
Draft for Discussion 
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA ACCOUNTABILITY FRAMEWORK 

 
PART II. Universitywide Indicators with Campus Comparisons 
 
Section 9. Campus Rankings 
 
Goals 
Although limited in scope and often biased in one direction or another, indices that rank 
universities can give an indication of their overall academic quality. Although rising in a 
particular ranking scheme is clearly not one of UC’s strategic goals, rankings do allow 

their peers in a way that is often very public.   
 
Measures

institutions to assess their performance relative to 

 
This section reports college rankings for the UC campuses and their comparison institutions 
from six different ranking schemes—the 1995 National Research Council, The Center for 
Measuring University Performance at Arizona State University, U.S. News and World Report’s 
Best Graduate Programs, U.S. News and World Report’s Best National Universities, U.S. 
News and World Report’s Top 50 Public National Universities and the Washington Monthly. 
Importantly, regardless of the purpose of a particular ranking scheme or its focus, methodology 

 the academic strength and excellence of the UC campuses 
shines forth. 
 

or underlying value structure,
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Indicator 9.1 
National Research Council’s Ratings of UC Doctoral Programs, 1995 
 

  

UC CAMPUS 
Total Number of 
Programs Rated 

Number of 
Programs Ranked 

in Top 10 on 
Faculty Quality 

Percent of 
Programs Ranked 

in Top 10 on 
Faculty Quality 

Berkeley 37 36 97% 
Davis 26 1 4% 
Irvine 24 2 8% 
Los Angeles 36 13 36% 
Riverside 19 -  0% 
San Diego 29 14 48% 
San Francisco 9 6 67% 
Santa Barbara 32 4 13% 
Santa Cruz 17 2 12% 
Total UC 229 78 34% 
    
U of Illinois 37 10 27% 
U of Michigan 41 14 34% 
SUNY at Buffalo 35 - 0% 
U of Virginia 32 5 16% 
    
Harvard 30 26 87% 
MIT 23 20 87% 
Stanford 43 32 74% 
Yale 30 19 63% 

  
 

• Considered the “gold standard” of academic quality rankings, the National Research 
Council’s assessments of research-doctorate programs are the most comprehensive 
and respected evaluations of Ph.D. programs in the United States.  

• In 1995, the NRC assessed doctoral programs in 41 fields of study at 274 universities. 

• The NRC data are not normalized for faculty size, resulting in lower rankings for smaller 
programs. 

• The 1995 rankings are the most recent. The NRC plans to release an updated set of 
rankings in fall 2008. 
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Indicator 9.2

he Center for Measuring University Performance: Top American Research Universities, 

 
 
 
 
 

• The Center for Measuring University Performance at Arizona State University ranks the 
Top American Research Universities (defined as those with at least $20 million in 
research expenditures) into two tiers – 1-25 and 26-50. 

 
• The center constructs its lists by ranking institutions on nine measures – total research, 

federal research, endowment assets, annual giving, National Academy members, 
faculty awards, doctorates granted, postdoctoral appointees and SAT/ACT scores. The 
center weights all nine variables equally and groups institutions into one of two clusters 
according to how many times they rank in the top 25 (or top 50) on each of these 
measures. Those that score in the top 25 on at least one measure fall into its top tier. 

 
• Unlike the National Research Council or U.S. News and World Report, the center relies 

exclusively on objective measures and does not include academic reputation in its 
ranking scheme. However, its rankings are biased toward institutions with large medical 
centers since federal research expenditures are heavily influenced by NIH funding.  The 
data also are not normalized by faculty size, resulting in lower rankings for smaller 
institutions. 

easures in Top 25 (max = 9) 

 
T
2005 to 2007 
 
         Number of M
 UC Campus 2005 2006 2007  

Berkeley 8 8 8 
Davis 2 2 2 
Irvine - 1 - 
Los Angeles 7 7 7 

 
 
 
 

Riverside - - -  
San Francisco 6 6 6  
San Diego 5 5 5 
Santa Barbara - 1 1 
Santa Cruz - - - 
    
U of Illinois 5 5 4 
U of Michigan 8 8 8 
SUNY at Buffalo - - - 
U of 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Virginia 2 2 2 
     

Harvard 8 9 9 
MIT 9 9 9 
Stanford 9 9 9 
Yale 7 7 7 
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Indicator 9.3 
U.S. News and World Report’s Graduate Program Rankings, 2000 to 2009 

usiness 
       o  N

 
B

             Ranking Am ng Top 20 Programs ationally 
 200 03 060 2001 2002 20 2004 2005 20 2007 2008 2009
Berkeley  14 0   10 7 1 7 8 6 7 7 8 
Los Angeles  10 11 12 15 14 2 11 10 11 1 16 
           
