Appendix 1. Faculty Feedback in response to Faculty Select Panel on Growth and
Quality Question 1: Funding/Cost Structures

Directions

What strategies should FGCU pursue to increase revenue streams and/or curb expenditures in the future? Our current
Strategic Plan points us toward expanding the breadth of academic programs that we offer, expanding the number of
degrees awarded, hiring faculty for these purposes all while providing financial support for graduate programs and
increasing scholarship and research. This plan relies on increasing tuition by enrollment growth and by increasing the
tuition rate (page 36 of 2010 Strategic Plan located
here: http://www.fgcu.edu/Provost/files/FGCU_Strategic_Plan_2010-2015.pdf). What do you think of these ideas
and what other ideas should we consider as we move forward?

program response
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/30/2012 | 7:53 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

To curb expenditures, we must be realistic and examine under-enrolled programs with negative growth trajectories
and eliminate or consolidate such programs. Such decisions should be driven by data regarding economics, jobs,
market trends, etc. Some majors may not be sustainable or economically feasible in this market-driven movement in
higher education. Programs with limited enrollment cannot be sustained at the expense of large, understaffed
programs with high enrollments (e.g., communications, psychology). This issue has been neglected for far too long.
It may also be useful to examine whether there is a need for the current level of administration at FGCU. Other large
institutions (e.g., Wayne State University) have recently come to terms with this fact and brought in organizational
consulting firms to assist the upper administration in streamlining. The extent of the unbridled growth of
administrative staff at the nation’s universities is well documented in several recent data-based publications. While
faculty are being subjected to a new wave of metrics, one might reasonably ask how does the growth of
administrative staff relate directly to these new metrics, or alternatively, what metrics will be imposed on
administration that are objective and data based? How does the addition of administrative staff relate directly to
quality metrics and the outcome metrics currently proposed?

Bureaucratic Bloat at FGCU
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/29/2012 | 12:59 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

http://www.fgcu.edu/FacultySenate/files/9-9-2011_FGCU_Presidential_Compensation.pptx
Slides 19 and 20 illustrate that we have many more students per instructional employee and many fewer
students per administrative employee than our peer institutions.
Slide 21 shows that we're also at the very bottom in the ratio of instructional employees to administrative
employees.
Slides 22 and 23 provide further evidence of how we are way out of line with our peer institutions in this area
(nearly 50% higher than the next highest in Slide 23).
Bureaucratic Bloat
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/29/2012 | 12:57 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

http://www.businessweek.com/articles/2012-11-21/the-troubling-dean-to-professor-ratio
Selected quotes:
“We’re here to deliver a high-quality education at as low a price as possible,” says Robinson. “Why is it that
we can’t find any money for more faculty, but there seems to be an almost unlimited budget for
administrators?”
"from 1993 to 2007, spending on administration rose almost twice as fast as funding for research and
teaching at 198 leading U.S. universities"

"The bottom line: From 1993 to 2009, U.S. universities added bureaucrats 10 times faster than they added
tenured faculty.”

Cut costsl
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/27/2012 | 5:01 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

Eliminate programs that operate at a loss, regardless of the perceived prestige they are thought to provide.
Use simple measures (e.g., faculty salary divided by number of students). Eliminate tasks - and, ultimately,
job positions - involving "coordination" and "liaison". Allow department heads and others to issue their own
bulletins instead of paying administrators to send them; if we trust someone to run a function, we should be
able to trust him/her to issue a general bulletin. Move the course withdrawal date much earlier in the
semester (2 or 3 weeks) and do not refund any tuition and fees after the first week.
Tuition Kickbacks
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/27/2012 | 1:18 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

I agree with my colleague who mentioned that the main focus of administration right now should be on
getting our share back from the State. And, what incentives do top brass have to do so when their bonuses
and perks are in no danger regardless of what they do or fail to achieve.
We also need to cut administrative levels. The university as a group of individuals should recognize that the
bodies of people most important to the university are as follows: first, students, without whom there is no
reason for the rest of us to be here; second, faculty, without whom there is no reason for the students to
come; third, staff, without whom the daily exigencies of running the university would not be met;
administration.
I'd also recommend outsourcing printing and maintenance/ repair costs. Bring in outside vendors who are
willing to charge reasonable rates for work. It is telling that Staples or other companies charge 2-3 cents for
copies, but our own university structures charge 6-8. Removing the office in charge of that would cut
spending across the colleges and cut the yearly lines needed to staff it. Likewise, try to get a cabinet moved
from one office to another and your department is likely to be charged $100.00 when there are moving
companies that don't charge that much for 2 hours of labor.
Ultimately, we need people ready to make unpopular but reasonable decisions--a perennial complaint, I guess.
Where are the Lincoln's of yesteryear?

10,000 dollar bachelor degree
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/26/2012 | 9:33 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

This goal was on the news tonight. How much do our students pay in tuition for 120 credits? 202
(tuition+fees)*120 = 24240, or 120*103(tuition only) = 12360 . So the govenor wants our tuition to be cut
by 20%. the only way to do that is a 4+4 teaching load or by going to a higher number of adjuncts. forget
12% summer pay.
Exploring funding sources
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/26/2012 | 9:17 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

Many universities nationwide turned to local businesses to integrate degree and certification programs cofunded or completely funded by these organizations. This also allows quality learning and prospective job
opportunity for students. Why we cannot apply this here? Do our leaders and administrators have initiatives
in this regard? Is there a discussion of revenue generation? Why we do not have strategies to generate
revenue based on our strengths? We need to look at other areas than tuition and enrollment in the short
run. Strategic plan needs to be reengineered (major change).

Differential Funding
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/26/2012 | 6:46 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

The biggest threat facing FGCU is the Blue Ribbon report recommendation for differential funding. This could
potentially annihilate the humanities and social sciences. We need to be unanimous in rejecting the argument
that the government can determine which disciplines are more important to the economy. As an institution
we need to defend against attacks on any disciplines, and recognize the importance of all current areas to
the FGCU mission.
Fix the funding formula
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/26/2012 | 1:38 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

Why are we way underfunded per FTE when compared to the other schools? This is a problem that our
current administration has failed to correct when it should have been the top priority. If the formula is not
fixed we should cap enrollment at what FTE funding we get.
Buckingham property
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/26/2012 | 1:03 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

How much money do we spend for the Buckingham property? What do we get in return? The same is true for
the iHUB. How much money do we pay the Backe Chair for renewable energy and is he even on campus?
How many VPs does the University really need? Before we think about cutting programs, shoud we not first
hink about cutting some of the administrative overhead first?
go dep not wide
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/21/2012 | 1:25 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

Prez Merwin and a few wealthy donors have given us 'gifts that keep on taking'.
The foundation and President need to stop accepting gifts we cannot afford- STOP the IHUB, and degree in
'renewable energy' How can they even suggest it seriously?
Do what we do well, and let other Universities be everything to everyone if they want to- or if they can afford
to.
The process of implementing new degree programs has been a farce for years and it's going to bite us now.
So make a strategic plan that really is a strategy, and stop changing it when a wealthy developer wants to
use the University as a development tool. Any growth should be driving by our mission- which needs to get
much more focused and realistic
maybe SUSTAINABLE will become in vogue- develop programs in THAT and house them in areas already
developed!
Tough Decisions
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/20/2012 | 12:00 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

I regret masking this recommendation, but perhaps we should consider sunsetting or temporarily
inactivating low enrollment programs and/or electives for a time. I don't believe this is in the best interest of
students, but until there are policy changes at the state level, we have serious problems. I would like to see
us develop a strong reputation for those things we do exceedingly well.
Mission drift
Author: Anonymous

11/16/2012 | 12:21 PM
Rating: --

Score: --

Flag: --

Curb expenditures:
During years of diminishing funding the University curriculum has nevertheless drifted afar from the original
mission of excellent undergraduate programs and selected graduate programs, especially to serve the needs
of SW Florida. The University continues to expand into new graduate programs that are offered by many
other, more well-funded and well-established Florida universities, spreading FGCU's diminished resources
across a broader spectrum, thus diluting the quality of existing undergraduate programs. Proliferation of new
academic programs, especially graduate level, must be limited to those unique degrees that are needed first
and foremost in the local workforce, and expanding to Florida's workforce. FGCU was not founded to be
another competitor with USF, UCF, FIU and certainly not UF and FSU. Every graduate program should be
required to demonstrate fulfillment of local or State workforce needs, and be held accountable through true
assessment to be providing a minimum number of completed degrees per year, e.g. 20, in order to continue
their existence. If such a number of graduates cannot be reached and maintained within 3-5 years, then the
program should be cut and the resources moved to programs with demonstrated need and degree
production.
Likewise undergraduate programs must continually strive for and be accountable for producing well-educated
graduates ready to enter the workforce and/or graduate programs, perhaps at other Florida universities.
However, there must be recognition that not all undergraduates will desire graduate education. Minimum class
sizes should be met for appropriate use of public resources, or courses should be cancelled and reassessed
long-term for their need. I don't agree at all with differentiated tuition for STEM degrees or methods to force
students into programs for which they are not suited. Nevertheless, the University community must buy into
the need to produce well-educated adults who can thrive and contribute to Florida and its communities
through a range of disciplines such as education, social services, healthcare, public services, business and
engineering.
Funding/Cost Structures reply
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/16/2012 | 11:44 AM
Rating: -Flag: --

What appears to be acceptance of lesser funding as the new norm by the highest levels of FGCU
administration is hard to fathom. If we value education at all level -- which I am sure we all do -- then we
should demand the minimum level of support from the state/public.
public servants
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/15/2012 | 3:10 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

The strategic plan was developed in the hopes of regaining funding that was once thought to be a 1 time cut.
The rules of the game have now changed. The financial "attack" is at the state level, not the university level .
We need to appeal to the state as a united university and we need to find ways to continue to improve our
efficiency while providing the high quality of which we take great pride. Growth is perhaps not an option right
now. One day or short term seminars for people in the community that offer the instructors a stipend while
producing small burst of revenue for the department/college/university (depending on the
topic/organization/impact) may help sustain us for awhile. We are servants to the public. Perhaps it is time to
take that role outside of our traditional education model.

