SB 858 Attachment 1.pdf
Uploaded by: Hayes, Antonio
Position: FAV

CIP Project(s) Description/Briefing Paper

COPPIN STATE UNIVERSITY
(3)

THE UNIVERSITY’S TEN-YEAR, FY2022-2031, CAMPUS DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM

A list of CIP projects with estimated total costs are shown below in priority order.

CIP Projects

Estimated Total Cost

1. Renovate Percy Julian for the College of Business (COB)

$ 44.75M

2. Renovate Grace Hill Jacobs for Living & Learning (GJLL)

$ 94.97M

3. Electrical Feeder Upgrade Project

$ 6.12M

4. Mechanical Loop Project

$ 8.16M

5. Baseball Field & Athletic Academic Center

$ 8.67M

6. Renovate Moore Library

$ 53.00M

7. Renovate Johnson Auditorium

$ 28.90M

8. Renovate Tawes University Center, Student Services Bldg.

$ 30.20M

9. Renovate Connor Administration Bldg.

$ 21.40M

10. Site Development and Improvements

$ 20.90M

11. New College of Health Professions (CHP)

$ 80.77M

12. New Creative Performing Arts Center

$150.22M

Note: Estimated total cost is subject to change based on actual program requirements.

SFCP Projects:

Estimated Total Cost

1. New Resident Hall

FY2022-24

$45.00M (PCE)

2. New Student Center

FY2022-25

$79.27M (PCE)

3. Parking Garage/Conference Center

TBD

$30.60M (PCE)
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CIP Project(s) Description/Briefing Paper

(4) UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND SYSTEM
FY2021 SYSTEM FUNDED CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM
PROJECT:
New Residence Hall (350 Beds)
PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
A new 350 bed Residence Hall (86,629 NASF/109,000 GSF) is a part of the approved Facilities Master
Plan. There has been growing student’s demand every year for more campus housing. Students residing
in adjacent neighborhoods have also indicated a desire to live on campus; it provides a better environment
that is more conducive to educational needs.
Coppin State University retained Anderson Strickler, LLC and its sub-consultant, John J.
Christie & Associates, in February 2009 to conduct a student housing feasibility study. The goal of the
study was to determine the unmet demand for student housing. Coppin had experienced high occupancy
in recent years for their existing housing system of 650 beds. As part of a long-term strategy
to increase retention and graduation rates, Coppin’s Master Plan calls for additional housing since studies
have shown that students who live on campus perform better academically than those who live off
campus. Plans call for the removal of the Francis Murphy Research building and the construction of
student housing in its place. The location is suitably located close to the existing two residence halls and
the dining hall.
The feasibility study consisted of meetings and interviews with key stakeholders, student focus groups,
an off-campus market analysis, a facilities assessment, student survey, demand analysis, financial analysis
and program development plan. The analysis resulted in an estimate of over 350 beds of demand
from students not currently living on campus.
A new facility would enhance the graduation retention program and critical to the accomplishment of
Coppin’s goals. Coppin is committed to high quality undergraduate and graduate education, the
University is growing, new facilities are very crucial to maintain the quality of academic programs,
strengthen outreach effort, increase in high enrollment growth, improve services to faculty and expanded
student body as well as carry our intertwined public functions.
PROJECT SCHEDULE:
Start Design
Start Construction
Complete Construction

2021
2022
2024

FUNDING SCHEDULE:
Future Requests:
Planning:
Construction:
Equipment:

FY2022
FY2023
FY2024

TOTAL PROJECT COST:
FUND SOURCES:

$ 3,500,000.00
$35,450,000.00
$ 6,050,000.00
$45,000,000.00

TBD
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Using earnings data to rank colleges: A value-added
approach updated with College Scorecard data
Jonathan Rothwell Thursday, October 29, 2015

