42,728 $2,027 $0 $28,585 $73,340 $18,000 $91,340

Restricted

Current and Prior Year Budgets

Other Total

Fund Fund Fund

($ in Thousands)

USM – Coppin State Univesity

Total

Unrestricted Unrestricted

 
 

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  Numbers may not sum to total 

due to rounding. 

 

 

 

Fiscal 2015 
 

 The fiscal 2015 legislative appropriations for CSU declined by $9.8 million.  General funds 

decreased by $1.4 million which included $1.6 million in cost containment measures.  A variety of 

strategies were used to meet this reduction including decreasing the general operating and facility 

renewal expenditures; eliminating one position; laying off one person; and transferring $0.3 million 
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from the fund balance.  A budget amendment added $0.3 million related to a 2% cost-of-living 

adjustment, and a $0.1 million decrease is offset by a corresponding increase in the special fund 

appropriation, which is comprised of the HEIF.  Cancellations of unrestricted funds amounted to 

$3.6 million due to reduced spending in order to meet a balanced budget goal driven primarily by an 

enrollment decline. 

  

Restricted funds decreased by $4.9 million.  A budget amendment decreased funds $0.9 million 

due to a decline in federal ($0.8 million), State ($88,250), and private ($32,500) contract and grant 

activity.  Cancellation of restricted funds totaled $4.0 million due to lower than anticipated spending 

on financial aid related to a decline in enrollment. 

 

 

Fiscal 2016  
 

To date, the fiscal 2016 legislative appropriation has risen by $0.7 million.  General funds 

increased $0.7 million by a budget amendment to restore a 2% pay reduction.  Other unrestricted funds 

increased by $38,964 and included $0.3 million in tuition and fee revenue related to an increase in 

collection of various fees, $43,000 in miscellaneous income, and $5,000 in federal grants and contracts.  

These increases were offset by a $0.4 million decrease in auxiliary enterprises. 
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 Object/Fund Difference Report 

USM – Coppin State University 

 

  FY 16    

 FY 15 Working FY 17 FY 16 - FY 17 Percent 

Object/Fund Actual Appropriation Allowance Amount Change Change 

      

Positions      

01    Regular 456.50 442.00 442.00 0.00 0% 

02    Contractual 143.43 149.00 156.79 7.79 5.2% 

Total Positions 599.93 591.00 598.79 7.79 1.3% 

      

Objects      

01    Salaries and Wages $ 40,811,205 $ 42,061,488 $ 43,020,165 $ 958,677 2.3% 

02    Technical and Spec. Fees 7,476,806 7,655,402 8,335,975 680,573 8.9% 

03    Communication 249,847 359,487 359,610 123 0% 

04    Travel 892,925 1,178,000 1,178,000 0 0% 

06    Fuel and Utilities 3,333,980 4,150,000 4,067,686 -82,314 -2.0% 

07    Motor Vehicles 64,942 239,546 207,211 -32,335 -13.5% 

08    Contractual Services 8,823,853 11,396,041 11,932,327 536,286 4.7% 

09    Supplies and Materials 938,132 1,941,539 1,941,539 0 0% 

10    Equipment – Replacement 36,402 525,000 525,000 0 0% 

11    Equipment – Additional 338,296 1,054,310 629,310 -425,000 -40.3% 

12    Grants, Subsidies, and Contributions 13,184,178 14,817,060 14,817,060 0 0% 

13    Fixed Charges 5,718,200 5,693,871 5,812,072 118,201 2.1% 

14    Land and Structures 0 268,203 268,203 0 0% 

Total Objects $ 81,868,766 $ 91,339,947 $ 93,094,158 $ 1,754,211 1.9% 

      

Funds      

40    Unrestricted Fund $ 67,847,729 $ 73,339,947 $ 75,094,158 $ 1,754,211 2.4% 

43    Restricted Fund 14,021,037 18,000,000 18,000,000 0 0% 

Total Funds $ 81,868,766 $ 91,339,947 $ 93,094,158 $ 1,754,211 1.9% 

      

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions 
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Fiscal Summary 

USM – Coppin State University 

      

 FY 15 FY 16 FY 17   FY 16 - FY 17 

Program/Unit Actual Wrk Approp Allowance Change % Change 

      

01 Instruction $ 20,044,121 $ 22,732,761 $ 22,911,225 $ 178,464 0.8% 

02 Research -25,211 52,905 52,905 0 0% 

03 Public Service -3,430 0 0 0 0% 

04 Academic Support 7,220,192 7,402,937 7,673,901 270,964 3.7% 

05 Student Services 5,107,769 5,414,547 5,575,862 161,315 3.0% 

06 Institutional Support 16,435,578 16,999,302 17,753,175 753,873 4.4% 

07 Operation and Maintenance of Plant 11,409,956 13,720,704 14,286,043 565,339 4.1% 

08 Auxiliary Enterprises 10,403,722 12,371,282 12,195,538 -175,744 -1.4% 

17 Scholarships and Fellowships 11,276,069 12,645,509 12,645,509 0 0% 

Total Expenditures $ 81,868,766 $ 91,339,947 $ 93,094,158 $ 1,754,211 1.9% 

      

Unrestricted Fund $ 67,847,729 $ 73,339,947 $ 75,094,158 $ 1,754,211 2.4% 

Restricted Fund 14,021,037 18,000,000 18,000,000 0 0% 

Total Appropriations $ 81,868,766 $ 91,339,947 $ 93,094,158 $ 1,754,211 1.9% 

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions 
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Operating Budget Data 

 ($ in Thousands) 
 
        

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change  

  Actual Working Allowance Change Prior Year  

        

 General Funds $31,937 $33,066 $34,423 $1,358 4.1%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 378 -142 -520   

 Adjusted General Fund $31,937 $33,444 $34,281 $838 2.5%  

        
 Special Funds 1,497 1,574 1,713 139 8.8%  

 Adjusted Special Fund $1,497 $1,574 $1,713 $139 8.8%  

        
 Other Unrestricted Funds 76,564 80,029 78,442 -1,587 -2.0%  

 Adjusted Other Unrestricted Fund $76,564 $80,029 $78,442 -$1,587 -2.0%  

        
 Total Unrestricted Funds 109,998 114,668 114,578 -91 -0.1%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 378 -142 -520   

 Adjusted Total Unrestricted Funds $109,998 $115,046 $114,436 -$610 -0.5%  

        
 Restricted Funds 17,544 25,103 25,103 0             

 Adjusted Restricted Fund $17,544 $25,103 $25,103 $0 0.0%  

        
 Adjusted Grand Total $127,541 $140,149 $139,539 -$610 -0.4%  

        

 

 A fiscal 2016 deficiency is provided to the University System of Maryland Office to cover an 

increase in health insurance that will be allocated among the institutions, of which the 

University of Baltimore (UB) share is estimated to be $0.4 million. 

 

 General funds increase $0.8 million, or 2.5%, in fiscal 2017 after adjusting for the fiscal 2016 

deficiency and a $0.1 million across-the-board reduction in health insurance in fiscal 2017. 

 

 The Higher Education Investment Fund increases $0.1 million, or 8.8%, in fiscal 2017 resulting 

in an overall growth of 2.8%, or $1.0 million, in State funds above fiscal 2016.  The fiscal 2017 

allowance also includes funding for increments budgeted in the Department of Budget and 

Management totaling $1.5 million, and UB will receive $0.2 million in enhancement funds.  If 

these are taken into account, State funds increase 7.7%, or $2.7 million.
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Personnel Data 

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17  

  Actual Working Allowance Change   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Regular Positions 

 
726.50 

 
721.50 

 
721.50 

 
0.00 

 
  

 Contractual FTEs 
 

107.86 
 

96.83 
 

96.83 
 

0.00 
 
  

 
 
Total Personnel 

 
834.36 

 
818.33 

 
818.33 

 
0.00 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Vacancy Data:  Regular Positions 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Turnover and Necessary Vacancies, Excluding New 

Positions 
 

30.81 
 

4.27% 
 

 
 
 

 
 Positions and Percentage Vacant as of 12/31/15 

 
74.50 

 
10.30% 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

 The allowance does not provide for any new regular positions. 

 

 

Analysis in Brief 

 

Major Trends 
 

Enrollment:  Undergraduate enrollment declined 4.1%, or 141 students, in fall 2015 with first-time, 

full-time and continuing students falling 42.0% and 1.7%, respectively, and transfers slightly increasing 

by 0.6%.  Graduate enrollment declined by 1.8%, resulting in a 3.0% decrease in total enrollment. 

 

Student Performance:  The second-year retention rate improved from one of the lowest rates of 

67.4% with the 2012 cohort to 78.8% with the subsequent cohort.  The six-year graduation rate of the 

fiscal cohort improved from a low of 52.0% with the 2005 cohort, and the rate steadily improved to 

58.0% with the fiscal 2009 cohort. 

 

Expenditures Per Degree:  After expenditures per degree reached a high of $61,063 in 2008, the cost 

fell to $52,935 in 2012.  For the first time in the past five years, UB’s expenditures per degree fell 

below that of its peers, by $3,013 in 2012. 

 

 

Issues 
 

Meeting College Expenses:  Expenditures on institutional aid grew 74.7%, or $2.0 million, from 

fiscal 2010 to 2014 with scholarships accounting for $1.2 million of the increase and spending on 

need-based aid increasing 113.5%, or $0.8 million.   
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Recommended Actions 

 

    
1. Concur with Governor’s allowance.   

 

 

Updates 

 

Dissolution of University of Baltimore/Towson University Master of Business Administration 

Program:  In fall 2015, UB and Towson University decided not to renew the Memorandum of 

Understanding to offer a joint Master of Business Administration program when it expired in 

October 1, 2015, resulting in the program reverting back to UB. 
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Operating Budget Analysis 

 

Program Description 
 

The University of Baltimore (UB) provides career-oriented educational programs in law, 

business, liberal arts and sciences, and related professional applications of the liberal arts at the 

doctoral, master’s, and baccalaureate levels.  The emphasis on practical, applied, career-oriented 

education at the undergraduate and graduate level attracts students with clear professional goals.  UB 

applies the expertise of faculty, staff, and students to address current economic, social, and political 

problems in Baltimore City and the State.  The student body is a mix of full- and part-time, day and 

evening, and traditional and returning students reflecting the racial and ethnic diversity of the 

metropolitan region. 

