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Issue 1 – Funding Basis

The finance working group identified three primary options for funding the State College System.  These three options are: tying funding to the State University System (SUS) cost analysis, tying funding to community college lower level funding, and developing a new funding model not tied to either the SUS or Community College's funding.  Within each primary option, there are different approaches which have been considered and evaluated.  This report reflects the current work of the group.
There is a history and precedence for basing funding for baccalaureate degree programs at community colleges on funding for the state university system.  In fiscal year 2002-03, St. Petersburg College (SPC) made a legislative budget request for funding baccalaureate degree programs.  That request cited “Paragraph (8) SB 1162 (2001)… “the Legislature intends to fund St. Petersburg College as a baccalaureate degree level institution for its upper-division level courses and program…” 
  In this report SPC supports a model proposed by the (then) Council for Education Policy Research and Improvement (CEPRI) for baccalaureate degree programs at community colleges that is based on the following formula:

$10,429 per FTE student (the amount in the 2001-02  General Appropriations Act for the State University System (SUS) full time equivalent (FTE) upper division student; minus $2227 SUS-wide average FTE student fee; and minus $567 SUS-wide average FTGE funding for certain major research programs = $7635 net per FTE upper division state support.

Funding for baccalaureate degrees at community colleges later evolved to 85% of SUS costs, with 85% serving as a proxy for the cost of SUS minus research. Most recent years have seen funding based on 85% of SUS direct cost of instruction.  For purposes of this report the fiscal year 2007-08 will be used as a baseline year for comparison purposes due to 2008-09 funding cuts that do not reflect the prior legislative appropriation policy.  
1.1 – SUS Cost Related Funding Basis 

Current policy for funding baccalaureate programs in the Florida College System is relative to the cost of baccalaureate instruction in the SUS.  An important nuance is that the current SUS cost related funding basis has not been indexed to SUS funding levels, but rather has been indexed to the SUS cost analysis.  The notion of cost is problematic in the sense that a cost analysis is ultimately a factor of prior state appropriations and prior student fee levels, not current levels of funding or fees.

Generic Advantages to This Approach:
There is acceptance of this policy in concept by the Legislature, Governor, and by legislative and Department of Education staff.  

Indexing funding as a lower percent than SUS related costs satisfies the legislative intent that baccalaureate degree programs at state colleges are to be more affordable than the cost of the same programs at a university.  

Indexing to SUS costs as shown by the SUS annual expenditure analysis documents that there is a known higher cost for conducting upper level programs. According to the 2006-07 State University System Cost Analysis, the average cost of SUS lower division programs was $6000.  The average cost of SUS upper division programs was $8100 - 35% higher than lower division.   

There would be an added advocacy for greater funding when 11 state universities are all supporting increases to their funding levels.  The more funds available to the SUS, the more may be spent on their upper division operations. By indexing community college baccalaureate FTE funding to how much the state university system spends for upper division operations there would be the possibility of automatic increases to community college appropriations.
Once the calculation index is defined and adopted, the funding methodology is very simple.

Generic Disadvantages to This Approach:
Baccalaureate funding at community colleges would be dependent upon SUS funding and expenditures.

When expenditures for upper division operations decrease because of budget cuts or if the universities began to spend less on their upper divisions, then there would be the potential for automatic reductions in community college baccalaureate FTE funding.
Of particular concern would be changes in policy that might result from current governance and legal activities.  If the universities were to begin increasing tuition, the legislature could respond by reducing state support.  This highlights an important distinction of this funding option.  An SUS related funding model would not be indexed for SUS funding levels it would be indexed to the SUS cost analysis. 
A major disadvantage of SUS related funding is that State College funding would be dependent on SUS reporting.  The SUS accounting methodology has changed several times in recent years.  Those changes have resulted in major changes in the average cost of instruction between upper and lower division, for example.  If State College funding is linked to SUS costs and those costs change, our funding could be negatively impacted.  
Another disadvantage is that funding would be related to SUS cost for one or two years prior (depending on timing of expenditure analysis).  The information is usually adjusted for expected cost of inflation to make it more current but the state college funding would always lag due to the timing of reporting.  
Current Stated Policy – 85% of the state university system direct cost of instruction
The current policy does not provide for funding of student services for upper division programs.  There is a strong consensus that a student is a student - regardless of whether they are enrolled in upper or lower division classes, and thus should be funded appropriately in both programs.  
Funding the whole cost of a student in lower division and then direct cost of instruction at the upper division doesn't recognize that the student will continue to need services as they progress toward their educational goals.  
Fiscal impact – current policy, if continued would fund the state colleges at a total of $12,354,765 based on projected FTE for 2008-09 of 3,446.  The total appropriation for these same colleges in 2007-08 (before budget cuts) was $10,235,531. 
If current FTE funding at all colleges is not at 85% of SUS direct instructional cost, then funding adjustments (increases) would be necessary using this model.  For colleges receiving more than the calculated amount per student, there would be the potential for reductions in funding (see Table 3).  All colleges would receive an increase in funding under this model over fiscal year 2007-08, except for St. Petersburg and Chipola College.  Northwest Florida State College would receive a decrease over the fiscal year funding for 2007-08 but not over the 2008-09 fiscal year. 
1.1.a – Alternative Policy One  - 85% of SUS full cost of instruction