Appendix 2. Faculty Feedback in response to Faculty Select Panel on Growth and
Quality Question 2: Academic Quality

Directions
Various entities at the state level (the Legislature, Governor’s Office, Board of Governors, etc.) have been moving
toward a focus on areas of strategic emphasis for state universities, such as education, health professions, emerging
technologies, high wage/high demand degrees, which may leave other liberal arts programs at risk. In the context of
increased emphasis on specific types or clusters of “valuable” degrees, what should guide our decision-making about
the relative value of other degree programs?

Instant value may not neccessarily greater than the accumulated "value"
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

12/7/2012 | 11:37 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

A great mathematician Hardy once said, "I have never done anything 'useful'. No discovery of mine has made,
or is likely to make, directly or indirectly, for good or ill, the least difference to the amenity of the world." His
contribution to number theory and encryption is probably used million times if not billion times every day.
Any knowledge or insight of nature is wonderful and powerful, at times, it may take years or decades or
centuries to realize its potential... What happened to Galileo is reminder of letting the popularity and
politicians decide the fate of knowledge.

program response
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/30/2012 | 7:55 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

Considering the value of a degree based on simple criteria such as entry-level salaries is short-sighted. For example, it is true that a
bachelor’s degree in psychology does not directly lead to high-paying occupations. However, psychology is a major undergraduate
pipeline feeding graduate programs in social work and mental health counseling at FGCU and other institutions. Since one of the
governor’s emphases is on the health professions and US Dept. of Labor statistics indicate that these specific professions are indeed
growth areas and are cited in the governor’s report, the psychology program is clearly contributing to important areas that may not be
apparent on first glance. The same is undoubtedly true for other majors in the humanities and social sciences.

lobby ourselves hard and fast!
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/28/2012 | 10:03 AM
Rating: -Flag: --

I HOPE that there is a chance to turn the tide from the idea that a College Education is training rather than
education. The idiocy of suggesting that a $10K degree is something we should ever aspire to achieve is
nonsensical to me. Why? most of our students are not even paying for themselves- their parents are- if it
is of such low value where is the dedication to work at all? A CAR costs almost twice (or more) than this
crackerjack idea. Do we want to presume that an education that should increase your earning power for a
LIFETIME is worth less than a car (or than one of our Naples neighbors spends on a weekend party)?
We have an opportunity here to reach some of our legislators and maybe we should start a targeted
campaign. Ray Rodriguez is our new Rep. Benequisto is local, and apparently just got appointed a position
of some power. I've heard there is at least one more local, but I don't know who it is. Targeted campaign:
get a list of talking points, share it and schedule regular meetings where different faculty go each time with a
united message. It should not make the siutation any worse, right?

Freedom to think
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/27/2012 | 9:38 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

It amazes me that many undergraduates are so test driven that they forget that college is about thinking,
creating, learning that there is not necessarily one correct answer (according to the academic area). Our
programs should invite students at all levels to think what others are afraid to think. If they disagree with
the status quo, then say this as long as they can support their thoughts/feelings. Do our programs do this
OR are faculty ostracized for not "going with the flow" and therefore their students? Do FGCU's academic

program create or follow? Do we want our college educated students to be good little workers or the
creative, thoughtful leaders? I am not sure...
Not Our Decision
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/27/2012 | 1:33 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

I am happy to see such wide-spread acceptance of the value of both the humanities and the sciences. At
least we as educated, informed people agree on that. The problem seems beyond our immediate purview,
however. Despite round criticism on many levels, the Governor doesn't see the value in education in general,
so his concern for STEM seems more driven by personal reasons (who knows what they could be?) than an
actual concern for those disciplines as fields of inquiry and knowledge.
Solution: I would say that the only thing we do have control over is our public voice. We should draft a formal
renunciation of the key driving principles behind the state's position and get as many FGCU faculty to sign it
as will. We should file that in the public record, invite the press to our signing day, and send a copy to the
State powers. The document should be research based and express this uniform abhorrence for the
denigration of the humanities and a well-rounded education as possible. As one of my colleagues pointed out,
FGCU is not a trade school.
The market should determine which degrees students choose, not government
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/26/2012 | 10:23 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

There are so many problems with the idea that the government should determine which programs are
valuable and likely to lead to high wage jobs that it is hard to know where to start.
First, and most fundamentally, it is a direct contravention of the free market, and represents centralized state
planning in higher education. This is fundamentally against American, capitalist ideals, and also completely
inefficient, as it means students cannot respond to shifts in the marketplace and will end up qualified for
positions that represent the needs of the current, not the future job market (see the examples about the
problems France encountered in trying to do this kind of social engineering in last year's faculty senate
statement on higher ed reform)

The idea of STEM as an employment panacea is a myth. People with certain types of liberal arts degrees have
higher employment rates and higher salaries than many people in STEM. Starting salaries are lower, but
salaries 5-10 years out are comparable and sometimes even higher. The average salary for a philosophy
major 10 years after graduation is $92,000 - almost double that of let's say an assistant professor of
botany. The average salary for history majors is $85k; for political science $102k. The Chronicle of Higher ed
article linked here has some data on this. http://chronicle.com/blogs/conversation/2012/11/01/more-stemmajors-wont-solve-higher-educations-problems/ The list of business, political and economic leaders with degrees in
history, English, philosophy etc is endless.

Humanities and social science disciplines create the best learning outcomes. The book Academically Adrift
which has been the cited basis for a lot of these efforts at education reform, since it argued that students do
not improve in crucial test indicators during their 4 years in college, in fact showed that some students do
improve considerably during their time in college - but ONLY those in the traditional liberal arts disciplines. In
classes - like almost all history courses - where students read more than 40 pages of assigned material per
week and write 20 or more pages per semester, their critical thinking, writing and reasoning skills improve
considerably. In classes - like many STEM and professional classes - where students read and write less than
this and are assessed by multi-choice exams, these skills improve only negligbly. Therefore, the best
disciplines to create the transferrable skills necessary for flexibility in a changing economy are precisely the
humanities and social science disciplines that risk being annihilated by these proposed reforms.

Humanities and social science disciplines ALREADY subsidize STEM fields. Faculty in these fields earn

substantially less than their STEM colleagues, there are no costly lab requirements or equipment purchases,
and even allowing for the absence of research grants, it is widely accepted that universities balance their
budgets through the low cost and high teaching revenue of humanities and social science disciplines.
http://www.today.ucla.edu/portal/ut/bottom-line-shows-humanities-really-155771.aspx Charging more for
these fields is therefore not only unfair, but it also jeopardises the budget stability of the university of the
whole, which will be forced to pay for larger numbers of expensive STEM students from a smaller and smaller
group of cheaper humanities and social science students.

While the goal of more STEM students is an admirable one, and important to America's future growth (and
not just that of the state), this is an issue that can't be addressed simply by channelling unprepared
students into college level STEM classes, as most will simply fail (unless standards are compromised through
changing the level of courses, grad inflation etc). High school students in Florida have some of the lowest test
scores in the country in science, and this is something that needs to be addressed at the K-12 level before it
can simply be foisted onto higher ed as a college level problem.
The differential tutition model proposed by the Blue Ribbon report is just catastrophically misguded and will
have a devastating effect on FGCU.

