



Florida College System Task Force

Funding Options Workgroup – Discussion Paper
Guiding Principles for Funding Discussions:
1. Any changes to funding strategy or methodology should remain consistent with adequately funding SACS-COC accreditation requirements and standards.

2. Similar programs and activities at system colleges should be funded equitably.

3. Considered funding strategies or methodologies must support the concept of remaining one “28-college system.”

4. Colleges must continue to support and be committed to the traditional community college mission and funding must reflect that commitment.

5. Total state funding for state college system programs and activities must remain lower than similar costs in the state university system.

Possible Funding Options:

1. Florida College System (FCS) upper level state funding should remain tied to State University System (SUS) funding levels.
a. Fixed dollar amount per FTE below upper level funding.

b. Fixed percentage amount per FTE below upper level funding.

c. Other.

2. Upper level FCS state funding should be tied to lower level FCS state funding.

a. Fixed dollar amount per FTE over lower level funding.

b. Fixed percentage amount per FTE over lower level funding.

c. Other.

3. Incorporate upper division funding into the existing Community College Funding Allocation Model.

a. Treat upper level funding like a “small site” in the allocation model where an applicable cost factor can be applied across all funding model components.

b. Treat upper level funding like “special hurricane funding” (FTE fixed and funding held harmless for a fixed period of time) in the allocation model.

c. Identify and compensate for standard factors in the funding allocation model where differences between upper and lower levels and between academic programs, have significant financial impact (libraries, faculty salaries, faculty load, specialized equipment, support costs, etc…).

d. Other.

4. Develop a separate funding allocation model for upper level to be used in conjunction with the existing lower level funding allocation model.

5. Continue to utilize the legislatively driven methodology that results categorical funding for upper level instruction in the General Appropriations Act.

6. Develop a methodology for the establishment upper level student tuition

a. Upper level tuition in the FCS should remain tied to SUS tuition level.

b. Upper level tuition in the FCS should be tied to lower level tuition in the FCS.

c. A separate standard fee calculation (range) should be established for upper level tuition to be used in conjunction with the lower level standard fee.

d. Continue to utilize the legislatively driven methodology to establish an annual fixed tuition rate for upper level coursework.

Questions for Review:

1. What are other systems/states doing in this area?

2. What SACS-COC accreditation requirements and standards or typical baccalaureate institution standards potentially impact upper level funding differently than lower level funding?

a. Percentage of faculty with terminal degrees (minimum 25% requirement in each program area).

b. Percentage of full time faculty versus adjuncts.
c. Faculty teaching loads (and other responsibilities).

d. Class size.

e. Libraries.

f. Student Support Activities.

g. Other.

3. What other costs differences between upper and lower level programs need to be considered?

a. Equipment.

b. Additional support staffing.

c. Facilities. 

d. Marketing.

e. Administrative support.

f. Other.

4. How do start-up costs and early program growth need to be handled?

a. Hold-harmless period (3-5 years on FTE).

b. Special appropriations.

c. Other.

5. How is PECO to be handled?

a. All needs and related funding to be kept separate between upper and lower level instruction.

b. CO-FTE to be aggregated for all instructional levels with the FCS CIP process utilized.
c. PECO needs for upper level to be requested through the SUS CIP process.
6. How will access, affordability, equity, and accountability (performance) be maintained?