 

UB places a high priority on the integration of technology enhancements into instructions in all 

fields and as such strives to be a leader in the development and dissemination of knowledge in applied 

disciplines.  A large and growing number of classroom courses provide online components, including 

syllabi, links to relevant websites, threaded discussions, and electronic library resources.  This allows 

for any qualified Marylanders to have access to UB’s academic programs and services without regard 

to location, economic means, or other limiting circumstances. 

 

Carnegie Classification:  Master’s L:  Master’s Colleges and Universities (larger programs) 

 
Fall 2015 Undergraduate Enrollment Headcount Fall 2015 Graduate Enrollment Headcount 

Male 1,390 Male 1,156 

Female 1,954 Female 1,729 

Total 3,344 (95.1% In-state) Total 2,885 

    
Fall 2015 New Students Headcount Campus (Main Campus) 

First-time 141 Acres 11.3 

Transfers/Others 670 Buildings 13 

Graduate 764 Average Age 60 

Total 1,575 Oldest 120 years old 

    
Programs Degrees Awarded (2014-2015) 

Bachelor’s 21 Bachelor’s 694 

Master’s 25 Master’s 504 

Doctoral/Professional 3 Doctoral/Professional  279 

  Total Degrees 1,477 

   
Proposed Fiscal 2017 In-state Tuition and Fees*   

Undergraduate Tuition $6,610 
% of Graduates with Federal 

Loans 58% 

Mandatory Fees $1,914 Average Federal Loan Debt $20,500 

    
*Contingent on Board of Regents approval.   
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Performance Measure 
  

 

1. Enrollment 
 

Total undergraduate enrollment declined 4.1%, or 141 students, in fall 2015.  While the number 

of transfer students grew 0.6%, first-time, full-time (FT/FT) and continuing students fell 42.0% and 

1.7% respectively, as shown in Exhibit 1.  According to UB, the reduction in FT/FT freshmen is 

consistent with its enrollment objective to have a stronger entering class by increasing the admissions 

standards such as requiring higher high school grade point averages and SAT scores.  UB is also 

renewing its focus on community college transfers by strengthening its pipelines with community 

colleges and BEELINE, which allows for direct admits from the community college to UB with 

advising support from UB prior to matriculation. 
 

 

Exhibit 1 

Percentage Change in Undergraduate and Graduate Enrollment 
Fall 2013-2015 

 

 
 

Source:  University System of Maryland 

 

 

Meanwhile, the continual decline in graduate students persists, but the rate of decline seems to 

be slowing from 4.5% in fall 2013 to 1.8% in fall 2014 and 2015.  This may indicate that UB may have 

stabilized a continuing decline in law school enrollments, reflecting a national trend.  Overall, total 

enrollment decreased 3.0% in fall 2015.  The President should comment on the decline in 

enrollment, especially to the School of Law, what efforts are being taken to stabilize enrollment, 

and on collaborative efforts with Coppin State University that may help attract and retain 

students. 
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2. Student Performance 

 

Student persistence, or retention, provides a measure of student progress and an indication of 

an institution’s performance:  the higher the retention rate, the more likely students will persist and 

graduate.  In fall 2007, UB admitted its first freshmen in 32 years under the First and Second Year 

Program.  Although, as shown in Exhibit 2, the second-year retention rate for that cohort started out 

relatively low, at 67.8%, it increased to 81.6% with the 2008 cohort before declining to a low rate of 

67.4% with the 2012 cohort.  According to UB, this is related to transitioning its retention program 

from a dedicated, highly freshman focused program to a more mainstream campuswide effort requiring 

reassignment and redevelopment of resources.  The rate jumped to 78.8% with the 2013 cohort, which 

UB attributes to reassigning responsibility for retention to the College of Arts and Sciences that 

dispersed resources across academic programs while incorporating personnel with added responsibility 

for student retention.  After reaching the highest rate of 63.2% with the 2008 cohort, the third-year 

retention rate fell to 53.45% with the proceeding cohort.  The rate has since remained fairly stable at 

55.0%. 

 

 

Exhibit 2 

Second- and Third-year Retention Rates 
2007-2013 Cohorts 

 

 
 

Note:  Percentages represent first-time, full-time students who remained enrolled at the same institution in the subsequent 

fall semesters. 
 

Source:  Maryland Higher Education Commission, Retention and Graduation Rates at Maryland Four-year Institutions, 

September 2015; University of Baltimore 
 

 

Completion rates are greatly influenced by time – the longer it takes a student to graduate, the 

more likely (s)he will dropout as other priorities compete with classes.  Longer completion times 

translate into increased costs, not only for the student but the institution and State as well.  According 
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to College Measures, the total cost of attrition for all FT/FT students not returning for a second-year at 

UB totals $0.7 million, or $16,910 per student in fiscal 2012.  The average time-to-degree, according 

to the Report on the Instructional Workload of the USM Faculty, increased from 4.1 years in 2014, to 

4.5 years in 2015. 

 

Traditional student progress measures, such as those reported by the Maryland Higher 

Education Commission (MHEC) and the federal government, only track the success of the “traditional” 

FT/FT student – those enrolled at an institution at the start of the academic year and continuously 

enrolled as a full-time student until completion.  These measures do not include part-time students, 

transfer students, those who enroll in the spring, changed enrollment status, or stopped-out, thereby 

only providing a partial picture of an institution’s performance.  University System of Maryland (USM) 

revised the measure to include these students by defining the cohort as all new degree-seeking students 

who enrolled during the fiscal year.  Exhibit 3 compares the traditional MHEC six-year graduation rate 

to the USM revised measure.  Since UB did not enroll its first freshman class until fall 2007, there are 

no rates prior to this cohort.  However, since the revised USM measure takes into account all students, 

a six-year graduation rate can be determined for each fiscal year cohort.  After declining to a low of 

52.0% with the 2005 cohort, the graduation rate slowly improved to the highest rate of 58.0% with the 

fiscal 2009 cohort but declined to 57.0% with the subsequent cohort.  The rate for the FT/FT students 

improved from 44.8% with the 2007 cohort to 48.5% with the 2008 cohort.   
 

 

Exhibit 3 

Comparison of Six-year Graduation Rates 
First-time, Full-time 2007-2008 and Fiscal 2004-2010 Cohorts 

 

 
 

FT/FT:  first-time, full-time 
 

Note:  Percentages include FT/FT students who persisted at and graduated from the institution they initially enrolled in 

and those who transferred and graduated from any Maryland public or private four-year institution.  Fiscal year cohorts 

include all degree-seeking students (FT/FT, part-time, and transfers) who enrolled in the fiscal year. 
 

Source:  Maryland Higher Education Commission; University System of Maryland 
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While the new six-year graduation provides a more accurate picture of the total graduation rate 

of an institution, it does not tell what happened to those who did not graduate nor how transfers perform.  

To help address this lack of information, the Student Achievement Measures was created, which is a 

voluntary reporting system that tracks the progress of FT/FT and full-time transfer students throughout 

their college career.  Overall, UB graduates transfer students at a higher rate than FT/FT students, as 

shown in Exhibit 4, 65% compared to 38%, respectively, for the 2007 cohorts.  The graduation for the 

2008 FT/FT and transfer cohorts declined by 5 and 4 percentage points, respectively.  Approximately, 

25% of the FT/FT students transferred to another institution while the status of 30% of the students is 

unknown.   

 

 

Exhibit 4 

Status of First-time, Full-time and Full-time Transfers Students 

Seeking a Bachelor’s Degree within Six Years 
Fall 2007 and 2008 Cohort 

 

 
 

UB:  University of Baltimore 

 

Source:  Student Achievement Measures 

 

 

 

3. Expenditures Per Degree 

 

Education and related expenditures per degree measures the cost of producing a degree, 

showing if an institution is becoming more or less productive over time in using its resources to produce 
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degrees.  Therefore, the lower the expenditures, the more efficient an institution is in producing degrees.  

Exhibit 5 compares UB’s expenditures per degree to the average of its peers, which are those used to 

benchmark UB’s performance in USM’s Dashboard Indicators.  After expenditures reached a high of 

$61,063 per degree in 2008, the cost steadily declined to $52,935 in 2012.  For the first time in the past 

five years, UB’s expenditures per degree fell below that of its peers, by $3,013 in 2012. 

 

 

Exhibit 5 

Educational and Related Expenditures Per Degree Completed 
Academic Year 2007-2012 

 

 
 

Note:  Education and related expenditures include direct spending on instruction, student services, and education share of 

spending on academic and institutional support, and operation and maintenance.  All dollar amounts are reported in 

2012 dollars (Higher Education Price Index adjusted).  Direct educational costs per degree is calculated as the total 

education and related expenses for all students divided by all degrees (undergraduate, graduate, and professional) awarded 

in that year. 

 

Source:  Delta Project, Trends in College Spending Online; Department of Legislative Services 

 

 

 

Fiscal 2016 Actions 
 

Proposed Deficiency  

 
 A fiscal 2016 deficiency would provide the University of Maryland System Office (USMO) 

with $16.5 million to cover an increase in health insurance costs at all USM institutions (see USM 

Overview for further discussion).  The UB estimated portion of the deficiency is $0.4 million. 
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Cost Containment  
 

Cost containment measures in fiscal 2016 resulted in a 2%, or $0.7 million, reduction in UB 

appropriations.  This was met by eliminating 5.0 positions ($0.4 million) and reducing contractual 

expenses ($0.3 million). 