F

ollowing up on previous Brookings research measuring the value colleges add to
student outcomes irrespective of student characteristics, this study analyzes the
Obama administration’s new College Scorecard database to produce value-added

rankings for 3,173 colleges (1,507 two-year colleges and 1,666 four-year colleges), based on
the earnings of alumni.
Value-added measures attempt to isolate the contribution of the college to student
outcomes, as distinct from what one might predict based on student characteristics or the
level of degree offered. It is not a measure of return on investment, but rather a way to
compare colleges on a more equal footing, by adjusting for the relative advantages or
disadvantages faced by diverse students pursuing different levels of study across different
local economies.
Using the Scorecard data and other sources, this analysis nds that:
1. Graduates of some colleges enjoy much more economic success than their
characteristics at time of admission would suggest. Colleges with high value-added in
terms of alumni earnings are often focused on training for high-paying careers in technical
subjects. These colleges include the Albany College of Pharmacy and Health Science, the
Massachusetts College of Pharmacy and Health Science (MCPHS), The University of Texas
Health Science Center at San Antonio, all of which have a strong medical orientation, and
Maine Maritime Academy, SUNY Maritime College, and the California Maritime Academy,
which focus on nautical engineering and related subjects. Two-year colleges with high
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value-added scores include the North Central Institute, ATS Institute of Technology,
Lawrence Memorial Hospital School of Nursing, and CUNY Kingsborough Community
College.
2. Four college quality factors are strongly associated with higher earnings for
alumni:
Curriculum value: The amount earned by people in the workforce who hold degrees in a
eld of study offered by the college, averaged across all the degrees the college awards;
STEM orientation: The share of graduates prepared to work in STEM occupations;
Completion rates: The percentage of students nishing their award within at least 1.5 times
the normal time (three years for a two-year college, six years for a four-year college);
Faculty salaries: The average monthly compensation of all teaching staff
3. Value-added measures are fairly reliable over time. Scores for the cohort entering in
1997–1998 strongly predict value-added for the cohort entering in 2005–2006, using
earnings data measured six-years after admission. Nonetheless, some colleges have made
large improvements on value-added over that period, including Stanford, Yale,
Georgetown, and Emory, as well as Glenville State College and Alaska Paci c University.
No ranking system is perfect, and there are many limitation and caveats with these data.
Yet, the value-added measures here help ll an information void and can be used to inform
strategies to improve college quality and help identify schools that are contributing the
most to student economic advancement. There are many colleges with modest or low
admission standards that consistently prepare students for high income careers. The next
step in college quality research is to attempt to measure learning gains.

Explore the new data
For two-year schools, top value-added performers also tend to have a technical
orientation. North Central Institute in Tennessee emerges as the top value-added
performer on 10-year median earnings for federal aid recipients entering in 2001 and 2002.
https://www.brookings.edu/research/using-earnings-data-to-rank-colleges-a-value-added-approach-updated-with-college-scorecard-data/#cancel

2/13

3/1/2021

Using earnings data to rank colleges: A value-added approach updated with College Scorecard data