Policy advantages - There may be prior precedence for this model. 
This would provide all baccalaureate level FTE equal funding at the State Colleges.  Growth in FTE would generate a known amount of additional funding for growing colleges.
This model would provide for not only direct instructional costs, but also for indirect costs.  Funding the whole cost of a student in upper division recognizes that the student will continue to need services as they progress toward their educational goals.   Further, it allows colleges to support additional costs that these students bring beyond just instructional costs.  

Policy disadvantages - 

Fiscal impact – This model would fund state colleges at a total of $16,147,229 based on projected FTE for 2008-09 of 3,446.  The total appropriation for these same colleges in 2007-08 (before budget cuts) was $10,235,531. 
If current FTE funding at all colleges is not at 85% of SUS full cost, then funding adjustments would be necessary under this model.  For colleges receiving more than the calculated amount per student, there would be the potential for reductions in funding as is the potential case for Chipola College.  
1.1.b – Alternative Policy Two – SUS full cost minus fees and research – 
This model comes closest to the original model proposed by CEPRI and supported by St. Petersburg College in FY 2001-02.  
Policy advantages - This model would likely provide the highest level of support for state colleges. 
This would provide all baccalaureate level FTE equal funding at the State Colleges.   Growth in FTE would generate a known amount of additional funding for growing colleges.
This model would provide for not only direct instructional costs, but also for indirect costs.  Funding the whole cost of a student in upper division recognizes that the student will continue to need services as they progress toward their educational goals.   Further, it allows colleges to support additional costs that these students bring beyond just instructional costs.  

Policy disadvantages - 

Fiscal impact – This model would fund state colleges at a total of $20,470,095 based on projected FTE for 2008-09 of 3,446.  The total appropriation for these same colleges in 2007-08 (before budget cuts) was $10,235,531. 

If current FTE funding at all colleges is not at SUS full cost minus research, then funding adjustments would be necessary under this model.  For colleges receiving more than the calculated amount per student, there would be the potential for reductions in funding as is the potential case for Chipola College.  

1.2 – Community College related funding basis

1.2.a - Policy Alternative Three - community college average appropriation per FTE + 35%
According to the 2006-07 State University System Cost Analysis, the average cost of SUS lower division programs was $6000.  The average cost of SUS upper division programs was $8100 - 35% higher than lower division.   Using that percentage as an add-on to the funding for lower division community college programs would be a justification for such an approach.
Policy advantages - This would provide all baccalaureate level FTE equal funding at the State Colleges.  Growth in FTE would generate a known amount of additional funding for growing colleges.
This model is directly tied to how much the community college lower division receives in appropriations for lower division costs. 
This model would create an incentive for the State Colleges to support increased funding for the traditional CCPF.

This model would fund both direct and indirect costs, but would be based on community college, not SUS, costs. 
Policy disadvantages - This would require a willingness on the part of the Legislature to adopt an approach for funding baccalaureate FTE which would not be directly tied to the SUS.
Because the model is based on community college appropriations and not the SUS cost analysis, it would be less obvious that costs are lower than university costs as is required in current law.
Funding based on community college FTE or costs can be problematic because the cost per FTE varies widely with appropriations and the economy.  Because community college enrollments are counter cyclical to the economy, when times are hard, enrollments go up but appropriations often are flat or decreased.  State universities have in the past, limited student enrollment so that it does not exceed that for which they receive funding.  