 

 

Proposed Budget 
 

 As shown in Exhibit 6, the general fund allowance for fiscal 2017 is 3.1%, or $1.0 million, 

higher than in fiscal 2016 after including the fiscal 2016 deficiency, adjusting for the fiscal 2017 

across-the-board reduction for employees health insurance based on a revised estimate of the amount 

of funding needed, and including enhancement funds.  The Higher Education Investment Fund (HEIF) 

increases 8.8%, or $0.1 million, over fiscal 2016, resulting in an overall growth in State funds of 3.4%, 

or $1.2 million, to $36.2 million.  However, when including $1.5 million for salary increments budgeted 

in the Department of Budget and Management, State funds grow 7.7%, or $2.7 million.  Other 

unrestricted funds decline 2.0%, or $1.6 million, due to an estimated decrease in tuition and fee 

revenues related to a projected decline of 53 students in the law school.  The President should 

comment on how the institution will deal with the reduction in tuition and fee revenue. 
 

 

Exhibit 6 

Proposed Budget 
University of Baltimore 

($ in Thousands) 
 

 FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change 

 Actual Adjusted Adjusted Change Prior Year 
      

General Funds $31,937 $33,066 $34,423   

Deficiencies  378     

Across the board    -142   

Enhancement Funds   200   

Total General Funds $31,937 $33,444 $34,481 $1,038 3.1% 

HEIF 1,497 1,574 1,713 139 8.8% 

Total State Funds $33,434 $35,017 $36,194 $1,177 3.4% 

Other Unrestricted Funds 76,564 80,029 78,442 -1,587 -2.0% 

Total Unrestricted Funds $109,998 $115,046 $114,636 -$410 -0.4% 

Restricted Funds 17,544 25,103 25,103 0 0.0% 

Total Funds $127,541 $140,149 $139,739 -$410 -0.3% 
 

 

HEIF:  Higher Education Investment Fund 
 

Note:  Fiscal 2016 general funds are adjusted to reflect the University of Baltimore’s estimated portion of the deficiency 

and fiscal 2017 is adjusted to reflect the across-the-board reduction and enhancement funds. 
 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2017; Department of Legislative Services 
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The fiscal 2017 allowance includes $0.2 million to replace revenues equivalent to a 

1.0% increase in resident tuition rates.  The Governor’s allowance assumes a 2.0% increase in resident 

undergraduate tuition.  As previously mentioned, the allowance provides for a salary increment that 

totals $1.7 million, of which the General Fund portion is $1.5 million with the remaining $0.2 million 

to be funded from other current unrestricted and restricted revenues.   

 

UB was awarded $0.2 million of the $6.8 million in enhancement funding included in USMO’s 

budget (see USM Overview for further discussion).  UB is currently evaluating how to best use the 

funds with the top priority being to expand its direct advising support and, in particular, training and 

supervising student advisors.  In addition, the university may reallocate $50,000 of internal resources 

to provide additional funds for advising. 

  

 Budget changes by program area in the allowance are shown in Exhibit 7.  This data includes 

unrestricted funds only, the majority of which consist of general funds, the HEIF, and tuition and fee 

revenues.  In fiscal 2016, education and general (E&G) expenditures grew 3.6%, or $3.7 million.  

Research expenditures grew at the highest rate of 58.5%, or $0.3 million, due to the filling of vacant 

positions and the costs to support new contracts with the Maryland Department of Transportation.  The 

increase in spending of $1.8 million, or 25.5%, in operations and maintenance of plant is due to less 

being spent in fiscal 2015 on facility renewal and replacement projects.  The spending increase of 

$1.1 million, 4.3%, on institutional support is related to the salaries and fringe benefits for vacant 

positions not being reflected in actuals for fiscal 2015, equipment purchases, and the PeopleSoft 

maintenance contract. 

 

 Expenditures on instruction declined 1.7%, or $0.7 million, due to a reduction in the number of 

adjunct faculty in fiscal 2016.  The spending decline of $0.3 million on academic support is related to 

staff retirements and a reduction in contractual workforce and supplies. 

 

 In fiscal 2017, E&G expenditures decline 0.4%, or $0.4 million, but when including 

$1.5 million of salary increments, expenditures increase 1.0%, or $1.1 million.  The decline in spending 

on institutional support of $0.4 million, or 1.5%, is due to police, life safety, and camera equipment 

purchases in fiscal 2016.  The decline of $87,900, or 0.2%, in instruction is primarily related to 

anticipated savings from retirements.  The slight increases in other programs are related to personnel 

costs. 
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Exhibit 7 

Budget Changes for Unrestricted Funds by Program 
Fiscal 2015-2017 

($ in Thousands) 
 

 
2015 

Actual 

2016 

Adjusted 

Working 

2015-16 

% Change 

2017 

Adjusted 

2016-17 

Change 

2016-17 

% Change 
       

Expenditures       

Instruction $38,862 $38,212 -1.7% $38,124 -$88 -0.2% 

Research 478 757 58.5% 765 7 1.0% 

Academic Support 13,645 13,369 -2.0% 13,412 44 0.3% 

Student Services 9,252 9,284 0.4% 9,297 13 0.1% 

Institutional Support 25,221 26,302 4.3% 25,898 -404 -1.5% 

Operation and Maintenance of 

Plant 7,189 9,025 25.5% 9,058 33 0.4% 

Scholarships and Fellowships 8,744 9,813 12.2% 10,123 311 3.2% 

Deficiency/ATB Reduction  378  -142   

Enhancement Funds    200   
       

Education and General Total $103,391 $107,140 3.6% $106,735 -$405 -0.4% 
       

Auxiliary Enterprises $6,607 $7,906 19.7% $7,901 -$6 -0.1% 
       

Grand Total $109,998 $115,046 4.9% $114,636 -$730 -0.6% 
       

Revenues       

Tuition and Fees $66,239 $70,200 6.0% $68,592 -$1,608 -2.3% 

General Funds 31,937 33,444 4.7% 34,481 1,038 3.1% 

Higher Education Investment Fund 1,497 1,574 5.2% 1,713 139 8.8% 

Other Unrestricted Funds 1,962 2,541 29.6% 2,541  0.0% 

Subtotal $101,635 $107,759 6.0% $107,328 -$431 -0.4% 
       

Auxiliary Enterprises $8,417 $8,452 0.4% $8,452 $0 0.0% 
       

Transfer (to)/from Fund Balance -54 -1,165  -1,144   
       

Grand Total $109,998 $115,046 4.6% $114,636 -$410 -0.4% 
 
 

ATB:  across-the-board 
 

Note:  Fiscal 2016 general funds are adjusted by $0.4 million to reflect proposed deficiency.  Fiscal 2017 general funds 

are adjusted to reflect $0.1 million across-the-board reduction and $0.2 million in enhancement funds. 
 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2017; Department of Legislative Services 
 

 

 Expenditures per FTES 
 

 Expenditures per full-time equivalent student (FTES) grew 11.9%, between fiscal 2012 and 

2015, from $19,475 to $21,793 respectively, as shown in Exhibit 8.  This is partially due to a 2.4% 
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decline in enrollment attributed to a continuing drop in the School of Law enrollment, which accounted 

for 77.0% of the decrease since fall 2012.  Enrollment in the law school fell 15.5%, from 1,112 students 

in 2012 to 940 in 2014.  The largest increase in spending per FTES of 10.0%, or $1,979, occurred in 

fiscal 2015.  Over half of the increase ($1,029) was related to institutional support while operations and 

maintenance of plant declined by $175 per FTES.  The increase in fiscal 2015 was in spite of cost 

containment measures that resulted in a $1.3 million reduction of the UB budget.  In fiscal 2017, 

spending decreases 1.4%, or $320, reflecting a projected decline in tuition and fee revenues, coupled 

with a projected increase in enrollment.  However, this decline may be understated.  According to the 

Governor’s Budget Books enrollment is projected to increase in 1.0% in fiscal 2017, but as previously 

mentioned, UB estimates enrollment to decline. 

 
 

 

 

Exhibit 8 

Unrestricted Fund Expenditures Per Full-time Equivalent Student 
Fiscal 2012-2017 

 

 
 

FTES:  Full-time Equivalent Student 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books; Department of Legislative Services 
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Issues 

 

1. Meeting College Expenses 

 

As the cost of college continues to increase, students and families are relying on a variety of 

financial resources to pay for college with more students taking out loans.  When accounting for the 

average amount of federal, State, and institutional aid awarded to all UB students, the average net price 

for a FT/FT Maryland undergraduate student at UB was $14,648 in fiscal 2015 compared to the list 

price of $27,768 (based on tuition, mandatory fees, books and supplies, other expenses, and the 

weighted average of room and board), according to the National Center for Education Statistics’ 

College Navigator.  This amounts to a 47.2% reduction in the net cost of attendance.  For those families 

with a family income under $30,000, the average net price was $12,601 in fiscal 2015. 

 

 In fiscal 2015, 44.3% of UB undergraduate students received Pell awards, which are given to 

those students who otherwise could not afford college and have an expected family contribution (EFC) 

of less than a specific amount, which was $5,730 in fiscal 2015.  EFC is an indicator of the amount a 

family is able to contribute to pay for a student’s college education:  the lower the EFC, the greater the 

financial aid. 

 

 Expenditures on institutional aid grew 74.7%, or $2.0 million, from fiscal 2010 to 2014 with 

scholarships accounting for $1.2 million of the increase, as shown in Exhibit 9.  Spending on 

need-based aid increased 113.5%, or $0.8 million, during this time period.  After spending on 

need-based aid reached its highest level of $1.5 million in fiscal 2014, expenditures declined 

$0.6 million in fiscal 2015.  UB attributes this to higher than expected acceptance of need-based aid in 

fiscal 2014 and a difference in the number of students awarded aid compared to the number of awards 

that were realized in fiscal 2015.  This difference was due to various factors including more awardees 

who did not enroll and thus the awards were cancelled, and more awardees attending less than full-time 

resulting in a decrease in the amount of the award.  In fiscal 2016, expenditures increase $0.4 million 

with $0.3 million going towards scholarship.  Overall, in fiscal 2016, need-based aid accounts for 

21.6% of institutional aid.  

