STUDENT FEE ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING

2121 Murphy Hall

Thursday, October 25, 2012

Attendees Present:











Graduates:
Meg Babakhanian (Chair), Alison Winje, Randy Mai, MaryTheresa Pendergast
Undergraduates: 
Darren Ramalho, Jas Kirt, John Joanino, Mallory Valenzuela
Administration:
Christine Wilson, Director, GSRC

Kathleen Copenhaver, Associate Registrar
Nancy Greenstein, Director of Police Community Services

Ex-Officio:

Sonia Luna, Academic Planning and Budget 




Rebecca Lee-Garcia, Academic Planning and Budget

Absent: 













SFAC Advisor:
Marilyn Alkin, Special Assistant, Student Affairs

Call to Order:
The meeting was called to order at 4:07 p.m.

Handouts:
· The meeting agenda for 10/25/2012

· The meeting minutes from 10/18/2012

Approval of Agenda:

· A motion was made by Darren Ramalho and seconded by John Joanino to approve the agenda. This vote was unanimous.

Review of Minutes:

· A motion was made by John Joanino and seconded by Darren Ramalho to approve the 10/18/2012 minutes as amended. This vote was unanimous, with two abstentions. 

CSF Report and Standing Policies:
· Chairperson Meg Babakhanian and John Joanino attended the Council on Student Fees (CSF) meeting. The CSF is made up of SFACs from all of the UCs. The purpose of the CSF is to maintain consistencies across the UCs. UCLA’s SFAC has the most control over their student services fees amongst all the campuses.
· There were representatives from seven campuses at the meeting. Members shared their concerns regarding the temporary recommendation rejection. Some campuses stated that they do not fund any full-time positions (salaried positions). 
· Christine Wilson stated that it was likely that SFACs at these campuses were just not given control of that money, since funding salaries comprises a large portion of student services fee funding activities. 

· Among other topics discussed at the meeting were moving to a digital platform, campus budget  cuts, the implications of Prop 30 failing, UC Regents student representatives, and the details of Prop 38 and its advantages & disadvantages for the UC system
· Chairperson Meg Babakhanian let the committee know that CSF has several subcommittees, and that it would be interesting to be involved at the UC level. The four subcommittees this year are:

· SP2 – Technology fees review committee

· Best Practices – Best practices of how to distribute SFAC funding
· Referendum Comparison Report

· Establishing guidelines for what SFAC funding cannot be used for

· This winter quarter the CSF meeting will be held at UCLA on January 26th.
· John Joanino clarified that SP2 is a standing policy that CSF has that relates to the UC student services fees because of a statewide issue where some campuses have begun to use these fees for construction related capital projects.  
· The CSF also reviewed their seven standing policies, revising and updating them.
· Changes to tuition-based return to aid were also discussed at the CSF meeting. Specifically, UC Berkeley and UC Irvine are advocating for a return to aid model that would keep the money on each respective campus (decentralizing the return to aid model).
· The current model sends the tuition return to aid to UCOP (UC Office of the President) where it is distributed amongst the campuses based on a variety of factors. 

· Proportion of out of state and international students on UC campuses was also a topic of discussion. Currently, UC Berkeley is pushing beyond 30% of their students coming from outside of California. 

· A conversation took place on how the funding model for higher education at the UC works, dispelling confusion about the difference between state funding to the UC and financial aid to students, and differences between higher education state funding models and K-12 state funding models.
· UCLA has a minimum enrollment target.  The amount of state funding that the UC institutions receive is not just based on their total enrollment, but on a variety of factors.  Therefore, enrolling increasing numbers of students does not mean that the institutions will receive additional state funds.  However, there is increased tuition revenue associated with increased enrollment.
· The UCs have received additional tuition revenue by increasing the enrollment of non-resident students since they pay higher tuition rates.  The higher rates help to cover larger proportions of their cost of education per student, and can also help to subsidize the cost of education for resident students.
· Sonia Luna reiterated that it is the current policy and strategy of the Chancellor to maintain the number of California resident students at UCLA
· Nancy Greenstein reiterated to the committee that non-resident students pay more in tuition than what it requires to support their own education, thereby increasing resources (such as faculty) that can be used for both residents and non-resident students. 

Sub Committee Updates:
Digitizing Unit Review and Computer Interface System
· Alison Winje informed the committee that Marco Mascari had sent her a comparison chart of the three laptops models they had discussed at the last meeting.

· The committee discussed technology and digitizing at length, including the security of various platforms such as Google Docs, DropBox, and e-mail. 
· The committee discussed the workflow that would go along with digitizing (are things being scanned and sent as PDFs or sent as word documents? Who is in charge of uploading and editing items, etc.?)

·  MaryTheresa Pendergast asked if the only issue with using Google Drive was security. Alison Winje pointed out that this may no longer be a concern since UCLA has recently adopted Google Apps for things like student email accounts. 
Unit Review Sub-committee Update:
· Mallory Valenzuela and Randy Mai presented the rubric of the questionnaire that had been distributed to the units. They devised a quantitative way to evaluate each unit’s requesting using a 100 point system with points allotted per question. They will bring a rubric to the next meeting.

· Question 1 – 4 points

· Question 2 – 3 points

· Question 3 – 14 points

· Question 4 – 7 points

· Question 5 – 9 points

· Question 6a – 6 points

· Question 6b – 6 points

· Question 7 – 8 points

· Question 8 – 14 points

· Question 9 – 14 points

· Question 10 – 15 points

· Christine Wilson expressed that it is important the unit review and the call letter for funding requests remain separate processes, as the timing of the two activities is so different.

Announcements:

· Course Material Fee requests are coming in on November 8th to be discussed by the committee on November 15th.
· John Joanino requested that the committee invite Glyn Davies to come and talk about IEI fee to give new members some context about the fee increases that happened last year and some things that are being implemented this year. Sonia Luna suggested that Jim Davis be included in the invitation if their questions regarded both the financial and programmatic implementation of the fee.

· Sonia Luna suggested reviewing the committee’s letter to the Chancellor recommending the approval of the IEI fee and the response letter from the Chancellor. This will give some insight as to the types of data points and tracking mechanisms that the committee at the time was interested pursuing. She also said that there has been a committee formed that is rather extensive related to the reporting on the IEI fee. 

Adjournment:

· Motion was made by Nancy Greenstein and seconded by Christine Wilson to adjourn the meeting.  This vote was unanimous. 

Meeting was adjourned at 5:30pm. 
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