We do need nurses.
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/26/2012 | 9:35 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

So why not just direct the lion's share of the bright future money to that and other degrees that are either
needed or will help grow the economy. Leave the funding for humanities in place
Performance based funding
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/26/2012 | 8:29 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

What type of performance measures are we considering? If everything is tied to number of graduates without
assessing and improving the quality of graduates, what do these performance measures mean? Current
systems are based on bean counting, how many this , how many that? Can we have a discussion of how
we measure quality of our graduates? Such as deep knowledge in their specialty, practice in their specialty
and related disciplines, ability to critically think, frame and generate solutions, ready for real world
challenges... Do we teach this way? Why we have no challenge policy? If we have graduates who cannot write,
commnicate or think, what good does it do to society and business world to increase number of graduates or
set goals for that matter? Shifting resources form one area to another or implementing a segmentation of
degrees, accepting some, rejecting others is not a solution. We need to see quality in all fields and degrees
and not only in science and math.
Global job market
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/26/2012 | 1:48 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

Going into engineering I was told that I would likely change job 6 or 7 times during my career and that I
might end up in management or some other field. In this ever changing global economy we need graduates
that have a broad knowledge base and can adapt new challenges. The fact that training engineers or others
in the STEM fields to do only specific tasks is ridiculous. For people to be successful in any careers they need
critical thinking skills, a solid command of written langauge, and the ability verbally communicate. Cutting
liberal arts education and favoring STEM would limit these skills in all of our graduates. Currently, the largest
concern in engineering is that our graduating students cannot write and communicate at the appropriate level
required by industry
who can tell the future?
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/26/2012 | 1:32 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

One should keep in mind that we are still an institution of higher education and not a trade or vocational
school . Who can tell what jobs will be in need 5, 10, 20 years from today?

you suggest that 'we' are decision-makers?
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/21/2012 | 1:17 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

Oh if our President and BOT even tried to talk with us maybe we'd be better off. (or maybe not).
Shouldn't someone be researching and shouting to the legislators the stupidity of thier ways? What are our
lobbyists doing?
How about get accredited for liberal arts? Much of the quality instructions that comes to our accredited
programs is due to that accreditation.
Maybe we can sell FGCU as that liberal arts University after all?
Reply to Academic Quality
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/16/2012 | 11:35 AM
Rating: -Flag: --

The University should disregard the unfounded policy of the Govern and work towards equity for all
programs.
valuing strengths
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/16/2012 | 8:55 AM
Rating: -Flag: --

I understand that this "thought" has been generated from the growing student loan debt and the
unemployment rate but it seems to be blind to the fact that not everyone is designed, cognitively, to work in
the STEM fields or in health care. People are successful when they are in a field consistent with their personal
strengths. The effort should be refocused on career awareness and education - not on fitting round pegs
into the square holes of STEM and health care. I'm in health care and I fit there (yes I just called myself a
square). But health care is not right for everyone, nor do we want people caring for us who are not
"designed" for health care. STEM is not right for everyone, nor do we want people attempting to advance
those areas who are not designed for that. Perhaps while we try to create a well-rounded and open-minded
critical thinker who communicates well with global vision (did I get all of our university initiatives in that
sentence?) we need to encourage the state to consider an initiative to improve career counseling. I am not
referring to that outdated test that tells you the career you should pursue, but rather a broader look at
opportunities that will allow the student to be a productive member of society while valuing those interests
and traits that give that student "shape."
ACADEMIC QUALITY
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/15/2012 | 4:08 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

Commonsense is not very common - general education is central to being educated. Our nation and the global market/society as a
whole need people who could think critically, resolve problems, communicate effectively and be able to make reasoned ethical
decisions. General education must stay at the center of education. Engineers, health professionals, mathematicians and everyone need general education. Without general education, there is no academic quality for any discipline, particularly the STEM disciplines.
What should guide our decisions include:
(1) What does it mean to be educated - in terms of holding a degree from FGCU or any higher education institution? What learning
goals must be accomplished? List those for Gen Ed and for the disciplines. We (FGCU) are on tract as we review the general education
program now - so follow that to its endpoint as it is important in this time of fiscal pressures.
(2) General education should also involve providing relevant experiences when applicable to other disciplines and core general
education competencies should cut/spiral across the curriculum.

(3) Clusters - that may work - but such clusters must be made such that resources including faculty can work efficiently within those
(clusters). This goes back to how many administrators - chairs or directors do we really need. They should be able to handle
multidisciplinary clusters that can be a breathing ground for interdisciplinary teaching, research, service, and practice. Note that some
programs don't fit clusters but they are required - based on employer needs, particularly in the service area, and in preparation for
advanced degrees/education. So make realistic and valued judgments on this - look at the metrics! Look at how these programs serve
our students and society.

Stench of Social Engineering
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/15/2012 | 3:20 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

First, support of STEM (however broadly defined) is a good thing. As an English professor, I don't see any
threat to my discipline when others talk of support for the sciences, technology, engineering, and math. I
want my colleagues in those fields to receive federal and state funding, grant monies, and foundation
support. I want them to have more labs and research time.
Second, the way STEM education (and other attendant proposals in support of "production models") is
discussed in Florida, however, I see the political powers engaged in what I view as a kind of ugly, reductive,
and frightening attempt at social engineering. It's one thing to provide incentives and inducements, but it's
another to create artificial dichotomies and false choices and punitive disincentives which will fracture the
university. The kind of micro-managing of these proposals is shockingly short-sighted (honestly, do we want
students to declare a major in the sciences only for the sake of a lower tuition? and what do these incentives
have to do with a student's own aptitude and disposition and passion?). Moreover, our current laboratories
are already stretched beyond capacity, leaving me to wonder how on earth my colleagues will be teaching
these new (and financially motivated) students.
What is good about these proposals is that they become an opportunity for us as a university community to
affirm our values about education, and specifically in this case, about the values we place on the "soft"
sciences, humanities, and the fine arts. Strategically, I believe we should use the conversation about general
education to be the place where we express what we believe, and those conversations should guide our
decision-making about liberal arts programs. In all our programs, I would have my colleagues reflect for a
moment on the importance of good writing, of historical appreciation, of aesthetic awareness, of empathetic
intelligence to their own disciplines. Often, I hear of professionals advising law students to take an acting
class, medical students to take an ethics class, and engineering students to take a music class. Also, living in
Florida, I would kindly remind these political leaders that the entertainment industry (which is a centerpiece in
tourism as well) relies profoundly on students of performing, visual, digital, and literary arts. In short, we
have to be making, again, arguments that have been with the founding of the American university system.
academic capitalism is NOT the answer
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/15/2012 | 3:18 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

It is concerning to create a university system/university curriculum that defines "value" using parameters of the market. Below you
will find links to two books that have been helpful for me when thinking about the role universities should play in our society. The
proper place for "valuable" degrees, as defined by the market, should be at vocational schools.
Martha Nussmuam -

Not for Profit: Why Democracy Needs the Humanities
http://www.amazon.com/Not-Profit-Democracy-Humanities-Public/dp/0691154481/ref=sr_1_3?
ie=UTF8&qid=1353003385&sr=8-3&keywords=martha+nussbaum
Shelia Slaugther amd Gary Rhoades

Academic Capitalism and the New Economy: Markets,

State, and Higher Education
http://www.amazon.com/Academic-Capitalism-New-Economy-Education/dp/0801892333/ref=sr_1_1?
ie=UTF8&qid=1353003562&sr=8-1&keywords=sheila+slaughter+academic+capitalism

Room for Improvement in emerging technologies, high wage/high demand degrees
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/15/2012 | 3:17 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

There are areas which this university has severely neglected within "emerging technologies, high wage/high
demand degrees," even though these would be extremely valuable skills for students to have in our existing
degree granting programs. Dealing with these kinds of deficiencies should be an obvious guide to decision
making, as it would enhance our existing programs, address state strategic emphases, and at the same time
reduce conflicts among types of valuable degrees.

Appendix 3. Faculty Feedback in response to Faculty Select Panel on Growth and
Quality Question 3: Institutional Growth

Directions

The current FGCU Strategic Plan (located here: http://www.fgcu.edu/Provost/files/FGCU_Strategic_Plan_20102015.pdf) and the Strategic Plan of the Board of Governors (located here:
http://www.flbog.edu/pressroom/_doc/2011-11-28_Strategic_Plan_2012-2025_FINAL.PDF) both identify enrollment
growth as a continued strategy in the future. The graph below is from page 11 of the most recent FGCU Board of
Trustees quarterly report (see page 11 in the report located here:
http://www.fgcu.edu/Trustees/AgendaFile/2012/9-2012/BOTIS2_9-2012.pdf). The graph indicates a growing gap
between actual (and projected) FTE compared to the level of funding we receive per FTE. What strategies or ideas do
you have for closing or dealing with this funding gap?

program response
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/30/2012 | 7:56 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

FGCU simply cannot increase enrollment, increase quality, increase scholarship and research support, and expand the breadth of
programs offered in this economic climate. One could argue that even if the climate was different, one should not necessarily pursue a
subset of these goals. Quality is a major issue and it is apparent that not all students are prepared to undertake four-year degrees in
STEM disciplines. Given that there is an economic burden being placed on FGCU for each student admitted, perhaps it makes sense
to increase the requirements to matriculate here. Programs may need to reduce the number of ill qualified and poorly prepared
students who have gained entry. Tighter admissions criteria and prequalifying coursework would go a long way toward improving our
students’ chances of securing employment or positions in graduate programs. Is the currently planned-for growth (i.e., upward of
20,000 students in the near future) in the best interests of our students?

We believe that it is important to limit the expansion of the breadth of graduate programs. There is redundancy in the state system,
and the initiation of too many programs utilizes a disproportionate amount of very limited resources and is likely not justified
economically. Potential graduate programs should demonstrate a need in the community for graduates. There is no need to be all
things to all people.