 

 The USM Board of Regents has instructed institutions to use a portion of annual tuition revenue 

increases for institutional aid directed toward those undergraduate students with the highest financial 

need, offsetting increases in tuition rates, and holding harmless those with the greatest need.  In 

fiscal 2014 institutional aid as a percentage of tuition revenue reached its highest level, 25.5%.  It fell 

to 21.6% in fiscal 2015, but is expected to increase to 22.8% in fiscal 2017. 
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Exhibit 9 

Institutional Aid 

Total Aid and Aid as a Percentage of Undergraduate Tuition Revenues 
Fiscal 2010-2017 

($ in Thousands) 

 

 
 

Source:  University System of Maryland; Department of Legislative Services 

 

 

 In looking at how UB distributed need-based aid between fiscal 2010 and 2015, while the total 

number of awards increased by 114, awards going to Pell-eligible students decreased from 309 to 

272 during this same time, as shown in Exhibit 10.  However, the average amount of the award for 

Pell-eligible students increased by $896 to $1,529.  While 102 more awards went to those in the EFC 

category $10,000 to $14,999, the average amount of an award decreased by $672 to $1,484.  Overall, 

the portion of need-based awards going to Pell-eligible students declined from 61.2% to 43.9% from 

fiscal 2010 and 2015. 
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Exhibit 10 

Comparison of Number and Average Amount of Need-based Awards Received 

Per Recipient by Expected Family Contribution 
Fiscal 2010 and 2015 

 

 
 

Source:  University System of Maryland 

 

 

 While the average amount of a scholarship award decreased between fiscal 2010 and 2015, the 

number of awards increased by 1,060, with 61.3% of the awards going to Pell-eligible students, as 

shown in Exhibit 11.  Those with an EFC of $20,000 and greater received the highest average award 

of $1,567 in fiscal 2015.  The portion of scholarship awards going to Pell-eligible students increased 

from 44.0% to 51.2% from fiscal 2010 and 2015. 
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Exhibit 11 

Comparison of Number and Average Amount of Scholarships Received Per 

Recipient by Expected Family Contribution 
Fiscal 2010 and 2015 

 

 
 

Source:  University System of Maryland 

 

 

 While students with the greatest financial need typically receive Pell and institutional aid, it is 

not enough to cover the cost of college.  As shown in Exhibit 12, students in all EFC categories take 

out various types of loans to finance their education.  There are three types of loans: 

 

 federal subsidized loans, which are based on financial need with the government paying the 

interest while the student is enrolled in school (Perkins and Stafford loans); 

 

 federal unsubsidized loans, which are generally for those who do not demonstrate financial need 

with the interest added to the balance of the loan while the student is enrolled in school (Stafford 

and Parent loans); and  

 

 private loans.  
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Exhibit 12 

Mean Loan Amount by Type and Expected Family Contribution 
Fiscal 2015 

 

 
 

Source:  University System of Maryland 

 

 

In fiscal 2015, of the 1,751 Pell-eligible students, 82.2% and 59.1% used subsidized and 

unsubsidized loans, respectively, to help pay for their college education with average loans of $3,621 

and $4,257.  In general, federal parent loans were the highest average loans taken out, with those with 

an EFC of $10,000 to $14,999 taking out the highest average loans of $12,983. 

 

According to the U.S. Department of Education’s College Scorecard, 58% of UB’s 

undergraduate students used federal loans to pay for college.  This does not include the federal parent 

loans.  The average federal debt of a UB graduate, excluding federal parent loans, is $20,500.  This 

does not include private loans a student may take out to finance their education.  While other 

organizations collect more inclusive data on student debt such as College Insights, which is referenced 

in other institutions’ budget analyses, UB does not report on this data. 
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Recommended Actions 

 

1. Concur with Governor’s allowance.   
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Updates 

 

1. Dissolution of University of Baltimore/Towson University Master of Business 

Administration Program 

 

In 2006 the first students were admitted to the joint UB/Towson University (TU) Master of 

Business Administration (MBA) program.  Under the agreement, UB was responsible for administering 

all the required core programs including establishing the schedule and assigning faculty, in cooperation 

with TU, with at least one section of each core course offered at TU.  In addition, both institutions could 

offer specialized courses or tracks beyond the core courses.  In fall 2015, both institutions decided not 

to renew the Memorandum of Understanding when it expired in October 1, 2015, resulting in the 

program reverting back to UB. 

 

Students currently enrolled in the program can either complete the joint MBA program or 

become part of UB MBA program at any time prior to completing the program.  UB and TU expect to 

fully phase out the program by December 31, 2018.   

 

 While the effects of the program dissolution will be minimal for UB, the impact may affect 

TU’s graduate enrollment and ability to attract faculty.  TU will continue to offer specialized master’s 

programs through the College of Business and Economics and recently added a marketing intelligence 

program, but it is not anticipated enrollment in these programs will be at the same level as the joint 

MBA program.  In addition, without the MBA program, it might be difficult for TU to attract faculty 

not in the specialty areas, as they still need faculty for their undergraduate business program. 
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Appendix 1 

 

 

Current and Prior Year Budgets 

 

General Special Federal

Fund Fund Fund

Fiscal 2015

Legislative

   Appropriation $32,727 $1,413 $0 $77,869 $112,009 $25,454 $137,463

Deficiency

   Appropriation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Cost

   Containment -1,295 0 0 0 -1,295 0 -1,295

Budget

   Amendments 506 83 0 295 884 0 884

Reversions and

   Cancellations 0 0 0 -1,600 -1,600 -7,911 -9,510

Actual

   Expenditures $31,937 $1,497 $0 $76,564 $109,998 $17,544 $127,541

Fiscal 2016

Legislative

   Appropriation $31,887 $1,574 $0 $80,029 $113,490 $25,103 $138,592

Budget

   Amendments 1,179 0 0 0 1,179 0 1,179

Working

   Appropriation $33,066 $1,574 $0 $80,029 $114,668 $25,103 $139,771

Current and Prior Year Budgets

Other Total

Fund Fund Fund

($ in Thousands)

USM – University of Baltimore

Total

Unrestricted Unrestricted Restricted

 

 

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  Numbers may not sum to total 

due to rounding. 

 

 

 

Fiscal 2015 
 

 The legislative appropriation for UB was reduced by $9.9 million.  General funds decreased by 

$0.8 million, which included $1.3 million in cost containment measures, which was met by reducing 
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general operating expenditures.  A budget amendment added $0.5 million related to a 2% cost-of-living 

adjustment and an $83,437 decrease is offset by a corresponding increase in the special fund 

appropriation which is comprised of the HEIF. 

 

Other unrestricted funds decreased by $1.3 million.  A budget amendment added $0.3 million 

related to transferring less funds to the fund balance.  Cancellation of unrestricted funds amounted to 

$1.6 million due to lower than expected spending in auxiliary enterprises and continuing education.  

 

 Cancellation of restricted funds totaled $7.9 million due to lower than anticipated sponsored 

research activity and a delay in spending donor sponsored construction projects. 

 

 

Fiscal 2016  
 

To date, the fiscal 2016 legislative appropriation has increased by $1.2 million in general funds 

by budget amendment to restore a 2% pay reduction.   
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 Object/Fund Difference Report 

USM – University of Baltimore 

 

  FY 16    

 FY 15 Working FY 17 FY 16 - FY 17 Percent 

Object/Fund Actual Appropriation Allowance Amount Change Change 

      

Positions      

01    Regular 726.50 721.50 721.50 0.00 0% 

02    Contractual 107.86 96.83 96.83 0.00 0% 

Total Positions 834.36 818.33 818.33 0.00 0% 

      

Objects      

01    Salaries and Wages $ 72,686,230 $ 74,906,315 $ 75,991,281 $ 1,084,966 1.4% 

02    Technical and Spec. Fees 8,930,595 8,046,690 8,232,342 185,652 2.3% 

03    Communication 396,218 528,344 528,344 0 0% 

04    Travel 1,282,950 1,070,540 1,070,540 0 0% 

06    Fuel and Utilities 2,565,535 2,903,458 2,659,966 -243,492 -8.4% 

07    Motor Vehicles 58,728 116,591 116,761 170 0.1% 

08    Contractual Services 8,240,910 12,957,706 11,967,840 -989,866 -7.6% 

09    Supplies and Materials 2,067,088 2,601,946 2,291,946 -310,000 -11.9% 

10    Equipment – Replacement 734,613 1,030,060 830,060 -200,000 -19.4% 

11    Equipment – Additional 567,888 1,531,871 1,431,871 -100,000 -6.5% 

12    Grants, Subsidies, and Contributions 18,898,319 19,533,272 19,844,040 310,768 1.6% 

13    Fixed Charges 8,478,199 8,373,143 8,249,334 -123,809 -1.5% 

14    Land and Structures 2,634,170 6,170,914 6,466,013 295,099 4.8% 

Total Objects $ 127,541,443 $ 139,770,850 $ 139,680,338 -$ 90,512 -0.1% 

      

Funds      

40    Unrestricted Fund $ 109,997,918 $ 114,668,240 $ 114,577,728 -$ 90,512 -0.1% 

43    Restricted Fund 17,543,525 25,102,610 25,102,610 0 0% 

Total Funds $ 127,541,443 $ 139,770,850 $ 139,680,338 -$ 90,512 -0.1% 

      

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 
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Fiscal Summary 

USM – University of Baltimore 

 

 FY 15 FY 16 FY 17   FY 16 - FY 17 

Program/Unit Actual Wrk Approp Allowance Change % Change 

      

01 Instruction $ 40,494,059 $ 44,688,706 $ 44,587,936 -$ 100,770 -0.2% 

02 Research 5,835,681 9,177,619 9,197,856 20,237 0.2% 

04 Academic Support 13,781,260 13,496,698 13,540,329 43,631 0.3% 

05 Student Services 9,645,613 9,645,842 9,658,407 12,565 0.1% 

06 Institutional Support 25,376,602 26,492,532 26,088,384 -404,148 -1.5% 

07 Operation and Maintenance of Plant 7,237,487 9,025,080 9,057,866 32,786 0.4% 

08 Auxiliary Enterprises 6,606,764 7,920,526 7,914,945 -5,581 -0.1% 

17 Scholarships And Fellowships 18,563,977 19,323,847 19,634,615 310,768 1.6% 

Total Expenditures $ 127,541,443 $ 139,770,850 $ 139,680,338 -$ 90,512 -0.1% 

      