Fiscal impact - This model would fund state colleges at a total of $16,910,344 based on projected FTE for 2008-09 of 3,446.  The total appropriation for these same colleges in 2007-08 (before budget cuts) was $10,235,531. 

If current FTE funding at all colleges is not at at the average lower level appropriation per FTE plus 35%, then funding adjustments would be necessary under this model.  For colleges receiving more than the calculated amount per student, there would be the potential for reductions in funding as is the potential case for Chipola College.  
Table 1 demonstrates how this model would treat funding for growth of 300 FTE in a hypothetical state college.  

Table 1 assumes that growth of 300 FTE at the lower division could be partially assumed (60%) within existing sections and 150 new enrollments would generate an additional cost of $313,200.  

In the hypothetical state college, by contrast, none of the 300 FTE growth into new baccalaureate degree programs could be assumed by any of the existing lower division sections. Therefore the growth of the same number of students (calculated at the 135% of community college funding) generates an additional cost of $739,800.  While the assumptions in this example can be varied to show reduced actual dollar figures, the main point is that difference in the cost of growth is generally greater at the baccalaureate degree level, particularly in the early stages of developing these programs.  

1.3 New Model for Funding Basis

A third type of funding basis considered by the working group was the development of a new model independent of either university or community college funding or costs.  While such a model would be independent, it would likely contain many of the same standards or factors that are in the current community college funding model which is  a standards based model created by a committee that reviews data and makes recommendations for the standards and weighted funding of certain elements.  These factors include (below are examples but not an exhaustive list):

Direct instructional cost, number of locations (one or more campuses), class size (upper division classes are typically smaller than lower division classes), faculty load (community college faculty teach 15 semester hours, different from university faculty which teach 12 with extra time allotted for research), faculty salaries (level 2 accreditation requires a higher ratio of PH.D. level faculty which increases faculty salary costs), program costs (some technical programs have higher costs due to specialized equipment), diseconomies of scale for small colleges, district cost differential for high cost areas.  An additional important factor would be the cost for student resources (library, student services, and other resources some of which are required to be in place for level 2 accreditation). 

A model included in or similar to the current CCFF accounts for factors such as diseconomies of scale at small colleges and district cost differential in high cost areas of the state.  This could be seen as both an advantage and a disadvantage.  An advantage of this type of funding is that it is widely seen as fair to provide funding mechanisms that account for these types of differences in operating costs.  A disadvantage, especially early in implementation of state colleges, is that there would not be a constant dollar value per FTE in baccalaureate degree program funding.  Additionally, this kind of model is not as simple and straightforward as an FTE funding model.  
A distinction should be drawn between the use of this model (or any other) for generation of a budget request and distribution of an appropriation.  Currently the CCFF is used for distributing funds once appropriated.  It has in the past been utilized by the presidents to generate an amount for a legislative budget request, but to date, the legislature has not utilized the formula in that way.  

If any of the proposed models were used to generate a budget request, and if current FTE funding at all colleges is not at the level the new model would generate, then funding adjustments would be necessary.  Additional funding would be required to bring those colleges below the calculated amount up to the appropriate level.  For colleges receiving more than the calculated amount per student, there would be the potential for reductions in funding.

1.3.a– Policy Alternative Four - new funding basis - within CCFF
This option would modify or expand the current community college funding formula (CCFF) to add elements that would define and support baccalaureate degree programs.  

Policy advantages - This type of funding could more accurately reflect the actual costs of operating upper division programs at state colleges.  
There is history of understanding of and support for the CCFF by the 28 college presidents as well as the legislature.  The model is widely accepted as an equitable way to fund institutions with great variance in size, program mix, multiple campuses, and other factors.  
The current CCFF has accommodated entry into new program areas in the past.  An example is adult education.  In 1997 the Legislature enacted SB 1688 which opened the door for many colleges to start new programs in adult education and post secondary adult vocational (PSAV) programs.  A few years later (INSERT YEAR) the current community college funding formula was instituted and several colleges have gone from zero to significant enrollments in Adult Education and PSAV programs without much notice or discussion and the CCFF was in place to allocate funding across a mix of programs.  (INSERT MIAMI DADE EXAMPLE)
Restrictions on the use of baccalaureate funding currently in place could be eliminated in favor of college wide lump sum funding.