Actual earnings are 56 percent higher than predicted for attendees, who often study
aeronautics and take courses in applied physics. A number of colleges focusing on nursing
score very highly, including ATS Institute of Technology, Lawrence Memorial School of
Nursing, St. Vincent’s College, Laboure College, Southeast Missouri Hospital College of
Nursing and Health Science, and the Carolina College of Health Sciences. Meanwhile,
students at Bramson ORT and Foothill College typically study business or information
technology.
Value-added measures are fairly reliable over time.
One of the most novel and compelling aspects of the Scorecard database is that it reports
earnings data for multiple cohorts of entering students. The earliest data available cover
the 1997 to 1998 cohort, while the latest apply to the 2005–2006 entering classes. Valueadded measures are calculated for each, and the change is reported below.
The changes in value-added can be decomposed into changes in the observable measures
of quality. Unfortunately, in terms of shedding light on college quality, most of the
changes are driven by changes in unobservable factors (the x-factor). This suggests there is
still much work to be down to measure observable and predictable aspects of college
quality.
Still, even with so much unobserved, these value-added scores are broadly stable over
time. There is a high correlation between value-added for the 1997–1998 cohort and
value-added for the 2005–2006 cohort for four-year colleges (0.82). For two-year colleges,
value-added is notably more volatile. The correlation is just 0.58 for the two periods.
Medium-term value-added (i.e. 10-year earnings for the 2001–2002 cohort) appears
somewhat more robust in that correlations with the 1997–1998 cohort and the 2005–2006
cohort are higher for both two- and four-year colleges.
Despite general stability in the measure, some colleges showed large increases in
short-term value-added from 1997–1998 to 2005–2006
While broadly stable over time, value-added scores for individual schools sometimes
changes dramatically. Below, the colleges with the largest increases are highlighted, with a
view toward summarizing some of the broad factors behind the increase.
https://www.brookings.edu/research/using-earnings-data-to-rank-colleges-a-value-added-approach-updated-with-college-scorecard-data/#cancel
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Among four-year colleges, value-added increased the most for the Palmer College of
Chiropractic in Davenport, Iowa. It increased the earnings of alumni, even as predicted
earnings fell. The average family income of incoming students receiving federal aid was
$50,000 in 1997–1998, corresponding to 0.6 standard deviations above the mean four-year
college. But by 2005–2006, the mean earnings of incomes students was just $13,000, 1.7
standard deviations below the mean. Remarkably, earnings increased from 0.8 standard
deviations below the mean to 0.5 standard deviations above the mean.
Some well-known schools also showed large increases in value-added between these
periods, including Stanford, Yale, Georgetown, Duke, Emory, and Harvard. For each of
these colleges, predicted earnings increased slightly over the period, even as the federal
aid recipients at these colleges were from further down the income ladder in 2005-2006
than in the previous period. This would imply that these colleges are increasingly drawing
from less economically advantaged families, but this conclusion does not necessarily
follow. At Harvard, for example, the percentage of students receiving federal aid fell from
44 percent in 1999 to 24 percent in 2005, making the Scorecard data less relevant in the
later period than in the former. These data do not tell us about the majority of students at
Harvard who do not receive federal aid.
For some of the most improved colleges, value-added simply became less negative. This
was the case for Central Yeshiva Tomchei Tmimim Lubavitz, the California Institute of the
Arts, Washington Bible College-Capital Bible Seminary, and Manhattan Christian College.
As implied by the names of these colleges, maximizing the earnings of graduates is
probably not a principal goal for the administrators of these schools or their students.
Rather, the focus is on preparation for careers as religious ministers and artists. Still,
graduates from the later period have made some economic progress relative to their peers.
As for two-year colleges, some of those with the largest increase in value-added went from
extremely poor performing to merely below average. This describes Stone Child College
and Aaniiih Nakoda College, both located in rural Montana, Cossatot Community College
of the University of Arkansas, Sisseton Wahpeton College in South Dakota, and Windward
Community College in Honolulu. With the exception of Windward, these schools serve
very low-income students in low-income areas. At Stone Child College, the average family
https://www.brookings.edu/research/using-earnings-data-to-rank-colleges-a-value-added-approach-updated-with-college-scorecard-data/#cancel
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income of students entering in 2005-2006 was just $15,000. The increase in Stone Child
College’s curriculum value—placing it near the top of community colleges—explains some
of its increase in value-added. However, modest their most results may be, these schools
have made substantial progress for their students and communities.
Other schools with large improvements went from slightly above or below average to
excellent, including the New Mexico Military Institute, North Central Texas College, and
Lamar Community College in Texas. The same could be said of Whatcom Community and
Bellingham Technical College, both in Bellingham, Wash.