Unrestricted Fund $ 109,997,918 $ 114,668,240 $ 114,577,728 -$ 90,512 -0.1% 

Restricted Fund 17,543,525 25,102,610 25,102,610 0 0% 

Total Appropriations $ 127,541,443 $ 139,770,850 $ 139,680,338 -$ 90,512 -0.1% 

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 
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Operating Budget Data 

 ($ in Thousands) 
 
        

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change  

  Actual Working Allowance Change Prior Year  

        

 General Funds $42,878 $45,386 $48,190 $2,805 6.2%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 491 -224 -715   

 Adjusted General Fund $42,878 $45,877 $47,966 $2,089 4.6%  

        
 Special Funds 2,019 2,147 2,338 191 8.9%  

 Adjusted Special Fund $2,019 $2,147 $2,338 $191 8.9%  

        
 Other Unrestricted Funds 125,181 126,711 132,603 5,891 4.6%  

 Adjusted Other Unrestricted Fund $125,181 $126,711 $132,603 $5,891 4.6%  

        
 Total Unrestricted Funds 170,078 174,244 183,132 8,887 5.1%  

 Deficiencies and Reductions 0 491 -224 -715   

 Adjusted Total Unrestricted Funds $170,078 $174,736 $182,908 $8,172 4.7%  

        
 Restricted Funds 12,473 13,500 13,225 -275 -2.0%  

 Adjusted Restricted Fund $12,473 $13,500 $13,225 -$275 -2.0%  

        
 Adjusted Grand Total $182,552 $188,236 $196,133 $7,897 4.2%  

        

 

 A fiscal 2016 deficiency appropriation is provided to the University System of Maryland Office 

to cover an increase in health insurance, which will be allocated among the institutions, of which 

the Salisbury University (SU) share is estimated to be $0.5 million. 

 

 General Fund support increases by $2.1 million, or 4.6 %, in fiscal 2017 after adjusting for the 

fiscal 2016 deficiency and a $0.2 million across-the-board reduction in health insurance in 

fiscal 2017. 

 

 The Higher Education Investment Fund increases by $0.2 million, or 8.9%, in fiscal 2017 

resulting in an overall growth of 4.7%, or $2.2 million, in State funds above fiscal 2016.  The 

fiscal 2017 allowance also includes funding for increments budgeted in the Department of 

Budget and Management totaling $1.6 million, and SU will receive $0.4 million in enhancement 

funds.  If these are taken into account, State funds increase 8.8%, or $4.2 million. 
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Personnel Data 

  FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17  

  Actual Working Allowance Change   
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Regular Positions 

 
1,030.00 

 
1,040.00 

 
1,040.00 

 
0.00 

 
  

 Contractual FTEs 
 

420.00 
 

433.00 
 

439.00 
 

6.00 
 
  

 
 
Total Personnel 

 
1,450.00 

 
1,473.00 

 
1,479.00 

 
6.00 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 
Vacancy Data:  Regular Positions 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Turnover and Necessary Vacancies, Excluding New 

Positions 
 

34.39 
 

3.31% 
 

 
 
 

 
 Positions and Percentage Vacant as of 12/31/15 

 
 

 
98.00 

 
9.40% 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

 The allowance does not provide for any new regular positions.  Contractual positions increase 

by 6 full-time equivalent positions, of which 5 are teaching faculty and 1 is an administrative 

position in physical plant. 

 

 

Analysis in Brief 

 

Major Trends 
 

Enrollment:  Undergraduate enrollment declined 1.8%, or 142 students, in fall 2015, primarily due to 

the number of transfer students decreasing 12.1%.  After falling 14.5% in fall 2014, the number of 

first-time, full-time (FT/FT) and part-time students rebounded in fall 2015 growing 2.4%. 

 

Student Performance:  After the second-year retention rate of the 2012 cohort dropped to 79.4%, the 

rate rebounded to 81.9% with the 2013 cohort.  The six-year graduation rate of the fiscal year cohort 

improved from a low of 70.0% with the 2007 cohort to 74.0% with the 2010 cohort, surpassing the 

2008 FT/FT cohort rate of 72.9%. 

 

Expenditures Per Degree:  While education and related expenditures per degree for SU rose by 

$1,703 in fiscal 2012, that of its peers declined by $1,694.  However, at $41,108 per degree, SU remains 

below that of its peers at $55,838. 
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Issues 
 

Meeting College Expenses:  Total expenditures on institutional aid increased 68.6%, or $2.5 million, 

between fiscal 2012 and 2015, totaling $6.2 million in fiscal 2015.  During this time, spending on 

need-based aid grew 90.8%, or $1.7 million, due to using the additional revenue generated from an 

annual 6.0% tuition increase to fund institutional aid.   

 

Test Optional Admissions:  In 2007, SU began a five-year pilot program to make submission of test 

scores optional for freshmen applicants who have a minimum grade point average (GPA) of 3.5 on a 

4.0 scale.  Based on the results, the test-optional program was fully implemented in the 2011 cohort. 

 

 

Recommended Actions 
 

    

1. Concur with Governor’s allowance.   

 

 

Updates 
 

Student Success Collaborative:  SU partnered with the Education Advisory Board’s Student Success 

Collaborative in 2014, in which 10 years of academics data from SU and analytics will be used to 

improve student outcomes by considering more than just a student’s GPA when measuring student 

progress and success. 
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Operating Budget Analysis 

 

Program Description 
 

Salisbury University (SU) is a comprehensive university emphasizing undergraduate liberal 

arts, sciences, pre-professional programs, and selected applied graduate programs.  SU prepares 

students to pursue careers in a global economy and to meet the State’s workforce needs.  The university 

aims to empower students with knowledge, skills, and core values that contribute to active citizenship, 

gainful employment, and life-long learning. 

 

SU seeks to be a widely recognized comprehensive university for excellence in education both 

in and out of the classroom and for its model programs in civic engagement.  Traditional academic 

curriculum will be enriched with undergraduate research, international experiences, internships, and 

community outreach activities.  Although SU emphasizes undergraduate education, it also provides 

specialized master’s degree programs that uniquely serve the needs of the regional area. 

 

Carnegie Classification:  Master’s Colleges and Universities (larger programs) 

 

Fall 2015 Undergraduate Enrollment Headcount Fall 2015 Graduate Enrollment Headcount 

Male 3,374  Male 204 

Female 4,475  Female 618 

Total 7,849 (83.9% in-state) Total 822 

    
Fall 2015 New Students Headcount Campus (Main Campus) 

First-time 1,189  Acres 184 

Transfers/Others 876  Buildings 95 

Graduate 203  Average Age 35 years 

Total 2,268  Oldest Holloway Hall (1924) 

    
Programs Degrees Awarded (2014-2015) 

Bachelor’s 42  Bachelor’s 1,935 

Master’s 14  Master’s 262 

Doctoral 2  Doctoral 8 

   Total Degrees 2,205 

    
Proposed Fiscal 2017 In-state Tuition and Fees*   

Undergraduate 

Tuition $6,846 
% Graduate with 

debt 57% 

Mandatory Fees $2,518 Average debt $24,567 

*Contingent on Board of Regents approval.   
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Performance Measures 
 

 

1. Enrollment 
 

Undergraduate enrollment declined 1.8%, or 142 students, in fall 2015, primarily due to the 

number of transfer students decreasing by 12.1%, or 121 students, as shown in Exhibit 1.  SU attributes 

this to their financial aid packages not being competitive with other institutions.  It should be noted that 

SU is to receive $0.4 million in enhancement funds specifically to increase financial aid for transfer 

students.  SU also experienced a 0.8% decline in the continuing students.  After falling by 14.5% in 

fiscal 2014, the number of first-time, full-time (FT/FT) and part-time students grew 2.4% in fall 2015.  

SU attributed the drop in fiscal 2014 to a change in who constitutes a FT/FT student to the Maryland 

Higher Education Commission’s (MHEC) definition in which any student who earned credits post-high 

school graduation is to be counted as a continuing or transfer student.  

 

 

Exhibit1 

Percentage Change in Undergraduate Headcount Enrollment 
Fall 2013-2015 

 

 
 

 

Source:  University System of Maryland 
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2. Student Performance 

 

Student persistence, or retention, provides a measure of student progress and an indication of 

an institution’s performance:  the higher the retention rate, the more likely students will persist and 

graduate.  After steadily improving from 79.9% with the 2008 cohort, the second-year retention rate 

reached its highest level of 83.1% with the 2011 cohort, as shown in Exhibit 2.  After dropping to 

79.4% with the 2012 cohort, the rate rebounded to 81.9% with the 2013 cohort.  The third-year rate 

mirrors the trends in the second-year rate, declined from a high point of 75.2% with the 2011 cohort to 

its lowest rate of 72.6% with the 2012 cohort.  It is expected that the third-year rate will improve with 

the 2013 cohort. 

 

 

Exhibit 2 

Second- and Third-year Retention Rates 
Frist-time, Full-time 2007-2013 Cohorts 

 

 
 

Source:  Maryland Higher Education Commission, Retention and Graduation Rates at Maryland Four-year Institutions, 

September 2015 

 

 

Completion rates are greatly influenced by time – the longer it takes a student to graduate, the 

more likely (s)he will dropout as other priorities compete with classes.  Longer completion times 

translate into increased costs, not only for the student, but for the institution and State as well.  

According to College Measures, the total cost of attrition for all FT/FT students not returning for a 

second year at SU is $2.1 million or $10,455 per student in fiscal 2012.  The average time to degree, 

according to the Report on the Instructional Workload of the USM Faculty for those graduating in 

2015 was 4.0 years, slightly up from 3.9 years in fiscal 2014. 

