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issue advisory opinions2 “concerning
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received a petition from the Florida State
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Association (“SGA”) Budget Committee

looked to the specific language of SBS §§
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416.3 (B)(1), (3). See Kisor v. Wilkie, 139 S.
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less than the amount requested.
SBS §§ 416.3(B)(1), (3) (emphasis
added).
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prospective
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request.
The
Budget
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to
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prospective recipients. The
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which governs funding boards. Chapter
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government
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measure, and the principal standard of

In issuing this Advisory Opinion,
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we do not render any decision as to the
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the Court regarding any of the issues
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for or opposition to the particular
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consideration of the provisions contained
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herein.

contained in SBS § 416.3 authorize the

that

Budget Committee to withhold funding

organization advocates. Id.
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In sum, SBS § 416.3(B)(3) provides
the Budget Committee with the express
authority to grant less money than what is
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requested. Further, so long as the Budget
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Committee’s reasoning for withholding
funds is predicated upon viewpoint
neutrality, its decision is proper. See Bd. of
Regents of Univ. of Wisconsin Sys. v.
Southworth, 529 U.S. 217, 233 (2000).
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