Background
Earlier this year “Beyond College Rankings: A Value-Added Approach to Assessing Twoand Four-Year Schools” aimed to present and validate new measures of the market value
of the skills taught at speci c colleges and improve how colleges are ranked The research,
of which I was the lead author, did so by comparing diverse colleges on a more levelplaying eld and by calculating the economic value they add to alumni earnings and
related outcomes. The value-added calculation compares expected alumni outcomes to
actual outcomes, rewarding colleges that do the most for the least advantaged students.
As noted in the study, there were many data limitations and reasons for caution. The
earnings data came from an organization called Payscale, which relies on voluntary data
entries from users of its salary negotiation website. While Payscale offered the most useful
and comprehensive source of earnings available at the time, those data contained little
coverage of 2-year colleges, unknown sample sizes, limited age-cohort comparability, a
non-random sample of alumni, and no information on non-graduates.
As I’ve described elsewhere, the Obama administration’s new College Scorecard database
represents a substantial improvement in data quality and transparency in higher
education. Its core earnings measures are highly correlated with Payscale data for those
colleges covered by both sources, but it contains a number of advantages: 11.3 million
alumni compared to 1.4 million in Payscale; coverage for roughly 5,800 institutions
compared to just 1,300 for Payscale, with deeper coverage per college; precisely de ned
age-cohort metrics to maximize comparability; and detailed data documentation with
https://www.brookings.edu/research/using-earnings-data-to-rank-colleges-a-value-added-approach-updated-with-college-scorecard-data/#cancel

5/13

3/1/2021

Using earnings data to rank colleges: A value-added approach updated with College Scorecard data

clearly articulated and well-defended methods. Moreover, the Scorecard contains novel
measures of the family incomes and family education levels of entering students and more
sophisticated measures of degree completion and loan repayment than those previously
available.
The Scorecard’s weaknesses, however, are non-trivial. It only reports earnings data for
students starting as undergraduates who received federal aid—either loans or grants,
which applies to roughly half of all students, and federal aid recipients tend to have lower
family incomes than their peers. Moreover, some colleges with multiple campuses report
have earnings data only at the system level, not at their speci c campuses. This affects
roughly 8 percent of students in the Scorecard database.
A larger issue is that alumni salary, when taken alone, is a biased and imprecise measure
of the quality of a college, or even its economic value. It is biased because colleges with
high earning alumni also tend to have students who are better prepared academically—as
measured by test scores—and come from higher-income families. These students would
have been well positioned to earn at least moderately high salaries, even if they attended a
less prestigious college. In short, many factors contribute to alumni salary outcomes that
have nothing to do with the quality of the college, but much to do with the characteristics
of the students. This is why a value-added approach is needed.
Of course, salary is not the same as quality. The most relevant qualities of a college will
vary by individual. It may include something about the depth and importance of the
material taught, insights gained, skills mastered, sense of purpose established, and
friendships forged, none of which can be directly measured by earnings. Researchers
should strive to collect comparable institutional data on these factors.
Nonetheless, many critics of the College Scorecard and similar attempts to analyze alumni
outcomes go too far in rejecting the importance of salary information, as my colleague
Beth Akers has argued. Clearly, earnings are substantially relevant to happiness and
health, even as there are many other determinants of those goods. At a social level, the
public and its government representatives have a very strong interest in other people

https://www.brookings.edu/research/using-earnings-data-to-rank-colleges-a-value-added-approach-updated-with-college-scorecard-data/#cancel

6/13

3/1/2021

Using earnings data to rank colleges: A value-added approach updated with College Scorecard data

earning higher salaries, because those salaries lead to higher tax revenues, elevated
investment in research, culture, and the arts, new goods and services, and increased
spending that sustains economic growth and prosperity.
This report takes advantage of the new database to provide greater insight into the
strengths and weaknesses of U.S. colleges in preparing students for remunerative careers.
Using methods developed in “Beyond College Rankings,” this report analyzes the
determinants of earnings for thousands of colleges for students entering in 1997–1998,
2001–2002, and 2005–2006 and compares these to value-added measures using Payscale.
After a brief description of the method, the report shows—at the aggregate level—which
observable quality factors predict value-added and how they compare using Payscale and
College Scorecard data. Then, college level value added results using medium-term 10year earnings are reported for four- and two-year schools. (In the appendix, these rankings
are compared to Payscale in an effort to better understand the strengths and weaknesses
of the two sources and identify colleges that do well on both). Next, the analysis turns to
changes in value-added over shorter-term horizons, comparing the stability in rankings
overall and showing which colleges have improved the most. The nal section concludes
with a brief discussion of the limitations to current sources of college data. The Appendix
describes the technical analysis and details about how to compare Payscale earnings with
the Scorecard.