 

Traditional student progress measures, such as those reported by MHEC and the federal 

government, only track the success of the “traditional” FT/FT student – those enrolled at an institution 
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at the start of the academic year and continuously enrolled as a full-time student until completion.  

These measures do not include part-time students, transfer students, those who enroll in the spring, 

changed enrollment status, or stopped-out, thereby only providing a partial picture of an institution’s 

performance.  The University System of Maryland (USM) revised the graduation measure to include 

these students by defining the cohort as all new degree-seeking students who enrolled during the 

fiscal year.  Exhibit 3 compares the traditional MHEC six-year graduation rate to the USM revised 

measure.  After the graduation rate for the 2004 FT/FT cohort spiked to a high of 76.6%, it declined to 

71.6% with the subsequent cohort and has since stabilized around 73.0%.  Meanwhile, the graduation 

rate of the fiscal year cohort improved from a low of 70.0% with the 2007 cohort to 74.0% with the 

2010 cohort, slightly surpassing that of the FT/FT students.  This indicates SU efforts to improve the 

completion rates of other students and in particular transfers have proven to be successful. 

 

 

Exhibit 3 

Comparison of Six-year Graduation Rates 
First-time, Full-time Fall 2003 and 2008 and Fiscal 2004 and 2010 Cohorts 

 

 
 

FY:  fiscal year 

 

Note:  Full-time, first-time (FT/FT) cohorts include students who persisted at and graduated from the institution that they 

initially enrolled in and those who transferred and graduated from any Maryland public or private four-year institution.  

Fiscal year cohorts include all degree-seeking students (e.g., FT/FT, part-time, transfers, and spring admits) who enrolled 

in the fiscal year. 

 

Source:  Maryland Higher Education Commission; University System of Maryland 
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While the new six-year graduation rate provides a more accurate picture of the total graduation 

rate of an institution, it does not tell what happened to those who did not graduate nor how transfers 

perform.  To help address this lack of information, the Student Achievement Measures was created, 

which is a voluntary reporting system that tracks the progress of FT/FT and full-time transfer students 

throughout their college career.  As shown in Exhibit 4, within six years of enrolling at SU transfer 

students graduated at a higher rate than FT/FT students; 71% compared to 67%, respectively, for both 

the 2007 and 2008 fall cohorts.  Approximately 22% of the fall 2008 FT/FT students who started at SU 

subsequently transferred to another institution while the status of 10% of these students is unknown.  

 

 

Exhibit 4 

Status of First-time, Full-time and First-time Transfers Seeking a  

Bachelor’s Degree after Six Years 
Fall 2007 and 2008 Cohort 

 

 
 

 

SU:  Salisbury University 

 

Source:  Student Achievement Measures 
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3. Expenditures Per Degree 

 

Education and related expenditures per degree measures the cost of producing a degree, 

showing if an institution is becoming more or less productive over time in using its resources to produce 

degrees.  Therefore, the lower the expenditures, the more efficient an institution is in producing degrees.  

Exhibit 5 compares SU’s expenditures per degree to the average of its peers, which are those used to 

benchmark SU’s performance in the USM’s Dashboard Indicators.  While SU’s expenditures per 

degree increased by $1,703 in fiscal 2012, that of its peers decreased by $1,694.  However, at 

$41,108 per degree, SU remains below that of its peers at $55,838. 

 

 

Exhibit 5 

Education and Related Expenditures Per Degree Completed 
Academic Year 2007-2012 

 

 
 

 

Note:  Education and related expenditures includes direct spending on instruction; student services; education share of 

spending on academic and institutional support; and operations and maintenance.  All dollar amounts are reported in 2012 

dollars (Higher Education Price Index adjusted). 

 

Source:  Delta Project, Trends in College Spending Online; Department of Legislative Services 
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Fiscal 2016 Actions 
 

Proposed Deficiency  
 

 A fiscal 2016 deficiency would provide the University System of Maryland Office (USMO) 

with $16.5 million to cover an increase in health insurance costs at all USM institutions (see USM 

Overview for further discussion).  The SU estimated portion of the deficiency is $0.5 million. 

 

Cost Containment 
 

Cost containment measures in fiscal 2016 resulted in a 2%, or $1.0 million, reduction in SU 

appropriations.  This was met by reducing construction management fees ($0.3 million), general 

operating expenses ($0.3 million), contractual positions ($0.2 million), financial aid ($0.1 million), and 

delaying equipment purchases ($0.1 million). 

 

 

Proposed Budget 
 

As shown in Exhibit 6, the general fund allowance for fiscal 2017 is 5.4%, or $2.5 million, 

higher than in fiscal 2016 after including the fiscal 2016 deficiency, adjusting for the fiscal 2017 

across-the-board reduction for employees health insurance based on a revised estimate of the amount 

of funding needed, and enhancement funds.  The Higher Education Investment Fund (HEIF) increases 

by 8.9%, or $0.2 million, over fiscal 2016, resulting in an overall growth in State funds of 5.6%, or 

$2.68 million, to $50.7 million.  However, when including $1.55 million for salary increments budgeted 

in the Department of Budget and Management, State funds grow 8.8%, or $4.23 million.  Other 

unrestricted funds grow 4.6%, or $5.9 million, primarily due to tuition and fee and auxiliary revenues 

increasing $3.5 million and $2.0 million, respectively.  The allowance provides $4.6 million in other 

unrestricted funds for expenses related to new facilities ($2.3 million), facilities renewal ($1.8 million), 

financial aid ($0.3 million), debt service ($0.2 million), and fuel and utilities ($65,796). 

 

The fiscal 2017 allowance also includes $0.4 million to replace revenues equivalent to a 

1% increase in resident undergraduate tuition rate.  The Governor’s allowance assumes a 2% increase 

in resident undergraduate tuition.  As previously mentioned, the allowance provides for a salary 

increment that totals $1.9 million, of which the general fund portion is $1.5 million with the remaining 

$0.4 million to be funded from other current unrestricted and restricted revenues.  In addition, SU was 

awarded $0.4 million of the $6.8 million of enhancement funding included in USMO’s budget (see 

USM Overview for further discussion), which will be used to provide financial aid to transfer students. 
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Exhibit 6 

Proposed Budget 
USM – Salisbury University 

($ in Thousands) 
 

 FY 15 FY 16 FY 17 FY 16-17 % Change 

 Actual Adjusted Adjusted Change Prior Year 

General Funds $42,878 $45,386 $48,190   

Deficiencies  491     

Across-the-board    -224   

Enhancement Funds   400   

Total General Funds $42,878 $45,877 $48,366 $2,489 5.4% 

      
HEIF $2,019 $2,147 $2,338 $191 8.9% 

Total State Funds 44,897 48,024 50,705 2,680 5.6% 

      
Other Unrestricted Funds $125,181 $126,711 $132,603 $5,891 4.6% 

Total Unrestricted Funds 170,078 174,736 183,308 8,572 4.9% 

      
Restricted Funds $12,473 $13,500 $13,225 -$275 -2.0% 

Total Funds $182,552 $188,236 $196,533 $8,297 4.4% 
 

 

HEIF:  Higher Education Investment Funds 
 

Note:  Fiscal 2016 general funds are adjusted to reflect SU’s estimated portion of the deficiency, and fiscal 2017 is adjusted 

to reflect across-the board reduction and enhancement funds. 
 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2017; Department of Legislative Services 
 

 

 Budget changes by program area in the allowance are shown in Exhibit 7.  This data includes 

unrestricted funds only, the majority of which consist of general funds, the HEIF, and tuition and fee 

revenues.  In fiscal 2015, education and general (E&G) expenditures exceeded revenues by 

$3.0 million.  As a result, a portion of the auxiliary surplus, $4.4 million, was used to cover the shortfall 

with the remaining $1.4 million being transferred to the fund balance.  E&G expenditures grew 1.2%, or 

$1.4 million, in fiscal 2016.  Increased spending of $0.8 million and $0.6 million on institutional and 

academic support, respectively, are related to personnel costs and the addition of 4 positions.  While 

personnel costs for instruction increased by $3.9 million, expenditures only increase 0.1%, or 

$79,684, due to incurring $4.6 million in construction and facility renewal costs in fiscal 2015 and 

recording an expected bond payment of $0.9 million in fiscal 2016 that was not included as a cost in 

fiscal 2015. 

 

 In fiscal 2016, operations and maintenance of plant decline 10.5%, or $2.0 million, due to 

spending $3.3 million less on facilities renewal, which was partially offset by increases of $0.7 million 
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in fuel and utilities and $0.6 million in personnel costs.  The 1.6%, or $43,832, decline in public service 

reflects a net decrease in contractual services.  In regards to revenues, the decrease of 47.4%, or 

$1.2 million, in other unrestricted funds is due to the revenue from the Delmarva Pubic radio not being 

included in fiscal 2016, something that is corrected in fiscal 2017.  