Policy disadvantages - It will not necessarily be obvious that costs are lower than university costs as is required in current law.  The current CCFF does not provide for start up costs for new programs.  The current CCFF does not easily accommodate large growth.  In the past funding outside the CCFF has been appropriated for compression of large variation in funding per FTE resulted from large enrollment growth by some colleges.  
Table 2 demonstrates how the model treats growth for baccalaureate degree programs at a hypothetical state college.  

Table 2 demonstrates how $50,000,000 in new funding would be spread across the Florida College System in Column “B” with the index from the latest version of the existing community college funding model.  Column “F” shows how the index would change if the model was adjusted so that additional funding is added to the 9 pilot colleges’ need because of the baccalaureate program calculations.  Column “D” shows that if the baccalaureate need is rolled into the model, the funds are diluted across all institutions’ general need under the model and the 9 baccalaureate degree colleges with increased need do not realize funding increases relative to their increased need.
1.3.b- Policy Alternative Five - new funding basis 

Policy advantages -  A new funding methodology would allow the development of a model that could more accurately reflect the actual costs of operating upper division programs at state colleges.  

Policy disadvantages - A new model would take time to develop and would most likely be easier to develop once the State College baccalaureate degree programs have had more time to "mature" and have a more predictable enrollment level.  Creating a new funding model during a period of intense growth might lead to the creation of a formula that is found not to be as effective once growth levels off. 
It will not necessarily be obvious that costs are lower than university costs as is required in current law.  

This would require a willingness on the part of the Legislature to adopt an approach for funding baccalaureate FTE which would not be directly tied to the SUS.

Fiscal impact - Growth in FTE would generate a known amount of additional funding for growing colleges. 
In a proxy for a new funding model, the Department of Education staff created a basic model that accounted for a 25% increase in faculty salary for baccalaureate programs, a 20% decrease in class size, and increased library level needed.  This scenario projected a fiscal impact of a new model to be $20,650,397 based on projected FTE for 2008-09 of 3,446.  The total appropriation for these same colleges in 2007-08 (before budget cuts) was $10,235,531. 
ISSUE 2 – Enrollment Calculation
Once a funding basis model is determined for state colleges, a second factor needs to be addressed – how are enrollments calculated for purposes of funding?  Current policy for community college lower division students is that enrollments are calculated based on actual enrollment data and a three year rolling average is used for funding distribution purposes.  For baccalaureate degrees at community colleges, enrollment projections are used for funding.  This working group focused on the policy implications for upper division funding but acknowledged enrollment calculation policy for upper and lower division is an area that may warrant a broader policy discussion to bring these two different policies into alignment.  
The discussion of enrollment funding highlighted a policy question of how to handle unfunded enrollment.  When state universities are not fully funded for enrollments, they have in the past limited enrollment to that which was funded.  Community college lower division programs have traditionally served students with whatever funding was available.  
2.1.a –current upper division policy – projected enrollment

Policy advantages - Funding on enrollment projections can allow new programs to receive funding in the year the growth is expected (if funded by the Legislature). Although this is represented as the current model for funding baccalaureate degree programs at community colleges, the current FTE projections have not been fully funded at all institutions.  
Consistent with current law which requires recurring funds before programs can begin accepting students.
Policy disadvantages - This funding approach can result in unfunded enrollments when projections are underestimated (or conversely, over funded enrollment if over-projections occur). An extreme outcome of projected enrollment funding can lead to institutions accepting only the number of students for which they receive funding - leaving some students not being served.  

Over-funded or under-funded FTE that are not eventually corrected can lead to disequalization in FTE funding between colleges.  

Fiscal impact - Whether the approach for funding is through FTE projections, actual FTE, or FTE averaged over some time period, the Legislature would be faced with paying for the growth in FTE or the State Colleges would be faced with finding other fund sources to operate their baccalaureate programs.
2.1.b – current lower division policy – actual enrollment data, three year rolling average 

Policy advantages - A three year rolling average can have a smoothing effect on funding levels from year to year; decreasing extreme peaks and valleys in funding that result from dramatic changes in FTE from year to year.  There is also precedent with extraordinary cases for "hold harmless" funding in cases of extremely rapid decreases in enrollment (hurricane funding is an example).
Policy disadvantages - Funding FTE on prior years' actual enrollments does not allow for expected growth to be funded in the year it is realized.  This makes starting new programs very difficult.  

This type of enrollment funding is also especially challenging during economic downturns as community college enrollments are counter cyclical to the economy and usually grow rapidly during bad economic times.  