An updated method
The companion Methodological Appendix explains the details of the method and analysis
used here.
The theory underlying this analysis is that the future earnings of alumni are affected by
student characteristics (such as their academic preparation, age, racial or ethnic
background, and family income), the type of college (a community college or research
university, for example), the location of the college (as in a big city with many jobs
compared to a small town), and the qualities of the college (Figure 1). To estimate the
college’s contribution to student earnings, earnings for an individual college are predicted
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based on these attributes and compared to actual outcomes. The value-added of the
college can be thought of as the difference between expected and actual outcomes, or the
sum of unmeasured and measured qualities of the college.
Key outcomes
This study focused on three earnings measures from the College Scorecard ( Table 1). One
complication of any outcome measure is when to measure it. Lifetime earnings are best
approximated by earnings later in life, but that provides less relevant information to
current cohorts of entering students, who face a different labor market and may be
entering a school that has changed signi cantly. Research on tax records for millions of
Americans nds that annual earnings tend to re ect lifetime earnings very well by age 30.
As it happens, the Council of Economic Advisors nds very high correlations at the college
level between six-year and 10-year earnings measures, suggesting that both provide
relevant information about students’ lifetime earnings potential. Hence, this report
focuses on median earnings six and 10 years after entry to college.
For comparison to previous work and as a check on the robustness of the data, this report
also estimates value-added using the Payscale 2015-2016 College Salary Report for midcareer salaries (see Appendix and companion interactive and database). This measure
assigns median earnings to a school from its pool of graduates (not dropouts) who have
not gone on to earn a higher degree and who graduated at least 10 years ago from the time
of measurement. For four-year colleges only, Payscale also provides the same measure for
all undergraduate alumni (including those pursuing higher degrees).
A college’s qualities that contribute to its value-added
As in earlier work, this analysis distinguishes between observed and unobserved qualities
of a college.
Currently, there is no database available that would allow one to measure many aspects of
a college that are likely related to its quality, such as teacher quality, administrative
competence, and the utility of student programs. These unmeasured attributes of a college
we refer to as its X-factor.
https://www.brookings.edu/research/using-earnings-data-to-rank-colleges-a-value-added-approach-updated-with-college-scorecard-data/#cancel
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Still, there are many things about a college that can be observed, such as the extent to
which its curriculum aligns with high-paying elds of study (its curriculum value and
STEM orientation), how well its keep students on track (its graduation rate), and how well
it compensates its teaching faculty. See the Appendix of “Beyond College Rankings” for
details on how curriculum value and STEM orientation are measured).
The sum of observable and unobservable qualities of a college—weighted by their
predictive power in explaining earnings—constitute the college’s value-added.
Variables that contribute to a school’s predicted outcomes
Calculating value added requires comparing predicted salaries to actual salaries. The
prediction is driven by characteristics of the college’s students and the college itself that
are unrelated to how well it prepares students for economic success. These characteristics
are listed below and include test scores, family incomes, and the regional cost of living
near the college.

https://www.brookings.edu/research/using-earnings-data-to-rank-colleges-a-value-added-approach-updated-with-college-scorecard-data/#cancel
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Findings
A college’s curriculum value, mean faculty salary, and completion rates strongly
predict the future earnings of those who attend.

https://www.brookings.edu/research/using-earnings-data-to-rank-colleges-a-value-added-approach-updated-with-college-scorecard-data/#cancel

10/13

3/1/2021

Using earnings data to rank colleges: A value-added approach updated with College Scorecard data