U of Michigan 7 9 10 10 13 0 10 11 12 1 11 
U of Virginia 11 11 15 10 11 2 14 13 14 1 12 
           
Harvard 2 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 
MIT 5 4 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Stanford 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 1 2 
Yale 15 16 2 13 14 4 15 15 13  1 1 14 
           
Education 

                             Ranking Among Top 20 Programs Nationally 
 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 005 2006 2007 2008 20092
Berkeley  5 4 6 11 11 6 7 6 7 8 
Los Angeles  4 5 4 2 3 3 2 2  3 5
           
U of Michigan 8 7 7 7 8 0 9 9 9 1 6 
           
Harvard 1 1 1 2 1  1 1 6 1 3 
Stanford 3 2 2 1 2 1 3 4 2 1 
           
Engineering 
  Ranking Among Top 20 Programs Nationally 
 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Berkeley  5 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 
Los Angeles  20 21 22 21 19 16 15 15 16 13 
San Diego  20 15 16 14 11 13 11 11 13 11 
Santa Barbara  25 25 22 24 24 21 21 21 19 19 
           
U of Illinois 6 6 6 5 4 4 4 5 5 5 
U of Michigan 3 4 4 6 6 8 6 6 9 9 
           
MIT 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Stanford 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 
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9.3 (continued) U.S. News and World Report’s Graduate Program Rankings, 2000 to 

Law
  Ranking Among Top 20 Programs Nationa

2009 
 

 
 

 
lly 

 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 05 2006 2007 2008 200920
Berkeley 10 8 7 10 3 11 8  6  9 1 8
Lo 16 16 6 16 16 6 15 15  16 s Angeles  1 1 15
           
U 8 7  7 7  8 8  9  of Michigan 7 7 8
U 7 8  7 9  8 8  9  of Virginia 7 9 10
           
H 2 3 3 3 3  2 3  2 arvard 2 2
Stanford 3 2 2 2 2 3 3 2 2 3 
Ya 1 1  1 1  1 1  1 le 1 1 1
 
Medicine - Research 
  Ranking Among Top 20 Programs Nationally 
 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Lo   10 10 4 13 14 4 11 11  9 s Angeles 1 1 13
San go  22 23 4 20 16 7 14 14  14 Die 2 1 14
Sa o  6 7  6 6  5 4  5 n Francisc 7 6 5
           
U of Michigan 10 12 9 8 8 7 9 11 10 11 
           
Harvard 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Stanford 10 10 9 11 8 8 8 7 7 8 
Yale 5 8 8 9 10 10 11 9 8 9 
           
Medicine — Primary Care 
  Ranking Among Top 20 Programs Nationally 
 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Los Angeles  11 4 17 11 16 23 33 38 18 12 
San Francisco  8 9 4 3 3 8 8 10 8 6 
           
U of Michigan 33 28 26 14 22 23 27 28 45 17 
           
Harvard 2 2 11 7 17 42 11 25 13 7 
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9.3 (continued) U.S. News and World Report’s Graduate Program Rankings, 2000 to 

 
•  and World Report (USNWR) has annually ranked 

ofessional grad  
nd medicine sin

• ion may  be orte in th st a ve fo ne two 
s pro m f elo 0 i N ’s graduate program 

nkings in 2009, o 2) an institution does not ave a rogra  in t  
ea.  

• SNWR’s professional program
mewhat a trary d re ng o sma amp size

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Note: U  labels its rankin  for th rosp ive y ; the 09 ra s were published in March 2008.  UC 
Merced ed because it does ua profe onal gram  bus ss, e ation w or 
medicine; it does offer graduate study in engin ing a s, bu e pro ms  too n  to h  awa d 
degrees or to be reviewed b U.S. News. 

2009 

U.S. News
pr uate programs in business, education, engineering, law

0a ce 20 0. 

An institut  not  rep d e li bo r o of 
reasons: 1) it gra ell b w 2 n US WR
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Indicator 9.4 
U.S. News and World Report’s America’s Best National Universities, 1999 to 2009 

    
  Ranking Among National Universities 

 

 1999 2000 200 2008 20091 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Berkeley 22 1 20 20 20 20 21 21  20 21 21 2

Davis 44     2 4 42 41 41 43 43 42 48 47 4 4

Irvine     0 4 4 44 36 49 41 41 45 45 43 4 4 4

Los Angeles 25 2  2  2  5 6 5 5 6 2 2 25 25 26 25 25 

Rivers 7    1 5 88 96 89 ide 69 1 73 82 85 84 8 8

San Diego  3    5 2 38 8 35 32 2 31 31 31 32 3 3 3

Santa 47 4    5 5 47 44 44  Barbara 4 45 48 47 45 4 4

Santa 56 7    4 8 76 79 96  Cruz 1 64 67 76 67 7 6

            