 

 

Exhibit 7 

SU Budget Changes for Unrestricted Funds by Program 
Fiscal 2015-2017 

($ in Thousands) 
 

 
Actual 

2015 

Adjusted 

Working 

2016 

% 

Change 

2015-16 

Adjusted 

2017 

 

Change 

2016-17 

% 

Change 

2016-17 

       
Expenditures       

Instruction $57,371 $57,450 0.1% $59,302 $1,852 3.2% 

Research 652 641 -1.7% 660 19 3.0% 

Public Service 2,790 2,746 -1.6% 3,245 500 18.2% 

Academic Support 9,733 10,334 6.2% 10,960 626 6.1% 

Student Services 6,695 6,855 2.4% 7,252 398 5.8% 

Institutional Support 16,406 17,265 5.2% 18,182 917 5.3% 

Operation and Maintenance of Plant 19,356 17,325 -10.5% 21,524 4,198 24.2% 

Scholarships and Fellowships 7,375 8,693 17.9% 8,424 -270 -3.1% 

       
Deficiency/ATB Reduction 491  -$224   

Enhancement Funds    $400   

       
Education and General Total $120,378 $121,801 1.2% $129,725 $7,924 6.5% 
       
Auxiliary Enterprises $49,701 $52,935 6.5% $53,582 $648 1.2% 

       
Grand Total $170,078 $174,736 2.7% $183,308 $8,572 4.9% 
       
Revenues       

Tuition and Fees $69,924 $73,002 4.4% $76,492 $3,490 4.8% 

General Funds 42,878 45,877 7.0% 48,366 2,489 5.4% 

Higher Education Investment Fund 2,019 2,147 6.4% 2,338 191 8.9% 

Other Unrestricted Funds 2,608 1,371 -47.4% 2,046 675 49.2% 

Subtotal $117,428 $122,397 4.2% $129,242 $6,845 5.6% 

       
Auxiliary Enterprises $54,098 $54,164 0.1% $56,155 $1,990 3.7% 

Transfer (to)/from Fund Balance -1,448 -1,826  -2,089   

       
Grand Total $170,078 $174,736 2.7% $183,308 $8,572 4.9% 

 
 

ATB:  across-the-board       SU:  Salisbury University  
 

Note:  Fiscal 2016 general funds are adjusted by $0.5 million to reflect proposed deficiency.  Fiscal 2017 general funds are 

adjusted to reflect $0.2 million across-the-board reduction and $0.4 million in enhancement funds.  
 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books, Fiscal 2017; Department of Legislative Services 
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 In fiscal 2017 E&G expenditures increase 6.5%, or $7.9 million.  When including $1.5 million 

for salary increments in fiscal 2017, E&G expenditures increase 7.8%, or $9.5 million.  Expenditures 

on operations and maintenance of plant grow at the highest rate of 24.2%, or $4.2 million, due to the 

inclusion of personnel and operating costs for opening the Academic Commons and increasing 

expenditures on facilities renewal to better reflect expected spending, which will be closer to the 

fiscal 2015 actuals.  Spending on instruction grows 3.2%, or $1.9 million, due to adding $1.0 million 

for facilities renewal that was not included in fiscal 2016 and $0.9 million in personnel cost.  Increases 

in other program areas are mainly attributed to personnel costs. 

 

 As in fiscal 2015, it appears that there will be a shortfall in revenues to cover E&G expenditures, 

$0.5 million.  It is expected that some of the anticipated $2.6 million surplus in auxiliary revenue will 

go to cover the shortfall in E&G expenses. 

 

 Expenditure Per Full-time Equivalent Student  
 

Expenditures per full-time equivalent student (FTES) grow 28.6% between fiscal 2012 and 

2017 from $11,574 to $14,889, respectively, with over half of the increase related to spending on 

instruction, as shown in Exhibit 8.  The largest increase occurred in fiscal 2015 when expenditures 

grew 11.6%, or $1,450 per FTES, despite $1.7 million in cost containment measures, which was 

partially met through a 2% mid-year increase in tuition.  Most of the increase was related to spending 

on instruction and operation and maintenance of plant growing $839 and $502, respectively.  In 

fiscal 2016, expenditures per FTES decline 0.4%, or $58, which was mainly due to operations and 

maintenance of plant decreasing by $261.  However, spending on institutional support increased 

$107 per FTES.  Overall, despite low enrollment growth (0.4% from fiscal 2012 to 2017) and budget 

reductions, SU was able to increase spending on the academic enterprise. 
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Exhibit 8 

Unrestricted Fund Expenditures Per Full-time Equivalent Student 
Fiscal 2012-2017 

 

 
 

 

Source:  Governor’s Budget Books; Department of Legislative Services 
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Issues 

 

1. Meeting College Expenses 

 

As the cost of college continues to increase, students and families are relying on a variety of 

financial aid to pay for college with more students taking out loans.  When accounting for the average 

amount of federal, State, and institutional aid awarded to all SU students, the average net price for a 

FT/FT Maryland undergraduate student at SU was $16,683 in fiscal 2015 compared to the list price of 

$23,180 (based on tuition, mandatory fees, books and supplies, other expenses, and the weighted 

average of room and board), according to the National Center for Education Statistics’ College 

Navigator.  This amounts to a 28% reduction in the net cost of attendance.  For those with a family 

income up to $30,000 the average net price was $8,468 in fiscal 2015. 

 

In fiscal 2015, 25% of SU’s undergraduate students received Pell awards, which are given to 

those who otherwise could not afford college and have an expected family contribution (EFC) of less 

than a specific amount, which was $5,730 in fiscal 2015.  EFC is an indicator of the amount that a 

family is able to contribute for a student’s college education:  the lower the EFC, the greater the 

financial aid. 

 

Total expenditures on institutional aid increased 68.6%, or $2.5 million, between fiscal 2012 

and 2015, totaling $6.2 million in fiscal 2015, as shown in Exhibit 9.  During this time period spending 

on need-based aid grew 90.8%, or $1.7 million, while scholarships increased by $0.8 million.  This is 

due to using the additional revenue generated from an annual 6.0% tuition increase between fiscal 2012 

and 2015 (related to realigning tuition with its peers) to fund institutional aid.  This resulted in 

need-based aid accounting for 59.1% of expenditures in fiscal 2015, up from 52.3% in fiscal 2012.  The 

largest increase in aid funding, $1.6 million, occurred in fiscal 2014 of which $1.1 million went toward 

need-based aid.   

 

When considering institutional aid as a percentage of undergraduate tuition revenue, while the 

percentage has increased from 7.1% in fiscal 2011 to 10.9% in fiscal 2015, it is the lowest among the 

USM institutions.  The USM Board of Regents (BOR) instructed institutions to use a portion of the 

tuition revenue increases for institutional aid directed toward those undergraduate students with the 

highest financial need, offsetting increases in tuition rates and thereby holding harmless those with the 

greatest need. 

 

Between fiscal 2010 and 2015, the number of awards going to Pell-eligible students increased 

from 193 to 583, as shown in Exhibit 10.  During this time period, the portion of awards going toward 

Pell-eligible students increased from 15.4% to 38.0%.  However, the number of need-based awards 

going to those in the unknown category (those who did not file a Free Application for Federal Student 

Aid) increased from 3 in fiscal 2010 to 21 in fiscal 2015.  Overall, the average amount awarded 

increased across all EFC categories except Unknown with those with an EFC of $7,000 to $9,999 

receiving the highest increase in the average award of $1,575. 
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Exhibit 9 

Institutional Aid:  Total Aid and Aid as a Percentage of  

Undergraduate Tuition Revenue 
Fiscal 2010-2017 

($ in Thousands) 

 

 
 

 

Source:  University System of Maryland; Department of Legislative Services 
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Exhibit 10 

Comparison of Number and Average Amount of Need-based Aid  

Received per Recipiant 
Fiscal 2010 and 2015 

 

 
 

 

Source:  University System of Maryland 

 

 

While the number of scholarship awards grew 70.3% between fiscal 2010 and 2015, the portion 

of these awards going to those with an EFC of $20,000 or greater or Unknown increased from 85.5% to 

90.1%, as shown in Exhibit 11.  The average award increased across all categories except those with 
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Exhibit 11 

Comparison of Number and Average Amount of Scholarships  

Received Per Recipiant 
Fiscal 2010 and 2015 

 

 
 

 

Source:  University System of Maryland 
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Exhibit 12 

Mean Loan Amount by Type and Expected Family Contribution 
Fiscal 2015 

 

 
 

 

Source:  University System of Maryland 

 

 

In fiscal 2015, of the 1,992 Pell-eligible students, 81.7% and 66.2%, used subsidized and 

unsubsidized loans, respectively, to help pay for their college education with average loans of 

$4,148 and $3,545.  In general, the federal parent loans were the highest average loans taken out for 

those in all but one EFC category, with those with an EFC of $7,000 to $9,999 taking out the highest 

average loan of $13,335. 

 

According to College Insight, the percentage of students graduating with debt from SU 

decreased from 59.0% to 57.0% from fiscal 2012 to 2014, lower than the national rate of 61.0% in 

fiscal 2014.  However, during this same time period, the average debt for a graduate increased 

6.1% from $23,159 to $24,567, although still below the national average of $27,022 in fiscal 2014. 
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2. Test Optional Admissions  
 

In 2007 the USM BOR approved the SU proposal to conduct a five-year pilot program to make 

submission of SAT and ACT scores optional for freshmen applicants who have a minimum grade point 

average (GPA) of 3.5 on a 4.0 scale.  At the end of the pilot program, it was found that students in the 

test-optional and regular admit groups performed similarly in terms of retention and GPAs.  In addition, 

test-optional students outperformed the regular admit students in course completions (completing the 

courses they registered for at the start of the semester).  Based on the results of the pilot program, in 

June 2011, BOR approved SU to be permanently exempt from the USM admissions policy of requiring 

SAT and ACT test scores from applicants. 

 

Of the 8,360 applicants for the fall 2015 class: 

 

 25% (2,128) applied under the test-optional program; 

 

 of the 2,128 test-optional applicants, 81% (1,721) were admitted; and 

 

 of the 1,721 admitted students, 26% (446) enrolled. 

 

SU implemented the test-optional program in hopes of attracting a more diverse pool of 

applicants, which appears to be successful: 

 

 30% of those enrolling under the test-optional admission were minorities compared to 

19% using the standard admission process; 

 

 approximately 49% of the total minority students enrolled did so under the test-optional policy; 

and 

 

 30% of the test-optional enrollees received a Pell grant compared to 16% who submitted test 

scores. 