Colleges have no effect on what students learn before they enter, but they do control the
content of what students learn while enrolled. Colleges also control faculty salaries,
subject to market pressure and, for some public colleges, state legislation, affecting their
ability to recruit and retain top teachers. Finally, colleges also affect degree completion, at
least to some extent, through summer programs, nancial aid packages, tutoring services,
and other less tangible aspects of the academic environment.
As our previous analysis showed, these factors are strongly predictive of higher earnings
after graduation (Figure 2). Among the quality measures, curriculum value is the single
most important factor. A standard deviation in curriculum value is worth an estimated 11
percent in higher annual earnings using Scorecard data and 7 percent using Payscale data.
In general, the quality variables predict higher earnings using either source.
The characteristics of students, of course, also affect earnings. A standard deviation in the
average family income of entering students adds 22 percent to predicted medium-term
earnings. Conventional rankings, based on selectivity and other measures, and non-valueadded rankings of colleges based on earnings, fail to capture this important relationship,
and thus overrate colleges with high-income students and underrate those with low
income students.
Colleges with the highest medium-term value-added for federal aid recipients are
often focused on training for high-paying careers in technical subjects.
Among four-year colleges, those with the highest value-added for federal aid recipients are
disproportionately specialized in high-paying elds of study, such as medicine, business,
and engineering. Thus, Albany College of Pharmacy and Health Sciences reports the
highest value-added score. Actual median earnings–$116,000—are more than double
predicted earnings, based on student characteristics and other factors. It is followed by the
Massachusetts College of Pharmacy and Health Science (MCPHS). Both schools prioritize
health-related elds like molecular biology, chemistry, pre-medical and nursing. The
University of the Sciences in Philadelphia trains many students for careers as pharmacists,
among other health-related occupations. Three other top scoring colleges—Maine
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Maritime Academy, Massachusetts Maritime Academy, and SUNY Maritime College—
prioritize engineering related to shipping logistics and offshore drilling. Meanwhile,
Babson and Rose-Hulman—focus on business and engineering respectively.
Among the top 20, only Harvard and Duke rate highly on conventional rankings like U.S.
News & World Report’s. On the other hand, Brigham Young University, which ranks 66th
in U.S. News, ranks 16th on value-added for medium-term earnings.

Conclusion
Overall, the College Scorecard represents a major advance in the effort to transparently
compare colleges along dimensions of quality. It’s major limitation—the lack of any valueadded metric—is addressed here and in the companion interactive. Yet, it makes strides
toward allowing college administrators, policy of cials, and others responsible for the
quality of a college to more readily identify and resolve its weaknesses, with a view to
enhancing student well-being after attendance. It also can help make the market for
higher education function more ef ciently via greater transparency and consumer
empowerment.
However progress is severely limited by aws in available data, as well as for more
fundamental reasons. The remaining aws in the scorecard and other sources include:
1. Incomplete coverage. In the Scorecard’s case, this means the data are limited to
federal aid recipients. For Payscale, it means a non-random sample and many institutions
with no data. Neither report outcomes for students by graduate institution or program of
study.
2. Lack of outcomes data disaggregated by eld of study. This is true for all multi-state
databases, but disaggregated earnings are reported by Texas Consumer Resource for
Education and Workforce Statistics for alumni who remain in the state of Texas.
3. No measures of learning. Perhaps the serious omission related to data on college
quality is the absence of any information about what students learn while in college. While
achieving higher earnings are often a secondary goal, acquiring a body of useful or
https://www.brookings.edu/research/using-earnings-data-to-rank-colleges-a-value-added-approach-updated-with-college-scorecard-data/#cancel
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meaningful knowledge is perhaps the chief goal of higher education. The OECD is working
to develop metrics that could be used to measure learning in higher education, but
comprehensive measures seem a long way off.
More fundamentally, there will always be serious imperfections to any effort to assess
college quality. People are not randomly assigned to colleges and differ in important ways
that will remain unobservable to any researcher.
Given these limitations, some contend that colleges simply cannot be meaningfully ranked
or compared, but as we have seen in the above (and in elementary and secondary valueadded analyses by leading economists) reasonably accurate and reliable measures of valueadded can be produced for individual schools, especially four-year colleges. Such measures
should never be mechanically and rigidly tied to scal or regulatory policies, but they can
and should serve as relevant guideposts to how well speci c institutions are doing in
preparing students for economically prosperous lives.
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Testimony of Senator Hayes in Support of Senate Bill 858: Coppin State University
Funding
March 3rd, 2021
Dear Chairperson Guzzone and Members of the Budget and Taxation Committee,
Time and time again, Historically Black Colleges and Universities (“HBCUs'') in this state have
been told that despite the importance of their mission, adequate funding is simply unattainable.
Coppin State University in Baltimore is one of these crucial institutions that has been
systematically underfunded by the state of Maryland. Coppin is currently under the new
leadership of Dr. Anthony L. Jenkins, and he is ready to take on the challenge of increased
enrollment at this institution. As a multigenerational learning environment that has been
nationally recognized for its community engagement, it deserves to have the resources necessary
to reach its full potential.
SB858 represents an opportunity to invest in Coppin’s students and give them the resources
necessary to succeed. This bill would include $3,000,000 in the annual capital or operating
budget for fiscal years 2023 through 2026 for CSU. This would be a total of $12,000,000 over
these 4 fiscal years. In order to accommodate the goal of increasing enrollment numbers,
Coppin needs on campus housing facilities. Last year, 900 families requested on campus
housing, while the university only had 650 units, far less than other schools in the University
System of Maryland. Under this bill, funds would go towards establishing the groundwork for
two new dormitories and a new student union building. The University System of Maryland
would also prioritize public-private partnership agreements to build these facilities, which would
be efficient and with less cost from the State of Maryland or with amendment prioritize the
System Fund Capital Project Program.
In addition, Coppin State University is one of the State’s leading schools in added-value for it’s
graduates. According to a Brookings Institute research analysis of the Obama administration’s
college scorecard database; Coppin University graduates are ranked second only to Johns
Hopkins University based on a value-added approach. Coppin State is delivering an outstanding