Fiscal impact - Whether the approach for funding is through FTE projections, actual FTE, or FTE averaged over some time period, the Legislature would be faced with paying for the growth in FTE or the State Colleges would be faced with finding other fund sources to operate their baccalaureate programs.

2.1.c – blended model 1 - projected enrollment with timeframe to meet projections and funding based on actual FTE thereafter

Policy advantages - Provides initial funding to start up new programs for a definite period of time before the program must become self-supporting from its actual FTE enrollment. 

Policy disadvantages - Might result in some cases of over projecting the expected FTE knowing that the institution would not lose the money for a specified period of time.

Continued failure by some institutions to meet their FTE projections could result in a change in policy which would adversely affect funding to colleges which did make their projections for new programs.

Fiscal impact - Whether the approach for funding is through FTE projections, actual FTE, or FTE averaged over some time period,  the Legislature would be faced with  paying for the growth in FTE or the State Colleges would be faced with finding other fund sources to operate their baccalaureate programs.
ISSSUE 3 – Student Fees

Current models for tuition and local fees are different for St. Petersburg College and the remaining colleges that offer baccalaureate degrees.  St. Petersburg College has a separate section of law authorizing their programs (s. 1044.73, F.S.) which gives their board flexibility in setting tuition and fees but they have to be consistent with law and the General Appropriations Act. The St. Petersburg College law goes on to direct that the tuition and fees shall be set at a rate that recognizes the college does not incur the cost of major research programs and is therefore within a range that is lower than the fees established for students at a state university but higher than fees for community college students.  The actual current situation is that the tuition has been set in the General Appropriations Act each year.
3.1.a - Current Practice -State College Tuition is set in the General Appropriations Act (GAA) at a rate that is 85% of the base SUS fee - with no flexibility. 

Tuition under this scenario would be set at $69.73
Policy advantages - Tuition is the same for all baccalaureate students within the State College system.
Policy disadvantages - There is no flexibility to address local economic conditions.
Fiscal impact - The level of student fees plays a role in determining how much state funding is required to reach an overall FTE funding level.
3.1.b - State College Tuition would be set in the GAA at a rate that is 125% of the base community college fee with the flexibility allowed in law for lower division authorized for upper division as well. 

Tuition under this scenario would be set at $78.24, if the 15% flexibility were allowed; tuition would exceed base SUS tuition - $89.97.  
Policy advantages - Provides local decision making in the setting of student fees.
Policy disadvantages - Makes it more expensive for some students to receive their education than for others.
Unless specifically limited, if maximum flexibility is used, tuition could be higher than at a state university.

Fiscal impact - The level of student fees plays a role in determining how much state funding is required to reach an overall FTE funding level.
3.1.c - State College Tuition would be allowed to vary by a range of from 5% below to 15% above the amount set in the GAA and to be determined by the local board.

Policy advantages - Provides local boards the opportunity to set tuition taking into account local economic factors.
Policy disadvantages - Makes it more expensive for some students to receive their education than for others.

Unless specifically limited, if maximum flexibility is used, tuition could be higher than at a state university.

Fiscal impact - The level of student fees plays a role in determining how much state funding is required to reach an overall FTE funding level.
3.1.d - State College Tuition would be set by local boards at a range lower than the SUS and higher than community college lower division tuition. (This is current law for St. Petersburg College but the GAA has always superseded this law).  

Policy advantages - Provides local boards the opportunity to set tuition taking into account local economic factors.
Policy disadvantages - Makes it more expensive for some students to receive their education than for others.

Fiscal impact - The level of student fees plays a role in determining how much state funding is required to reach an overall FTE funding level.
ISSUE 4 – Start up Funds

There are two types of start up funding which must be addressed.  First, are there funds for the initial time a college applies to the State Board of Education and to the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS), to be approved to award baccalaureate degrees, and second, are start-up funds available when an approved level two institution opens a new baccalaureate program.  

In 2001, St. Petersburg College received an appropriation for start-up funding of baccalaureate degree programs in the amount of $1 million.  In the same year, $5 million was appropriated for other community colleges to develop baccalaureate degrees.  In several recent years, no start up funds have been appropriated. Daytona State College, for example, has utilized $564,955 in College auxiliary funds during 05/06, 06/07 and 07/08 to start it's initial B.A.S. Program and another $502,068 in fiscal years 07/08 and 08/09 to fund the B.S. Ed. state certification costs, accreditation costs and initial 08/09 instructional costs degrees as reduced state funds only provided $64,000 for these seven degrees. In fiscal year 2008-09, $40,000 per each of nine colleges was appropriated for transition to State Colleges.  
Programs other than baccalaureate degrees at community colleges have received start-up funding from time to time.  A most recent example is the Succeed, Florida grant program which were appropriated by the Legislature to start up or expand workforce programs.  These funds were nonrecurring.  

