	Statement of Problem


	Concurrency Trust Fund – The University Concurrency Trust Fund does not have a dedicated funding source, and it has a zero balance for the 2010-2011 fiscal year.  Without a dedicated funding source, the State University System will not be able to pay its equitable share towards infrastructure improvements, as required in Chapter 163.  This could result in a reduction of university construction and/or continued development without sufficient local supporting infrastructure.  In some instances, universities could be forced to use operating revenues to meet concurrency requirements.



	Current Situation
	The 1993 Legislature enacted Section 220.156, FS, (University Concurrency Trust Fund), which provided a source of funds from which universities could pay for off-site concurrency assessments by local governments as required by part II of Chapter 163. The portion (7.3%) devoted to this purpose was equal to the general revenue service charge that would be levied on the local option tax under 215.20 (4)(p) 8.

In 2000, statutory changes, which would become effective in 2003, were made to reduce the percentage devoted to the University Concurrency Trust Fund to 3.5% with the balance being redirected to the Local Option Fuel Tax Trust Fund within the State Transportation Trust Fund. In 2006, all funds going into the University Concurrency Trust Fund was reduced to zero and the balance was redirected to the Local Option Fuel Tax Trust Fund within the State Transportation Trust Fund. Thirty million dollars was swept from the University Concurrency Trust Fund in 2008, then deposited into General Revenue and remaining balances were dispersed in 2010 for infrastructure improvements. Currently, the funding resulting from section 336.025 (1)b, Florida Statutes, goes into the Local Option Fuel Tax Trust Fund, within the State Transportation Trust Fund.




	Specific changes needed to remedy the problem
	Changes to Florida Statutes are needed to have currently collected funds be used to fund the University Concurrency Trust Fund as was previously the case. The Local Option Fuel Taxes Service Charge to General Revenue was $14.7m in FY 09-10 it will be around $14 million to $16 million in the next five years. The $14 million to $16 million that is generated annually should be redirected into the University Concurrency Trust Fund. Additionally, language should be added to statutes that the requirement for concurrency would be waived if insufficient funds are available, until such time as adequate funds become available in the Concurrency Trust Fund.



	Benefits of Proposed Changes to students, universities and the State
	Directing this source of funding to the University Concurrency Trust Fund ensures that the public universities will be able to accommodate the facility needs of the students, faculty, and researchers. The construction supported by these funds allows for the creation of thousands of jobs throughout Florida.



	Fiscal Impact to Affected groups (include cost to the state, university, student, others as needed)
	This proposal is revenue neutral because it simply redirects funds that are currently being collected and are distributed to cities and counties. If approved, the amount of money collected would remain unchanged and would simply be directed to purposes which were previously established. Cities and counties would continue to receive the funds.



	Supporting Data and Comparison to other public university systems
	The Local Option Fuel Taxes Service Charge generated $14.7 million for General Revenue in FY 09-10.  It is estimated to be around $14 million to $16 million in the next five years according to Table 10 of the Senate’s transportation conference package in the 2010 Legislative session. This level of revenue on an annual basis would meet the concurrency needs of the State University System.



	Possible unintended or negative consequences

	None Known

	Likely opposition (from whom and on what basis)

	We would collaborate with cities and counties to ensure a smooth transition.




	Additional Information (Please include additional information that you believe would be helpful in decision making by the BOG.)
	NONE


	Statement of Problem


	University Governance Issues – During the 2010 Legislative session, HB 7237 was passed and then signed into law. The bill implemented the governance agreement, which was signed by the Board of Governors, leaders in the Florida Legislature and the Governor. Several issues did not get addressed in HB 7237, which could improve operational and fiscal efficiency within the State University System.



	Current Situation


	The Governance agreement that was signed by leaders in the Florida Legislature, the Governor, and the Board of Governors recognized the regulation process of the Board of Governors. Some areas were unintentionally omitted during the drafting of HB 7237 which codified the agreement in Florida Statutes.



	Specific changes needed to remedy the problem
	Solution: Request a “glitch bill” as a follow up to 2010’s HB 7237 that would seek additional legislative authority to adopt regulations rather than rules in appropriate constitutional areas that were omitted.