performance given the limited resources it is afforded and has proven itself to be an invaluable
institution for the State of Maryland
In light of the underfunding of institutions so essential to the education of Maryland’s Black
community, this bill is a step in the right direction for Maryland’s students. We need to show our
commitment to equity and give CSU the funding that it deserves. In our Baltimorean community,
Coppin's partnerships generate graduates who make lasting impacts on their communities and
regions beyond.
20% of all Black graduates matriculate through HBCUs despite the fact that HCBUs comprise
just 3% of this country’s colleges and universities. As this Assembly continues to evaluate
legislation with heightened scrutiny to ensure equality and inclusion, SB 858 is an opportunity to
take action in the best interests of Maryland’s students.
Thus, I request a favorable report on SB 858.
Respectfully,

Senator Antonio L. Hayes
40th Legislative District - MD
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SENATE BILL 858 Higher Education - Coppin State University - Funding (Hayes)
STATEMENT OF INFORMATION
DATE: March 3, 2021
COMMITTEE: Senate Budget & Taxation
SUMMARY OF BILL: SB 858 mandates an annual appropriation in the operating or capital
budget for FY 2023 to FY 2026 in the amount of $3 million to build a new student union facility and
two student dormitories at Coppin State University; and directs the University of Maryland System to
prioritize a public private partnership to build the facilities.

EXPLANATION: Capital projects for auxiliary (revenue-producing) buildings at higher education
institutions, such as dormitories and student unions, are typically funded with Auxiliary debt backed by
enterprise revenues of the university (housing fees, parking fees, bookstore sales, etc.) Auxiliary debt is
not backed by the State.
Instructional, administration and research facilities, on the other hand, are typically funded with state
debt or with University Academic Revenue Debt (HB 1341 University System of Maryland-Academic
Facilities Bonding Authority). Academic revenue debt is repaid with University revenues including
tuition and the state appropriation.
Regarding State capital funds, between FY 2000 and FY 2021 the State has invested a total of 393.9
million for Coppin State University. This is equivalent to $200,812 per full-time equivalent student, the
most of any four-year institution between FY 2000 and FY 2021. Recent major projects include:
● Science and Technology Center - $121.7 million – Completed in 2015, this project constructed
a new 74,185 NASF/134,882 GSF academic building to support science-related disciplines,
including the Departments of Natural Sciences and Mathematics and Computer Science.
● Percy Julian Building Renovation for College of Business - $43.3 million – Expected to be
completed in July 2022, this project will renovate the 30,410 NASF/52,190 GSF Percy Julian
Science and Arts Building and construct a 7,892 NASF/10,428 GSF addition for the College of
Business and the School of Graduate Studies.
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