Funding
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/27/2012 | 5:07 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

Can we make a more concerted effort to raise money in the community by offering naming rights to
classrooms, hallways, whatever? Special event concerts and $500/plate dinners. Has the President and his
designated fund-raising staff performed at an adequate level in this area?
MWF Classes
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/27/2012 | 1:48 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

Prepare the straw man! It seems to me we could better use our space and resources (and thereby grow) by
offering more MWF courses. Having students meet over the course of the week has a number of benefits:
●

●

●

●

Using space more effectively. Anyone here on Friday? Me and you both, I guess. There are tons of
empty parking spaces and classrooms.
Keeping students on campus: when people are here, they can use resources and spend money (and
even live a bit more of the college experience).
Spreading out learning: a class that meets MWF only gives 2 days for a student to forget what he or
she learned; one that meets MW gives that same student 4 days to accomplish the same amount--or
more--of forgetfulness.
Keeping faculty around: more student contact (Can you say retention, learning?) and research and prep
time.

This is no panacea, but it seems one relatively easy way to get students more involved and invested in FGCU
and their learning experiences as well as solve some part of the space issue.
Let me also say that we should set higher standards for incoming and stop growing until we get funding for
new lines.
growth or no growth?
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/26/2012 | 9:05 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

The Board of Governors strategic plan calls for a new growth funding formula: "..Develop a predictable

enrollment growth funding formula that promotes access to and expansion of the State University System and that
rewards retention and graduation.." Based on the constraints we experience, it is not feasible to grow at an earlier
projected rate. Some programs may grow based on demand (created by local businesses, national employers, job
trends), but not all programs, therefore applying an overall annual percentage such as 5%, 10%, so on, is not
realistic.
I agree that we need to be more selective in admitting freshman and also transfer students. We have a considerable
amount of transfer students who may not meet adequate qualifications for the programs they are admitted.

increase test scores of incoming freshmen
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/26/2012 | 1:12 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

It is time that we stop admitting everybody with a pulse. Higher SAT/ACT scores of incoming freshmen will
also ensure that we have higher retention rates. We should also work closely with Edison -all the talk about
mission drift should start here, as we were supposed to be a commuter school for people who graduated
from there.
Maybe the cancerous growth is over?
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/21/2012 | 1:08 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

It has been distressing to see us grow with abandon for anything but growth for growth's sake. I can only
say STOP THE MADNESS. It is possible? I was told that the first thing you need to do to get out of a hole is
to stop digging. Since the tuition increases are apparently not going to bring us up to the national average
anytime soon it makes me think that we cannot keep growing - can we?
Graph says it all
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/19/2012 | 3:44 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

It is odd that this graph is in the report. It just speaks to the mismanagement of the university. Just take a
look at the buildings; they were built for a small college but we have grown to be a mid-sized state university.
The administration has not planned well at all. The president is not speaking to the right people in
Tallahassee, not getting donors from Naples and as far as I can tell is not trying to get a bond floated for any
classroom buildings. We are coming to the perfect storm of funding, infrastructure and human resourcesand
perhaps that needs to happen before anything else.
Institutional Growth replay
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/16/2012 | 11:40 AM
Rating: -Flag: --

It is my feeling that this University's largest problems are being caused by continued unmanaged growth.
The quality of this University will decline as more students are allowed in without regard for who will teach
them and where they will be taught. This University needs to stop its growth until it can manage it at a level
that will not cause the learning of our students to be negatively affected.
hard decisions
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/16/2012 | 9:07 AM
Rating: -Flag: --

We are a state institution with an obligation to serve the people of this community. That is in direct conflict
with the restrictions placed on us by the state, which puts us in a difficult position. It's time to get creative
(not that we haven't already, but now we need to really think outside the box). The discussions I
experienced related to the changes in gen ed were very positive for out of the box thinking. If we can
harness that energy and apply it to our growth problem I think we can come up with some positive solutions.
We need to grow for the sake of the community, but we are running out space and funds. I see a sequence
of events that has to occur (in this I have given up on the idea that the state will ever value education
enough to improve the funding situation): first we need to manage space which means the university

community needs to come together for the greater good. No more hording spaces that are not specifically
designed for a purpose (ie, no history classes should be held in the chemistry lab). Second we need to
consider how to take our classes into the community for topic specific but unique learning experiences. This
inceases public awareness and visibility and encourages real and direct application. Third, re-assess the
impact of both to see if this opens space for enrollment growth which would lead to FTE generation.
CAP GROWTH SMARTLY
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/15/2012 | 4:26 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

So far, I believe in the strategic plan as given - and the manner in which it has addressed growth.
Yes we need to cap growth - to be sustainable given the lousy budget card from the state. However, use this as an opportunity to
examine what we are doing and what we ought to do better. In terms of undergraduates, it is very difficult to ascertain which
majors the incoming freshman will populate and complete with a degree. So capping growth must be linked to which programs attract
most students and how well we assist students in making the choices that are of interest and serve as a good fit. This is definitely a
guessing game that I would leave up to the experts in this area, but my two cents is to tie institutional growth back to the numbers
game - retention rates, program capacities. Not directly linked but important to consider is to provide students with realistic
expectations - include a freshman/beginning students at FGCU (even those who are not freshman level) with a seminar that allows
them to understand what their areas/programs of best fit are.

Cap Enrollment Now
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/15/2012 | 3:23 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

It looks like this funding gap should have been addressed several years ago, rather than continuing to
emphasize enrollment growth in our strategic plan! Why are we doing this anyway? Growth for the sake of
growth is the philosphy of cancer cells. This year, the state governor and legislators made it clear that they
would rather fund an additional institution of higher education (Florida Polytechnic in Lakeland) than
the existing ones. So, if there is a demand for enrollment, it should be directed accordingly.
Seems Self Evident
Author: Anonymous
Score: --

11/15/2012 | 3:22 PM
Rating: -Flag: --

Seeing that approximately 40% of our budget is subsidized by the state, it's clear that state universities in
Florida are having to operate as private/public enterprises. This is not inherently a bad thing. But unlike
private universities which are free to set their own tuitions by market dictates, and unlike private universities
which do not have the same societal contract that public unversities are charged with, we are squeezed
between the limits on our revenue streams from tuition and our call to serve the State of Florida. The
discrepancy between funded FTE and projected FTE is the squeeze.
The answer has to be putting a cap on growth. Without the option for tuition increases, it is economically
infeasible to support, serve, and instruct that student population. Again, we've always been behind on these
numbers, but if funding and tuition are capped, we can't serve more students, especially when you see the
limits of our classroom space. We are full.
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What Is IPEDS?
The Integrated Postsecondary Education Data
System (IPEDS) is a system of survey components
that collects data from nearly 7,000 institutions that
provide postsecondary education across the United
States. IPEDS collects institution-level data on
students (enrollment and graduation rates), student
charges, program completions, faculty, staff, and
finances.
These data are used at the federal and state level for
policy analysis and development; at the institutional
level for benchmarking and peer analysis; and by
students and parents, through the College Navigator
(http://collegenavigator.ed.gov), to aid in the college
search process. For more information about IPEDS,
see http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds.

What Is the Purpose of This Report?
The Data Feedback Report is intended to provide
institutions a context for examining the data they
submitted to IPEDS. Our goal is to produce a report
that is useful to institutional executives and that may
help improve the quality and comparability of IPEDS
data.

What Is in This Report?
The figures provided in this report are those
suggested by the IPEDS Technical Review Panel.
They were developed to provide selected indicators
and data elements for your institution and a
comparison group of institutions. The figures are
based on data collected during the 2010-11 IPEDS
collection cycle and are the most recent data
available. Additional information about these
indicators is provided in the Methodological Notes at
the end of the report. On the next page is a list of the
institutions in your comparison group and the criteria
used for their selection. Please refer to "Comparison
Group" in the Methodological Notes for more
information.

Where Can I Do More with IPEDS Data?
The Executive Peer Tool (ExPT) is designed to
provide campus executives easy access to
institutional and comparison group data. Using the
ExPT, you can produce reports using different
comparison groups and access a wider range of
IPEDS variables. The ExPT is available through the
IPEDS Data Center (http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/data
center).

Florida Gulf Coast University
Fort Myers, FL

IPEDS DATA FEEDBACK REPORT
COMPARISON GROUP
Comparison group data are included to provide a context for interpreting your institution’s statistics. For this report, you specified a custom
comparison group.
You described this custom comparison group as follows: 9 Aspirational Institutions for FGCU
The custom comparison group chosen by Florida Gulf Coast University includes the following 9 institutions:
Appalachian State University (Boone, NC)
Eastern Kentucky University (Richmond, KY)
James Madison University (Harrisonburg, VA)
Marshall University (Huntington, WV)
Murray State University (Murray, KY)
University of Central Arkansas (Conway, AR)
University of North Carolina at Wilmington (Wilmington, NC)
University of South Alabama (Mobile, AL)
Western Kentucky University (Bowling Green, KY)
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Figure 1.

Unduplicated 12-month headcount of all students and of
undergraduate students (2009-10), total FTE enrollment
(2009-10), and full- and part-time fall enrollment (Fall
2010)

Figure 2.