 

Overall, the second-year retention rate of the test-optional students is comparable to the regular 

admits, as shown in Exhibit 13.  However, the test-optional students graduate at a higher rate in 

four and six years than the regular admit students, as shown in Exhibit 14. 
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Exhibit 13 

Second-year Retention Rate 

Regular Admits Compared to Test-optional 
Fall 2007 to 2014 Cohorts 

 

 
 

 

Source:  Salisbury University 
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Exhibit 14 

Four- and Six-year Gradation Rates of Regular and Test-optional Admits 
2007 to 2009 Fall Cohorts 

 

 
 

 

Source:  Salisbury University 
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Recommended Actions 
 

1. Concur with Governor’s allowance.   
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Updates 

 

1. Student Success Collaborative 

 

In 2014 SU partnered with the Education Advisory Board’s (EAB) Student Success 

Collaborative (SSC).  SSC uses 10 years of SU academic data and analytics to improve student 

outcomes by using more than a GPA to measure student progress and success.  The analytic can predict 

a student’s academic success through the use of a dashboard platform with red (high risk), yellow 

(moderate risk), and green (low risk) indicators that shows the likelihood a student will graduate in 

their declared major.  In addition, risk scores for other majors are also provided so as to better inform 

a student who may seek to change majors.  SSC also highlights student’s risky behavior patterns such 

as a number of Ds, or Fs, or withdraws, or not performing well in pre-requisite courses. 

 

The SSC platform was made available to the campus community including the academic deans, 

department chairs, faculty advisors, professional advisors, and student affairs.  An immediate advantage 

is the number of student success supports such as Career Services, the Center for Student Achievement, 

and Residence Life that can now engage with students in a more informed and interactive manner.  Use 

of SSC during one-on-one advising is slowly increasing with 205 faculty, staff, and administrators 

using the system. 

 

 SSC has proven successful in helping to facilitate outreach efforts to special populations.  For 

example, the Advising Services Coordinator for the Henson School of Science and Technology is 

working with at-risk pre-professional nursing students to develop a back-up plan or help in selecting 

another appropriate major earlier in their academic career.  Professional advisors use SSC when 

meeting individually with undecided students who are approaching 45 credits to encourage them to 

declare a major before a registration hold is placed on their account.  SSC has also been used to the 

benefit of high-performing students with graduate program directors contacting students to suggest 

undergraduate research projects and application to graduate school.  In addition, freshmen with specific 

attributes highlighted in SSC have been recruited to participate in the SU Sophomore Living Learning 

Communities program.  

 

 SU recently joined EAB’s Academic Performance Solutions that combines data from student 

records, financials, and human resources, to construct a series of reports on cost, critical capacity, 

enrollment, and student outcomes at the university, school, and department levels.  This will help 

identify outlier programs, help in the allocation of resources, infuse program review with related 

analytics to create a culture of data-driven decision making, and allow for a year-to-year comparison 

against internal and external benchmarks. 
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Appendix 1 

 

 

Current and Prior Year Budgets 

 

General Special Federal

Fund Fund Fund

Fiscal 2015

Legislative

   Appropriation $44,146 $1,906 $0 $120,765 $166,818 $13,000 $179,818

Deficiency

   Appropriation 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Cost

   Containment -1,740 0 0 0 -1,740 0 -1,740

Budget

   Amendments 472 112 0 4,473 5,056 500 5,556

Reversions and

   Cancellations 0 0 0 -56 -56 -1,027 -1,083

Actual

   Expenditures $42,878 $2,019 $0 $125,181 $170,078 $12,473 $182,552

Fiscal 2016

Legislative

   Appropriation $44,218 $2,147 $0 $125,731 $172,096 $13,000 $185,096

Budget

   Amendments 1,168 0 0 981 2,148 500 2,648

Working

   Appropriation $45,386 $2,147 $0 $126,711 $174,244 $13,500 $187,744

Current and Prior Year Budgets

Other Total

Fund Fund Fund

($ in Thousands)

Salisbury  University

Total

Unrestricted Unrestricted Restricted

 
 

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  Numbers may not sum to total 

due to rounding. 
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Fiscal 2015 
 

 The fiscal 2015 legislative appropriation for SU was increased by $2.7 million.  General funds 

decreased by $1.3 million, which included $1.7 million in cost containment measures.  This was met 

through a combination of a reduction in operating expenditures, increased revenue from a 2% mid-year 

tuition increase, and a transfer of $63,566 from the fund balance.  A budget amendment added 

$0.6 million related to a 2% cost-of-living adjustment, and a $0.1 million decrease was offset by a 

corresponding increase in the special fund appropriation, which is comprised of the HEIF. 

 

Other unrestricted funds increased by $4.4 million.  Budget amendments added $4.5 million 

including: 

 

 $2.0 million in tuition and fee revenues related to the mid-year tuition increase and international 

study abroad program;  

 

 $1.8 million in sales and services of auxiliary enterprises from residence halls and food service; 

 

 $0.4 million due to an increase use of fund balance; and  

 

 $0.3 million in investment income.   

 

Cancellations of unrestricted funds amounted to $55,905 due to expenditures being less than 

anticipated.  

 

Restricted funds decreased by $0.5 million.  A budget amendment increased funds by 

$0.5 million related to State grant and contract activity.  Cancellation of restricted funds totaled 

$1.0 million due to expenditures being less than anticipated. 

 

 

Fiscal 2016  
 

To date, the fiscal 2016 legislative appropriation has increased by $2.6 million.  General funds 

increased $1.2 million by budget amendment to restore a 2% pay reduction.  Other unrestricted funds 

increased by $981,000 including $1.1 million in tuition and fee revenues related to the annualization of 

the mid-year rate increase in fiscal 2015 that was partially offset by an additional $81,390 being 

transferred to the fund balance.   

 

Current restricted funds increased $0.5 million due to Pell grants ($0.3 million) and nursing 

grants ($0.2 million). 
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Appendix 2 

 

 

Audit Findings 

 

Audit Period for Last Audit: July 1, 2011 to September 8, 2014 

Issue Date: May 2015 

Number of Findings: 4 

     Number of Repeat Findings: 0 

     % of Repeat Findings: 0% 

Rating: (if applicable) n/a 

 

Finding 1: SU did not adequately restrict employee access capabilities for critical functions on its 

financial management systems. 

 

Finding 2: SU stored sensitive personally identifiable information within a database in clear text. 

 

Finding 3: SU’s workstations, laptops, and servers were not sufficiently protected against malware. 

 

Finding 4: SU had not established adequate controls over the processing of noncash credit 

adjustments related to student housing. 
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 Object/Fund Difference Report 

USM – Salisbury University 

 

  FY 16    

 FY 15 Working FY 17 FY 16 - FY 17 Percent 

Object/Fund Actual Appropriation Allowance Amount Change Change 

      

Positions      

01    Regular 1,030.00 1,040.00 1,040.00 0.00 0% 

02    Contractual 420.00 433.00 439.00 6.00 1.4% 

Total Positions 1,450.00 1,473.00 1,479.00 6.00 0.4% 

      

Objects      

01    Salaries and Wages $ 82,634,585 $ 88,223,082 $ 90,441,188 $ 2,218,106 2.5% 

02    Technical and Spec. Fees 20,700,014 22,278,057 24,097,619 1,819,562 8.2% 

03    Communication 508,604 707,811 841,649 133,838 18.9% 

04    Travel 2,785,318 2,548,120 2,731,400 183,280 7.2% 

06    Fuel and Utilities 4,132,371 4,935,910 5,472,200 536,290 10.9% 

07    Motor Vehicles 19,822 220,634 78,020 -142,614 -64.6% 

08    Contractual Services 10,567,935 10,609,852 11,254,210 644,358 6.1% 

09    Supplies and Materials 10,598,513 12,758,709 11,317,600 -1,441,109 -11.3% 

10    Equipment – Replacement 85,447 109,750 111,500 1,750 1.6% 

11    Equipment – Additional 2,373,279 2,640,697 2,711,000 70,303 2.7% 

12    Grants, Subsidies, and Contributions 16,153,407 17,757,486 17,788,000 30,514 0.2% 

13    Fixed Charges 15,104,825 17,520,706 16,576,830 -943,876 -5.4% 

14    Land and Structures 16,887,453 7,433,685 12,935,291 5,501,606 74.0% 

Total Objects $ 182,551,573 $ 187,744,499 $ 196,356,507 $ 8,612,008 4.6% 

      

Funds      

40    Unrestricted Fund $ 170,078,371 $ 174,244,499 $ 183,131,507 $ 8,887,008 5.1% 

43    Restricted Fund 12,473,202 13,500,000 13,225,000 -275,000 -2.0% 

Total Funds $ 182,551,573 $ 187,744,499 $ 196,356,507 $ 8,612,008 4.6% 

      

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 
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Fiscal Summary 

USM – Salisbury University 

 

 FY 15 FY 16 FY 17   FY 16 - FY 17 

Program/Unit Actual Wrk Approp Allowance Change % Change 

      

01 Instruction $ 57,370,638 $ 57,450,322 $ 59,301,913 $ 1,851,591 3.2% 

02 Research 1,145,600 880,802 1,005,901 125,099 14.2% 

03 Public Service 6,852,905 8,082,584 7,548,602 -533,982 -6.6% 

04 Academic Support 9,732,652 10,333,930 10,959,824 625,894 6.1% 

05 Student Services 6,790,082 6,989,682 7,352,368 362,686 5.2% 

06 Institutional Support 16,406,189 17,265,032 18,181,546 916,514 5.3% 

07 Operation and Maintenance of Plant 19,356,077 17,325,475 21,523,864 4,198,389 24.2% 

08 Auxiliary Enterprises 49,700,533 52,934,696 53,582,489 647,793 1.2% 

17 Scholarships and Fellowships 15,196,897 16,481,976 16,900,000 418,024 2.5% 

Total Expenditures $ 182,551,573 $ 187,744,499 $ 196,356,507 $ 8,612,008 4.6% 

      

Unrestricted Fund $ 170,078,371 $ 174,244,499 $ 183,131,507 $ 8,887,008 5.1% 

Restricted Fund 12,473,202 13,500,000 13,225,000 -275,000 -2.0% 

Total Appropriations $ 182,551,573 $ 187,744,499 $ 196,356,507 $ 8,612,008 4.6% 

      

Note:  The fiscal 2016 working appropriation does not include deficiencies or reversions.  The fiscal 2017 allowance does not include contingent 

reductions. 
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