· 267.062 naming of buildings

· 1004.22 sponsored research

· 1004.23 copyright

· 1004.28 DSO’s

· 1006.63 hazing

· 1006.66 traffic

· 1010.04(2) purchasing reference

· 1009.21 residency

· 1011.48 Education Research Centers for Child    Development 

· 1013.171 leasing



	Benefits of Proposed Changes to students, universities and the State
	The provision of additional legislative authority to adopt regulations in the listed areas aligns practice with the intentions of HB 7237 and the governance agreement upon which it is based.




	Fiscal Impact to Affected groups (include cost to the state, university, student, others as needed)


	NONE

	Supporting Data and Comparison to other public university systems


	NA

	Possible unintended or negative consequences


	NONE

	Likely opposition (from whom and on what basis)


	NONE

	Additional Information (Please include additional information that you believe would be helpful in decision making by the BOG.)
	NONE


	Statement of Problem


	Acceleration Mechanisms- Undergraduate Summer Term Course Enrollment
Current law forbids a university from requiring students with nine hours of course credit that has been earned through acceleration mechanisms from attending one summer term during their tenure at the university.   This statutory provision impedes university efforts to encourage timely completion of degrees, decreases access for new entering students, impedes university planning efforts to meet corridor requirements due to the optional summer attendance, and decreases year-round utilization of classroom facilities which has been a long-held state policy.



	Current Situation
	Section 1007.27(10), F.S. exempts any student who earns 9 or more credits earned through accelerated mechanisms, including but not limited to, dual enrollment, as provided for in s.1007.271, F.S.; early admission; advanced placement; credit by examination; the International Baccalaureate Program; and the Advanced International Certificate of Education Program from mandatory summer term enrollment.   For many universities the percentage of students entering the university with at least nine hours of accelerated credit is substantial.  For example, virtually all freshmen students entering the University of Florida bring with them 9 or more credits in these categories.  This has a negative effect on the university from a management and a financial standpoint.



	Specific changes needed to remedy the problem
	Repeal section.1007.27(10), Florida Statutes and amend Board of Governors Regulation 6.016- Summer Session Enrollment to comport with the repeal.



	Benefits of Proposed Changes to students, universities and the State


	The proposed change would increase the efficient use of university facilities.  It would also move students toward the completion of the degree in a more-timely manner.  


	Fiscal Impact to affected groups (include cost to the state, university, student, others as needed)
	Financial savings can be realized by the universities as follows:
1) Universities have to pay for electricity and other basic services in the summer.  Student tuition that would be collected would help pay for some of these costs. 

2) The State receives a greater Return on Investment (ROI) if students are taught in the summer term since the State has already paid for infrastructure like buildings, etc.

3) Universities are already becoming more efficient, since they are offering more courses in the summer anyway, and enrollment will increase without added expenses, this results in a reduced cost per student

4) Greater access for students /more efficient time to degree



	Supporting Data and Comparison to other public university systems


	NA 

	Possible unintended or negative consequences


	None

	Likely opposition (from whom and on what basis)


	Students may not want to be told that they have to attend one summer term. 

	Additional Information (Please include additional information that you believe would be helpful in decision making by the BOG.)
	


Issues to Monitor

The following issues are NOT being recommended for inclusion in the 2011 substantive agenda but they are important to the State University System and stand a reasonable chance of coming up during the 2011 Legislative session; therefore, we will vigilantly watch for these issues so that we may become involved appropriately should the need arise.

Academic Issues to Monitor:

1. Capital Improvement Trust Fund Fees

2. Physician Assistants

3. Distance Learning

4. Library Data Center Consolidation (2010 Proviso requires a plan to merge the Florida Center for Library Automation with state database centers)

5. Residency for Transfer Students From Private Colleges

6. Textbook Affordability (OPPAGA Report, July 2010)

7. Teacher Preparation (some version of SB 6 from the 2010 session which was vetoed by the Governor)


8. FACTS.org – OPPAGA Report (July 2010)

Administrative Issues to Monitor: 

9. DROP, Employee Salary and Benefits

10. Repercussions from GAO Report on for-profit Institutions

11. State Procurement

12. Transparency

13. Tenant Broker

14. Chart of Accounts (some version of SB 2206 from the 2010 session which passed in the Senate)

15. Medicaid
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