Enrollment measure

Enrollment, by student level: Fall 2010

Level of student
13,055
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headcount - total

12,015

Total
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17,372
10,621
11,770

Undergraduate
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First-time, degree/
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13,550
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Total FTE
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Transfer-in, degree/certificateseeking undergraduate

13,335

1,026
921

Continuing, degree/certificateseeking undergraduate

8,941

Full-time
fall enrollment

2,224
1,992

11,200

7,084
8,697

Nondegree/
certificate-seeking
undergraduate

287
520

3,074

Part-time
fall enrollment

2,881
0

1,394
2,085

Graduate
5,000

10,000

15,000

20,000

0

2,500

5,000

Number of students
Your institution

7,500

10,000

12,500

15,000

Number of students

Comparison Group Median (N=9)

Your institution

Comparison Group Median (N=9)

NOTE: For details on calculating full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment, see
Calculating FTE in the Methodological Notes at the end of this report. Total
headcount, FTE, and full- and part-time fall enrollment include both undergraduate
and postbaccalaureate students, when applicable. N is the number of institutions in
the comparison group.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): Fall 2010, 12-month
Enrollment component and Spring 2011, Fall Enrollment component.

NOTE: N is the number of institutions in the comparison group.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): Spring 2011, Fall
Enrollment component.

Figure 3.

Figure 4.

Full-time enrollment, by student level: Fall 2010

Level of full-time student

Level of part-time student
8,941

Total full-time

8,486

Undergraduate
2,203
1,988

5,508

1,576
836

Nondegree/certificateseeking undergraduate

30
75
455
864

257
505
939

Graduate
2,000

4,000

6,000

8,000

10,000

12,000

1,000

2,000

3,000

4,000

Number of students

Comparison Group Median (N=9)

NOTE: N is the number of institutions in the comparison group.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): Spring 2011, Fall
Enrollment component.

1,221
0

Number of students
Your institution

281
127

Continuing, degree/certificateseeking undergraduate

7,304

0

21
19

Transfer-in, degree/certificateseeking undergraduate

Continuing, degree/certificateseeking undergraduate

Graduate

1,599

First-time, degree/certificateseeking undergraduate

745
731

Nondegree/certificateseeking undergraduate

2,135

Undergraduate

10,660

Transfer-in, degree/certificateseeking undergraduate

3,074
2,881

Total part-time

11,200

First-time, degree/certificateseeking undergraduate

Part-time enrollment, by student level: Fall 2010

Your institution

Comparison Group Median (N=9)

NOTE: N is the number of institutions in the comparison group.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): Spring 2011, Fall
Enrollment component.
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Figure 5.

Student-to-faculty ratio: Fall 2010

Figure 6.

Number of applicants, admissions, and students enrolled
full and part time: Fall 2010

Admissions measure
8,650
Applicants
7,757

6,046
Admissions
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22
Student-to-faculty
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17
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Enrolled full time
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24
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Your institution
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Your institution
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NOTE: Student-to-faculty ratio data are presented only for institutions that have
undergraduate students; graduate only institutions are not included. For details,
see the Methodological Notes. N is the number of institutions in the comparison
group.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): Spring 2011, Fall
Enrollment component.

NOTE: Admissions data are presented only for institutions that do not have an open
admission policy, and apply to first-time, degree/certificate-seeking undergraduate
students only. For more information, see the Methodological Notes. N is the number
of institutions in the comparison group.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): Fall 2010, Institutional
Characteristics component.

Figure 7.

Figure 8.

Percent of applicants admitted, and percent of
admissions enrolled by full- and part-time status: Fall
2010

Admissions measure

Percentile SAT scores of first-time, degree/certificateseeking undergraduate students: Fall 2010

Subject and percentile
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25th percentile
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70
Admitted
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73
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Score

Comparison Group Median (N=9)

NOTE: Admissions data are presented only for institutions that do not have an open
admission policy, and apply to first-time, degree/certificate-seeking undergraduate
students only. For more information, see the Methodological Notes. Median values
for the comparison group will not add to 100 percent. See "Use of Median Values for
Comparison Group" for how median values are determined. N is the number of
institutions in the comparison group.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): Fall 2010, Institutional
Characteristics component.

100

Your institution

Comparison Group Median (N=7)

NOTE: Test score data are presented only for institutions that do not have an open
admission policy, and apply to first-time, degree/certificate-seeking undergraduate
students only. Institutions report test scores only if they are required for admission.
N is the number of institutions in the comparison group.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): Fall 2010, Institutional
Characteristics component.
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Figure 9.

Percentile ACT scores of first-time, degree/certificateseeking undergraduate students: Fall 2010

Figure 10. Number of degrees awarded, by level: 2009-10

Subject and percentile

Level of degree
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NOTE: Test score data are presented only for institutions that do not have an open
admission policy, and apply to first-time, degree/certificate-seeking undergraduate
students only. Institutions report test scores only if they are required for admission.
N is the number of institutions in the comparison group.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): Fall 2010, Institutional
Characteristics component.

NOTE: For additional information about postbaccalaureate degree levels, see the
Methodology Notes. N is the number of institutions in the comparison group.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): Fall 2010, Completions
component.

Figure 11. Academic year tuition and required fees for full-time,
first-time, degree/certificate-seeking undergraduates:
2007-08--2010-11

Figure 12. Average net price of attendance for full-time, first-time,
degree/certificate-seeking undergraduate students
receiving grant or scholarship aid: 2007-08--2009-10
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Academic year
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2007-08

$9,312

$5,418

$0

$2,000

$4,000

$6,000

$8,000

$0

$2,000

Tuition and fees
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Comparison Group Median (N=9)

NOTE: The tuition and required fees shown here are the lowest reported from the
categories of in-district, in-state, and out-of-state. N is the number of institutions in
the comparison group.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): Fall 2010, Institutional
Characteristics component.

$4,000

Your institution

Comparison Group Median (N=9)

NOTE: Average net price is for full-time, first-time, degree/certificate-seeking
undergraduate students and is generated by subtracting the average amount of
federal, state/local government, and institutional grant and scholarship aid from the
total cost of attendance. For public institutions, this includes only students who
paid the in-state or in-district tuition rate. Total cost of attendance is the sum of
published tuition and required fees, books and supplies, and the weighted average
room and board and other expenses. For more information, see the Methodological
Notes at the end of this report. N is the number of institutions in the comparison
group.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): Fall 2010, Institutional
Characteristics component; Spring 2011, Student Financial Aid component.
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Figure 13. Percent of full-time, first-time degree/certificate-seeking
undergraduate students who received grant or
scholarship aid from the federal government, state/local
government, or the institution, or loans, by type of aid:
2009-10

Figure 14. Average amounts of grant or scholarship aid from the
federal government, state/local government, or the
institution, or loans received, by full-time, first-time
degree/certificate-seeking undergraduate students, by
type of aid: 2009-10
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NOTE: Any grant aid above includes grant or scholarship aid from the federal
government, state/local government, or the institution. Federal grants includes Pell
grants and other federal grants. Any loans includes federal loans and other loans to
students. For details on how students are counted for financial aid reporting, see
Cohort Determination in the Methodological Notes at the end of this report. N is the
number of institutions in the comparison group.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): Spring 2011, Student
Financial Aid component.

NOTE: Any grant aid above includes grant or scholarship aid from the federal
government, state/local government, or the institution. Federal grants includes Pell
grants and other federal grants. Any loans includes federal loans and other loans to
students. Average amounts of aid were calculated by dividing the total aid awarded
by the total number of recipients in each institution. N is the number of institutions
in the comparison group.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): Spring 2011, Student
Financial Aid component.

Figure 15. Percent of all undergraduates receiving aid by type of
aid: 2009-10

Figure 16. Average amount of aid received by all undergraduates,
by type of aid: 2009-10

Type of aid
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NOTE: Any grant aid above includes grant or scholarship aid from the federal
government, state/local government, the institution, or other sources. Federal loans
includes only federal loans to students. N is the number of institutions in the
comparison group.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): Spring 2011, Student
Financial Aid component.

$2,000
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Comparison Group Median (N=9)

NOTE: Any grant aid above includes grant or scholarship aid from the federal
government, state/local government, the institution, or other sources. Federal loans
includes federal loans to students. Average amounts of aid were calculated by
dividing the total aid awarded by the total number of recipients in each institution. N
is the number of institutions in the comparison group.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): Spring 2011, Student
Financial Aid component.
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Figure 17. Graduation rate and transfer-out rate (2004 cohort);
graduation rate cohort as a percent of total entering
students and retention rates of first-time students (Fall
2010)
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NOTE: Graduation rate cohort includes all full-time, first-time, degree/certificateseeking undergraduate students. Entering class includes all students coming to the
institution for the first time. Only institutions with a mission to prepare students to
transfer are required to report transfers out. Graduation and transfer-out rates are
the Student Right-to-Know rates. Retention rates are measured from the fall of first
enrollment to the following fall. 4-yr institutions report retention rates for students
seeking a bachelor's degree. Median values for the comparison group will not add
to 100 percent. N is the number of institutions in the comparison group.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): Spring 2011, Graduation
Rates component and Fall Enrollment component.