State Universities have recently received start up funding for new institutions (Florida Gulf Coast University), and new professional schools (medical, law).

4.1.a - Authorize legislative requests for funds which can be used for accreditation and starting of new programs for initial approval by the State Board of Education.  

Policy advantages - The Legislature has recognized the need for recurring funding in order to expand access to the baccalaureate degree. 
There is precedence for this to be the state policy.

Policy disadvantages - The Legislature has not always provided start-up funds when colleges have been approved to offer baccalaureate programs

Fiscal impact - There is a cost associated with becoming a Level II - SACS accredited institution.  Asking the Legislature for funds would impact funds available for other uses, both inside and away from education and the community college system.

4.1.b - Authorize legislative requests for recurring start-up funds for operational purposes based on a projection of FTE to be served within a certain number of years - for initial authorization and accreditation.  This recurring funding can be utilized to both fund start-up costs and the initial FTE growth, until the funded, projected FTE become actual FTE.

Policy advantages - There is precedence for this to be the state policy.

Appropriations will make achieving SACS accreditation and other start-up expenditures more affordable.  Start-up funds for operations could be based on a projected FTE making the recurring request a smaller amount.

Policy disadvantages - Not all colleges which have become baccalaureate degree granting institutions have received such funding and thus may result in those who did not receive start up funds having to utilize other college funds.

Fiscal impact - There is a cost associated with becoming a Level II SACS accredited institution.  Asking the Legislature for funds would impact funds available for other uses, both inside and away from education and the community college system.

4.1.c - Provide funding for three, four, or five years for baccalaureate degree granting institutions to expand program offerings, with the assumption that before the end of that time period, a new baccalaureate degree program would create enough FTE generated funding to support itself.  Growth over the projected FTE would be funded by the Legislature at the same rate as other FTE. 
Policy advantages - Funding could come from nonrecurring sources but still be guaranteed for a period of time. This model would allow colleges to plan to support recurring costs (such as faculty) by the time the funding period is complete.  

Policy disadvantages - one disadvantage is that if the college plans to support the costs on a continuing basis with enrollment funding and then that funding doesn't materialize the college is faced with the challenge of how to support the programs it started without ongoing funds.  

Fiscal impact - There is a cost associated with becoming a Level II - SACS accredited institution.  Asking the Legislature for funds would impact funds available for other uses, both inside and away from education and the community college system.

4.1.d - Provide a "Succeed" like categorical appropriation to be administered by the SBE for baccalaureate degree expansion. 

 Policy advantages - This type of startup funding has been easier to achieve through legislative appropriation in the past because it has been nonrecurring.  Another advantage is that this would give the State Board of Education an expanded role in meeting the need for baccalaureate degree production.  

Policy disadvantages - Some colleges indicate that grant funding like this has been difficult to administer (Succeed funding had specific reporting requirements and restrictions on what funds could be used to support).  One specific limitation was that Succeed grants could not be used to support recurring costs such as faculty which is often a great need in starting up new baccalaureate degree programs.  

Fiscal impact - Asking the Legislature for funds would impact funds available for other uses, both inside and away from education and the community college system.

4.1.e  - Authorize State Colleges to hold extra funds in auxiliary funds or operating fund balance for the purpose of expanding baccalaureate degree programs. ...

Policy advantages - Does not cost the State money when a college wants to expand its baccalaureate programs.

Policy disadvantages - The State needs to provide greater access to the baccalaureate degree for students and to help the economy of the state.  If the colleges are not able to find sufficient revenue to meet the demands of opening new programs, that access may not be provided equally throughout the state.

Not all colleges have the ability to generate the necessary funds.

Fiscal impact - There is a cost associated with becoming a Level II - SACS accredited institution.  Asking the Legislature for funds would impact funds available for other uses, both inside and away from education and the community college system.

� Proposal for Cost Accounting and Legislative Budget Request Upper Division Instruction, St. Petersburg College, 2002-03.  
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