U of Il 41 36 38 40 37 42 41 38 40 linois 42 34 

U of Michigan 25 25 25 25 26  25 25 25 22 25 24 
SUNY at 
Buffal

3rd 
  

 
 

 
r 

 
r r 

d 21 o tier
3rd 
tier 

3rd 
tier 

3rd 
tier 

3rd 
tier

3rd
rtie

3rd
tie

3rd
tie

3rd
e

 3r
ti

 1tier 

U of V 2    3 4 3 23 irginia 2 22 20 21 23 21 22 2 2 2

            

Harvard 1 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 2 2 1 

MIT   4 3 5 5 4 4 5 7 4 7 4 

Stanfo 4   rd 6 6 5 4 5 5 5 4 4 4 

Yale 1  4 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 

• . News and W rld R ort’s lleg rank s a e st a  mo high
publicized of all college rankings.  The rankings are based on seven major variables: 

ation and retention rates, faculty resources, student 
selectivity, financial resou i-giving rate. 

• USNWR’s Best n i ie k e  f t
over lic r ear niv tie riv  te o s  h r th public 

n fo indi ors: adua n ra s, fa ty re urc fina ial re urces 
and alumni giving rates, which together count for 55 percent of a school’s total score.  

• USNWR has only ranked institutions in its 1s d 2 er er those 
ranked 100 or higher).  In 2009, it published rankings for its 3rd tier schools as well.   

• ancisco is t ra d b use is a graduate health sciences campus, and 
Merced, which opened in 2005, is not ranked because it has interim accreditation. 

 
Note: USNWR labels its rankings for the prospective year; the 2009 rankings were published August 22, 2008. 
 

 U.S o ep  co e ing re th olde nd st ly 

peer assessment, gradu
rces, graduation rate performance and alumn

  Natio al Un versit s’ ran ings t nd to avor wealthier priva e 
institutions pub es ch u ersi s.  P ates nd t core ighe an 
universities o ur cat  gr tio te cul so es, nc so

 Historically, t an nd ti (gen ally 

 San Fr  no nke eca  it 
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Indicator 9.5 
U.S. News and World Report's America's Top 50 Public National Universities, 1999 to 
2009 

    Ranking Among Public Universities   

 
 

         

UC CAMPUS 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Berkeley 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

Davis 11 12 10 10 11 11 11 14 13 11 12 

Irvine 8 16 10 10 12 12 12 10 12 13 12 

Los Angeles 4 3 3 4 3 4 4 3 4 3 3 

Riverside 26 31 33 28 36 39 37 38 39 45 40 

San Diego 6 7 7 7 7 7 8 7 8 8 7 

Santa Barbara 14 13 14 15 14 12 13 12 13 13 12 

Santa Cruz 17 31 26 28 36 27 32 28 33 35 45 

            

U of Illinois 10 8 10 9 9 10 9 11 10 8 10 

U of Michigan 4 3 3 3 3 3 2 3 2 3 4 
SUNY at 
Buffalo 48 - - - - - - - - - - 

U of Virginia 1 2 1 2 2 1 2 1 2 2 2 
 
 

• U.S. News and World Report’s Top 50 Public National Universities’ ranking follows its 
list of Best National Universities, with the private universities excluded. 
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Indicator 9.6 
Washington Monthly Rankings, 2005 to 2007 
 

  Ranking Among National Universities 
UC CAMPUS 2005 2006 2007 
Ber  keley  3 2 3 
Dav 0 is  17 1 8 
Irvine  - 72 49 
Los 2 4 2 Angeles 
Riverside  - 2  2 15
San Diego  8 6 4 
San rba - 7  ta Ba ra  5 36
Santa Cruz  - 8  6 76
    
U of Illinois 13 16 11 
U of higa 0 8  Mic n 1 1 6 
SUNY at Buffalo - 3  20 111
U of inia Virg  22 20 16 
    
Harvard 16 28 27 
MIT 1 1  13
Stanford 5 7 9 
Yale 15 12 38 

  
 

 to 

 
nd 

 

• The Washington Monthly developed its ranking scheme in 2005 as an alternative
U.S. News and World Report’s best colleges rankings. 

• Unlike USNWR, which tends to rank colleges and universities on their wealth, the 
Washington Monthly ranks colleges and universities on their contribution to society. Its
measures include: 1) being an engine of social mobility, 2) fostering scientific a
humanistic research, and 3) fostering an ethic of service to the country. 

• The Washington Monthly published a list of its top 30 national universities in 2005 and 
expanded the list to include all national universities in subsequent years. 
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