Figure 18. Graduation rates of full-time, first-time, degree/certificate-seeking undergraduates within 150% of normal time to program
completion, by race/ethnicity: 2004 cohort
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NOTE: For this survey year, institutions could report race and ethnicity using both 1977 (old) and 1997 (new) Office of Management and Budget categories. Categories
shown in this figure are derived by adding comparable categories from both old and new; however, the "Two or more races" category appears only in the 1997 version. For
more information about disaggregation of data by race and ethnicity, see the Methodological Notes at the end of this report. The graduation rates are the Student Right-toKnow (SRK) rates. For more information see the Methodological Notes. Median values for the comparison group will not add to 100 percent. N is the number of institutions
in the comparison group. Medians are not reported for comparison groups with less than three values.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): Spring 2011, Graduation Rates
component.
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Figure 19. Bachelor's degree graduation rates of full-time,
first-time, degree/certificate-seeking undergraduates
within 4 years, 6 years, and 8 years: 2002 cohort

Figure 20. Full-time equivalent staff, by assigned position: Fall 2010

Time to program completion

Staff category
Instruction/
research/
public service

21
4 years

445
816

22
Executive/
administrative/
managerial

41

148
114

6 years
47
270

Other professional
(support/service)

490

43
8 years

223
Non-professional

51

0

10

20

30

40

878

50

60

70

80

90

100

0

200

400

Graduation rate
Your institution

600

800

1,000

Number of staff

Comparison Group Median (N=9)

Your institution

Comparison Group Median (N=9)

NOTE: The 6-year graduation rate is the Student Right-to-Know (SRK) rate; the 4and 8-year rates are calculated using the same methodology. For more information
see the Methodological Notes at the end of the report. N is the number of
institutions in the comparison group.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): Spring 2011, 200%
Graduation Rates component.

NOTE: Graduate assistants are not included in this figure. For information on the
calculation of FTE of staff, see the Methodological Notes. N is the number of
institutions in the comparison group.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): Winter 2010-11, Human
Resources component.

Figure 21. Average salaries of full-time instructional staff equated
to 9-month contracts, by academic rank: Academic year
2010-11

Figure 22. Percent distribution of core revenues, by source: Fiscal
year 2010

Academic rank

Revenue source
$62,745
$61,371

All ranks
(N=9)

$88,770
$84,181

Professor (N=9)

State
appropriations

$71,373
$65,794

Associate professor
(N=9)

Lecturer
(N=6)

$20,000

$40,000

$60,000

$100,000

12
10
0

Average salary
Your institution

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

Percent

Comparison Group Median

NOTE: Average full-time instructional staff salaries for 11/12-month contracts were
equated to 9-month average salaries by multiplying the 11/12-month salary by .8182.
Salaries based on less than 9-month contracts are not included. Medical school
salaries are not included. N is the number of institutions in the comparison group.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): Winter 2010-11, Human
Resources component.

22

2
1

Other core
revenues
$80,000

34

3
2

Investment return

$50,288
$0

17

Private gifts, grants,
and contracts

$42,800

No academic rank
(N=4)

29

Government grants
and contracts

$44,103
$46,619

Instructor
(N=7)

32

Local 0
appropriations 0

$56,233
$56,313

Assistant professor
(N=9)

26

Tuition and fees

Your institution

Comparison Group Median (N=9)

NOTE: The comparison group median is based on those members of the
comparison group that report finance data using the same accounting standards as
the comparison institution. For a detailed definition of core revenues, see the
Methodological Notes. N is the number of institutions in the comparison group.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): Spring 2011, Finance
component.
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Figure 23. Core revenues per FTE enrollment, by source: Fiscal
year 2010

Figure 24. Percent distribution of core expenses, by function: Fiscal
year 2010

Revenue source

Expense function
$3,698

Tuition and fees
State
appropriations

$4,879

4

Public service

Government grants
and contracts

$3,158
$3,458

6
13

Academic support

$445
$334

10
18

Institutional suport

$326
$172

Investment return

47
4
4

Research

$5,609

Local $0
appropriations $0

Private gifts, grants,
and contracts

42

Instruction

$5,377

12
9

Student services

Other core
revenues
$1,000

$2,000

11

Other core
expenses

$1,665
$1,637
$0

7

$3,000

$4,000

$5,000

$6,000

9
0
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30

40

Dollars per FTE
Your institution

50
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70

80

90

100

Percent

Comparison Group Median (N=9)

Your institution

Comparison Group Median (N=9)

NOTE: The comparison group median is based on those members of the
comparison group that report finance data using the same accounting standards as
the comparison institution. For details on calculating FTE enrollment and a detailed
definition of core revenues, see the Methodological Notes. N is the number of
institutions in the comparison group.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): Fall 2010, 12-month
Enrollment component and Spring 2011, Finance component.

NOTE: The comparison group median is based on those members of the
comparison group that report finance data using the same accounting standards as
the comparison institution. For a detailed definition of core expenses, see the
Methodological Notes. N is the number of institutions in the comparison group.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): Spring 2011, Finance
component.

Figure 25. Core expenses per FTE enrollment, by function: Fiscal
year 2010

Figure 26. Expenses for salaries, wages, and benefits as a percent
of total expenses, by function: Fiscal year 2010

Expense function

Expense function
Total core
expenses

$5,504

Instruction

$7,507

Research

Public service

$465
$494

Instruction

$469

Research

58
62
74
73
49
50

$941

72

Pubic service

$1,664
$1,533

Academic support

58
70

Academic support
$2,360
$1,944

Institutional support

$0

63
57
57

Student services

$1,509
$1,334

Other core
expenses

49

Institutional support

$1,165
$1,180

Student services

60

$2,000

Other core 0
expenses 0
$4,000

$6,000

$8,000

0

Dollars per FTE
Your institution
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Percent of total expenses

Comparison Group Median (N=9)

NOTE: The comparison group median is based on those members of the
comparison group that report finance data using the same accounting standards as
the comparison institution. Expenses per full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment,
particularly instruction, may be inflated because finance data includes all core
expenses while FTE reflects credit activity only. For details on calculating FTE
enrollment and a detailed definition of core expenses, see the Methodological
Notes. N is the number of institutions in the comparison group.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): Fall 2010, 12-month
Enrollment component and Spring 2011, Finance component.
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Your institution

Comparison Group Median (N=9)

NOTE: The comparison group median is based on those members of the
comparison group that report finance data using the same accounting standards as
the comparison institution. For more information, see the Methodological Notes at
the end of this report. N is the number of institutions in the comparison group.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): Spring 2011, Finance
component.
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Figure 27. Endowment assets (year end) per FTE enrollment: Fiscal
year 2010

$4,448
Endowment per FTE
$3,395

$0

$1,000

$2,000

$3,000

$4,000

$5,000

Dollars per FTE
Your institution

Comparison Group Median (N=9)

NOTE: The comparison group median is based on those members of the
comparison group that report finance data using the same accounting standards as
the comparison institution. For more information, see the Methodological Notes. N
is the number of institutions in the comparison group.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics,
Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS): Fall 2010, 12-month
Enrollment component and Spring 2011, Finance component.

Florida Gulf Coast University

10

IPEDS DATA FEEDBACK REPORT
standard academic terms) are based on unduplicated counts of students
enrolled during a full 12-month period.

METHODOLOGICAL NOTES
Overview

Description of Statistics Used in the Figures

This report is based on data supplied by institutions to IPEDS during the
2010-11 survey year. Response rates exceeded 99 percent for most
surveys. Detailed response tables are included in IPEDS First Look reports,
which can be found at
http://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/getpubcats.asp?sid=010.

Admissions and Test Score Data
Admissions and test score data are presented only for institutions that do
not have an open admission policy, and apply to first-time,
degree/certificate-seeking undergraduate students only. Applicants include
only those students who fulfilled all requirements for consideration for
admission and who were notified of one of the following actions:
admission, non-admission, placement on a wait list, or application
withdrawn (by applicant or institution). Admitted applicants (admissions)
include wait-listed students who were subsequently offered admission.
Early decision, early action, and students who began studies during the
summer prior to the fall reporting period are included. Institutions report
test scores only if they are required for admission.

Use of Median Values for Comparison Group
The value for the comparison institution is compared to the median value
for the comparison group for each statistic included in the figure. If more
than one statistic is presented in a figure, the median values are
determined separately for each indicator or statistic. Medians are not
reported for comparison groups with less than three values. Where
percentage distributions are presented, median values may not add to 100
percent. Through the ExPT, users have access to all of the data used to
create the figures included in this report.

Average Institutional Net Price
Average net price is calculated for full-time, first-time degree/certificateseeking undergraduates who were awarded grant or scholarship aid from
the federal government, state/local government, or the institution anytime
during the full aid year. For public institutions, this includes only students
who paid the in-state or in-district tuition rate. Other sources of grant aid
are excluded. Average net price is generated by subtracting the average
amount of federal, state/local government, and institutional grant and
scholarship aid from the total cost of attendance. Total cost of attendance
is the sum of published tuition and required fees, books and supplies, and
the weighted average room and board and other expenses.

Missing Statistics
If a statistic is not reported for your institution, the omission indicates that
the statistic is not relevant to your institution and the data were not
collected. As such, not all notes listed below may be applicable to your
report.

Use of Imputed Data

For the purpose of the IPEDS reporting, aid received refers to financial aid
that was awarded to, and accepted by, a student. This amount may differ
from the aid amount that is disbursed to a student.

All IPEDS data are subject to imputation for total (institutional) and partial
(item) nonresponse. If necessary, imputed values were used to prepare
your report.

Core Expenses

Data Confidentiality
Core expenses include expenses for instruction, research, public service,
academic support, institutional support, student services, scholarships and
fellowships (reported under FASB standards as net grant aid to students),
and other expenses. Expenses for operation and maintenance of plant,
depreciation, and interest are allocated to each of the other functions. Core
expenses exclude expenses for auxiliary enterprises (e.g., bookstores,
dormitories), hospitals, and independent operations.

IPEDS data are not collected under a pledge of confidentiality.

Disaggregation of Data by Race/Ethnicity
When applicable, some statistics are disaggregated by race/ethnicity. Data
disaggregated by race/ethnicity have been reported using the 1997 (new)
Office of Management and Budget categories. Detailed information about
the recent race/ethnicity changes can be found at
http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/reic/resource.asp.

Core Revenues
Core revenues for public institutions reporting under GASB standards
include tuition and fees; government appropriations (federal, state, and
local); government grants and contracts; private gifts, grants, and
contracts; sales and services of educational activities; investment income;
other operating and non-operating sources; and other revenues and
additions (capital appropriations and grants and additions to permanent
endowments). Core revenues for private, not-for-profit institutions (and a
small number of public institutions) reporting under FASB include tuition
and fees; government appropriations (federal, state, and local);
government grants and contracts; private gifts, grants, and contracts
(including contributions from affiliated entities); investment return; sales
and services of educational activities; and other sources. Core revenues
for private, for-profit institutions reporting under FASB standards include
tuition and fees; government appropriations (federal, state, and local);
government grants and contracts; private grants and contracts; net
investment income; sales and services of educational activities; and other
sources. In general, core revenues exclude revenues from auxiliary
enterprises (e.g., bookstores, dormitories), hospitals, and independent
operations.

Postbaccalaureate Degree Categories
The use of new postbaccalaureate degree categories was mandatory in the
2010-11 collection year. These categories are: doctor’s degreeresearch/scholarship, doctor’s degree-professional practice, and doctor’s
degree-other. (The first-professional degree and certificate categories and
the single doctor’s degree category have been eliminated.).

Cohort Determination for Reporting Student Financial Aid and
Graduation Rates
Student cohorts for reporting Student Financial Aid and Graduation Rates
data are based on the reporting type of the institution. For institutions that
report based on an academic year (those operating on standard academic
terms), student counts and cohorts are based on fall term data. Student
counts and cohorts for program reporters (those that do not operate on
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Endowment Assets
Endowment assets, for public institutions under GASB standards, and
private, not-for-profit institutions under FASB standards, include gross
investments of endowment funds, term endowment funds, and funds
functioning as endowment for the institution and any of its foundations and
other affiliated organizations. Private, for-profit institutions under FASB do
not hold or report endowment assets.
Equated Instructional Staff Salaries
Total salary outlays for full-time instructional staff on 11/12-month contracts
were equated to 9-month outlays by multiplying the outlay for 11/12-month
contracted instructional staff by 0.8182. The equated outlays were then
added to the outlays for 9/10-month instructional staff to determine an
average salary for each rank. Salaries are not included for medical school
staff or staff on less-than-9-month contracts.
FTE for Enrollment
The full-time equivalent (FTE) enrollment used in this report is the sum of
the institution’s FTE undergraduate enrollment and FTE graduate
enrollment (as calculated from or reported on the 12-month Enrollment
component). Undergraduate and graduate FTE are estimated using 12month instructional activity (credit and/or contact hours). See “Calculation
of FTE Students (using instructional activity)” in the IPEDS Glossary at
http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/glossary/.
FTE for Staff
The full-time equivalent (FTE) of staff is calculated by summing the total
number of full-time staff from the Employees by Assigned Position (EAP)
section of the Human Resources component and adding one-third of the
total number of part-time staff.
Graduation Rates and Transfer-out Rate
Graduation rates are those developed to satisfy the requirements of the
Student Right-to-Know and Higher Education Opportunity Acts and are
defined as the total number of individuals from a given cohort of full-time,
first-time, degree/certificate-seeking undergraduates who completed a
degree or certificate within a given percent of normal time (for the degree
or certificate) before the ending status date of August 31, 2010, divided by
the entire cohort of full-time, first-time, degree/certificate-seeking
undergraduates minus any allowable exclusions. Institutions are permitted
to exclude from the initial cohort students who died or were totally and
permanently disabled; those who left school to serve in the armed forces or
were called to active duty; those who left to serve with a foreign aid service
of the federal government, such as the Peace Corps; and those who left to
serve on an official church mission. Transfer-out rate is the total number of
students from the cohort who are known to have transferred out of the
reporting institution within the same time period, divided by the same
adjusted cohort. Only institutions with a mission that includes preparing
students to transfer are required to report transfers out.

first entrance. Part-time retention rates are similarly defined. For 4-year
institutions offering a bachelor’s degree, this rate is reported only for those
first-time students seeking a bachelor’s degree. For less than 4-year
institutions, the rate is calculated for all first-time degree/certificate-seeking
students.
Salaries, Wages, and Benefits
Salaries, wages, and benefits, for public institutions under GASB
standards, and private, not-for-profit institutions under FASB standards,
include amounts paid as compensation for services to all employees
regardless of the duration of service, and amounts made to or on behalf of
an individual over and above that received in the form of a salary or wage.
Frequently, benefits are associated with an insurance payment. Private, for
-profit institutions under FASB standards do not report salaries.
Student-to-Faculty Ratio
The guidance provided to institutions for calculating their student-to-faculty
ratio is as follows: the number of FTE students (using Fall Enrollment data)
divided by the total FTE instructional staff (using the total Primarily
instruction + Instruction/research/public service staff reported on the EAP
section of the Human Resources component and adding any not primarily
instructional staff that are teaching a credit course). For this calculation,
FTE for students is equal to the number of full-time students plus one-third
the number of part-time students; FTE for instructional staff is similarly
calculated. Students enrolled in "stand-alone" graduate or professional
programs (such as medicine, law, veterinary, dentistry, social work, or
public health) and instructional staff teaching in these programs are
excluded from the FTE calculations.
Total Entering Undergraduate Students
Total entering students are students at the undergraduate level, both fulland part-time, new to the institution in the fall term (or the prior summer
term who returned in the fall). This includes all first-time undergraduate
students, students transferring into the institution at the undergraduate
level, and nondegree/certificate-seeking undergraduates entering in the fall.
Only degree-granting, academic year reporting institutions proivde total
entering student data.
Tuition and Required Fees
Tuition is defined as the amount of money charged to students for
instructional services; required fees are those fixed sum charges to
students for items not covered by tuition that are required of such a large
proportion of all students that the student who does not pay the charge is
an exception. The amounts used in this report are for full-time, first-time,
degree/certificate-seeking undergraduates and are those used by the
financial aid office to determine need. For institutions that have differential
tuition rates for in-district or in-state students, the lowest tuition rate is used
in the figure. Only institutions that operate on standard academic terms will
have tuition figures included in their report.

Additional Methodological Information
Retention Rates
Full-time retention rates are defined as the number of full-time, firsttime,degree/certificate-seeking undergraduate students who enter the
institution for the first time in the fall and who return to the same institution
the following fall (as either full- or part-time), divided by the total number of
full-time, first-time, degree/certificate-seeking undergraduates in the fall of
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IPEDS data are not collected under a pledge of confidentiality. Additional
methodological information on the IPEDS components can be found in the
publications available at
http://nces.ed.gov/pubsearch/getpubcats.asp?sid=010.
Additional definitions of variables used in this report can be found in the
IPEDS online glossary available at http://nces.ed.gov/ipeds/glossary/.

Appendix 5. FGCU New Student First Time in College (FTIC) and Transfer
Enrollment Targets for 2013

FGCU Undergraduate new student enrollment goals for 2013
Spring
New FTIC
LL transfer
UL Transfer

Enrolled
Enrolled
Enrolled

130
140
360

New FTIC
LL Transfer
UL Transfer

Enrolled
Enrolled
Enrolled

300
40
150

New FTIC
LL Transfer
UL Transfer

Enrolled
Enrolled
Enrolled

2800
325
800

Summer

Fall

By Definition:
FTIC
LL Transfer
UL: Transfer

First time in college but may have several hours of dual
enrolled credits. Some will have their AA
Transferring from another post-secondary institution with
more than 11 but less than 60 transfer credits. A good portion
of these students will require Gen Ed courses.
Transferring 60 or more credits, most will have an AA.

Anticipated total headcount per semester:
Spring
13,740
Summer
6,200
Fall
14,175 (represents a 5.23% growth over fall 2012)

Appendix 6. Distance Learning at FGCU, a report to the FGCU BOT. January 2013

Presentation to the FGCU Board of Trustees
Provost and Vice President for Academic Affairs Ron Toll
January 15, 2013
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Distance Learning instruction takes place when faculty and
students are not collocated.

Online Courses* – at least 80% of the course is delivered online.
Hybrid Courses* – 50-79% of the course is delivered online.
*State Definition

2

Number of Distance Learning Sections by Level
700

600

500

400
Total
300

UG
GR

200

100

0

3

Distance Learning Full Time Equivalent (FTE)
Students by Level
1600
1400
1200
1000
800

Total
UG

600

GR

400
200
0

4

Percent (%) Distance Learning Course Sections by Level
35%

30%

25%

20%
GR

15%

Total
UG

10%

5%

0%

5

Percent of Nationwide Students Taking at Least
One Online Course, 2002-2003 to 2010-2011
40%

31%
30%

28%
24%
21%

20%

18%

19%

13%
10%

10%

11%

0%
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Percent of Students Taking at Least One Online
Course 2010-2011
80%
70%

70%

60%

50%
40%

40%
31%
30%

20%

10%

0%
Nationwide

State University System and
Florida College System

Florida Gulf Coast University
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Florida Gulf Coast University
2010-2011
720 (6%)

Online only
All other
enrollment

11,316
(94%)

8

All of the courses necessary to complete:
MBA (Master's in Business Administration)
MPA (Master's in Public Administration)
Master's in Health Science
MA in Curriculum & Instruction - Educational Technology
MEd in Curriculum & Instruction - Educational Technology
MEd in Special Education
Reading Endorsement for K-12 teachers
Certificate Program
Health Services Administration Certificate
All of the upper division courses required
to complete a:
Bachelor of Science in Criminal Justice
Bachelor of Science in Health Sciences
Bachelor of Science in Legal Studies
9

Distance Learning courses offered in Fall 2012
College of Arts & Sciences Courses
Administrative Leadership
Adv. Quantitative Research
Am. Jurisprudence Capstone Sem
Business Organizations
Capstone Seminar
Constitutional Crim. Procedure
Courtroom Techniques
Criminal Justice Data Analysis
Criminal Justice Policy
Directed Independent Study
Environmental Law
Ethics in the Crim Justice Sys
FL Trusts, Estates & Probate
Forensic Behavioral Analysis
Ind. Rsrch-Forensic Behavioral
Independent Study
Internship
Intro to Forensic Studies
Intro to Public Administration
Introduction to Law
Juvenile Justice System
Meth Criminal Justice Research
Methods of Offender Treatment
Organizational Thry & Behavior
Political Science Internship
Professional Ethics
Public Policy
Research Applications
Senior Sem (Criminal Justice)
Social Constructs of Crime
Social Welfare and History
ST: Politics in Washington
ST: Washington and the World
ST:Human Resource Mgmt in CJ
Substantive Criminal Law
Theories of Criminal Behavior
Torts
C&S:Infl of Media on Culture
College Algebra
College Algebra - Lab
Comp Sociology-Global Issues

Cultural Anthropology
Developmental Psychology
Environmental Health
Environmental Policy/Law
Experimental Psychology
General Psychology
Global Population
Human Genetics
Intermediate Algebra
Intermediate Algebra Lab
Intro to Anthropology
Intro to Geography
Intro to Sociology
Introduction to Gender Studies
Introduction to Philosophy
Introduction to Theatre
Logic and Disputation
Philosophy Human Communication
Principles of Development
Professional Writing
Social Organization of Work
Social Problems
Social Stratification
Southwest Florida History
ST:Mind,Brain,&Artificial Int
Statistical Methods
Underst Visual & Perform Arts
US History Since 1877
US History to 1877
Western Tradition, Part I
Writing Theory & Practice
College of Business Courses
Analysis of Investments
Computer Software & Technology
Contemporary Mgt Concepts
Cruiseline Operations and Mgmt
Financial Management
Hospitality Info Technology
Information Systems
Intro to Hospitality/Tourism
Management Info Systems
Marketing Management

Resort & Hosp Mgmt Accounting
Resort & Rec Facilities Mgt.
RHM Sales,ADV&Public Relations
Sem in Program Plan & Evaluat
ST Marketing: Consum Behavior
Statistical Methods for Mgt
The Challenge of Leadership
College of Education Courses
Assessment & Action Research
Children's Literature
Classroom Org & Management
Creative & Affective Develpmnt
Critical Issues in Literacy
Current Trends in Ed Tech
Curriculum & Instruction
Curriculum Theory
Developmental Reading
Education Policy Analysis
Found. of Curriculum & Instr.
Foundations of Educ Research
Human Resources Development
Individual Study in Counsel Ed
Instructional Design
Instructional Strategies
Interactive Learning Environ
Intro to Diversity for Educ
Intro to Teach Prof
Intro toEducational Technology
Learning Principles
Measurement Eval in Classroom
Methods, Cur, and Instr Effect
Organizational Leadership
Research Methods Seminar
School Finance
Seminar: Child/Youth Studies
Specialist Proposal Dev.
ST: Higher Ed Curriculum
Student Develop and Learning
Technology for School Leaders
TIP Practicum
TransProg-Adol&Young ExepStu
University Colloquium

College of Engineering Courses
Software Proj Comp Networks
College of Health Professions & Social Work Courses
Clinical Exercise Physiology
Community Health Practicum
Dir Study-Health Servics Admin
Directed Study in Hlth Prof Ed
Ed Measrmt & Eval in Hlth Prof
Epidemiology
Health Care Info Systems
Health Persp & Assessment
Health Profs. Capstone Project
Health Svcs Mgmt & Operations
Hematology/Hemostasis
HR Mgmt in Health Servcs Orgs.
Human Perf and Energy Supplies
Immunohematology & Transfusion
Introduction to Gerontology
Legal & Ethical Princ of HC
Level II Fieldwork A
MDP I:Intro to Pharm & Imaging
MDP II: Diagnostic Testing
Medical Terminology
Mgmt. & Leadership in Hlthcare
Molecular Diagnostics
Nutri Human Health & Wellness
PDS II: Teaching and Learning
PDSIII:Sociocultural Influence
Personal Fitness & Wellness
Pharm & Ergo Aids Sport & HP
Planning, Eval & Quality Mgmt
Prins of Health Services Admin
Prof Writing & Lit. Review
Research in Health Professions
Research Methods in HealthCare
Senior Seminar
Shaping Hlthcare in 21st Cent.
Statistical Analysis for HP
Teach & Learn in Health Profs
US Health Care Systems
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 70% of FGCU students took at least 1 online course
 Most students take a mix of face-to-face and online courses each semester

Percent of Students Taking at
Least One Online Course 20102011
80%
70%

70%
60%
50%
40%

40%
31%

30%
20%
10%
0%

Nationwide

State University
System and Florida
College System

Florida Gulf Coast
University
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All live off campus (6% entire enrollment)
Mostly local working adults
Ages range from 25-50 years
Almost entirely part time
Almost entirely Florida residents

Percent of Student Types Comprising Online Only Distance Learning
30
25

Percent

20
15
10
5
0

graduate

community/state non-degree students
college transfers

non-degree post
baccalaureate

FTIC
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 Specialized accreditation of programs
 Master’s in Public Administration
 NASPAA accredited in 2008

 Master’s in Special Education
 NCATE accredited

 Master’s in Curriculum and InstructionEducational Technology
 NCATE accredited

 Master’s in Business Administration

 Internal audit
 2012 highlighted the
quality of our offerings in
terms of
 Number of courses
taught by full-time
faculty
 Size of courses
 Grades earned by
students

 AACSB accredited

 Regional accreditor SACS monitors

 Use of full-time faculty
 Use of good practices
 Success of students
 Student satisfaction

 Review of academic support
services
 Online Scorecard
 Will issue
recommendations for
improvements
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Services and Support Used In Face-to-Face (F2F), Online,
and Hybrid Courses.
Service/Support

F2F

Hybrid Online

Instructional Technology

x

x

x

Technology Training

x

x

x

Student Services

x

x

x

Specialized Equipment

x

x

x

Library Resources / Support

x

x

x

Network Infrastructure

x

x

x

Classroom space

x

x
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Additional Administrative Costs to Deliver Distance Learning at FGCU
(Does not include faculty salaries)
Administrative Costs
Software
Hardware
Professional Development
Course Development and Facilitation
Learning Management System

$
$
$
$
$
$

393,090.00
67,182.00
33,400.00
28,000.00
105,000.00
93,306.00

Total DL expenses

$ 719,978.00

List of Universities
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A new Learning Management System (Canvas) to support Distance Learning
purchased in 2012.



Pending BOG/SUS options, where does FGCU fit in with these plans?





Proposed FGCU degree completion program



FL Virtual Campus

Continuing pressure on traditional bricks and mortar with space at a premium.
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