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Zoom
Minutes

Attendance
Members:
Graduate Students: Sanjali Mitra (Chair); Christina Chance
Undergraduate Students: Allston Liu (Vice Chair); Flo Cudal; Emily Kim
Administrators: Erinn McMahan; Karen Hedges

Advisor:
Christine Wilson
Absent Members:
Pratik Manwan; Mehreen Suzaan; Yiping Wang

Agenda
1. Approval of the Agenda
2. CSF Updates
3. Discussion on guiding principles for funding allocation
4. Approval of minutes

Chair Sanjali Mitra called the meeting to order at 3:03 PM.
1. Approval of the Agenda
Motion: Allston Liu moved to approve the agenda for today’s meeting.
Second: Christina Chance
Vote: Approved by unanimous consent.


2. CSF Updates
Chair Sanjali Mitra reported on the Council on Student Fees (CSF) meeting that she and Vice Chair Allston Liu attended in San Diego.
2.1 Overview of the Discussion at CSF
Cohort Tuition Model
· Sanjali explained the structure of the current tuition model, highlighting distinctions between undergraduate cohort-based increases and annual graduate increases. She emphasized that once a cohort enrolls, its fees remain constant for six years, but each subsequent entering cohort may see increased rates.
· She noted this model began implementation in 2022–23 after several years of flat tuition and increasing university financial strain.
Financial Context and Rationale
· Sanjali summarized UC’s financial pressures: historic over-enrollment, stagnant state funding, and the use of tuition increases to stabilize core operations. This led to the multi-year “inflation plus step increase” mechanism originally adopted.
2.2 UCOP’s New Proposals Going to the Regents (to be voted on this week)
1. “Banking” Inflation Above 5%
· Sanjali explained that under the new proposal, if inflation exceeds the 5% cap, UCOP wants to bank the extra amount and apply it in a future year.
· Christina asked whether banked amounts from multiple years could accumulate and be applied at once.
Sanjali confirmed that yes — under UCOP’s proposal, they could combine multiple years of banked percentage points.
2. Reducing Return-to-Aid (RTA) From 45% to 40%
· UCOP argues UC is nearing its long-term financial aid goal (one-third of tuition revenue going to aid), and therefore wants to slow the pace.
· Sanjali noted concerns that reducing RTA would most negatively affect low-income students who already receive insufficient aid.
3. Adding a Permanent 1% Annual Step Increase
· Sanjali explained that this 1% increase would occur every year, indefinitely, beyond inflation — but still within the 5% cap.
2.3 CSF’s Feedback & Positions
Banking vs. Permanent Step Increase
· Sanjali stated that CSF strongly preferred choosing one of the two mechanisms — either banking or the permanent 1% — because using both would be “excessive.”
Five-Year Expiration for Banked Amounts
· Sanjali emphasized equity concerns: students entering many years later should not pay increases tied to inflation spikes that occurred long before they enrolled.
· CSF recommended banked amounts expire after five years.
Public Vote by Regents
· Sanjali shared CSF’s request that Regents must vote each time banked percentages are used, to ensure transparency and deliberate oversight.
Opposition to RTA Reduction
· CSF remained opposed to cutting RTA to 40%.
· If adopted, Sanjali said CSF recommends the freed revenue be directed to students who fall through the aid system’s gaps — particularly:
· low-income international students,
· undocumented students without access to federal aid,
· other non-aid-eligible populations.
Need for 5-Year Renewal
· Sanjali explained CSF wants a mandatory review/renewal in 5 years, especially since UCOP provided no updated data showing whether past promises (e.g., improved faculty ratios or academic resources) have been fulfilled.
2.4 Additional Stakeholder Proposals

· Flo Cudal asked for clarification on whether the proposed changes were already scheduled for a vote at the upcoming Regents meeting.
· Sanjali confirmed they are indeed part of the official Regents agenda for Wednesday.
Partner Organizations
Sanjali summarized additional recommendations from statewide student groups:
· Limiting banked amounts so multiple years cannot be combined into one increase.
· Ensuring no increases in “self-help” for Pell recipients.
· If a permanent annual step increase is approved, directing a portion of revenue toward high-impact student communities.
2.5 Additional CSF Updates
Berkeley Tuition Visualization Tool
· Sanjali showed an example of UC Berkeley’s public-facing tuition visualization tool and offered it as inspiration for potential SFAC social media or website projects.
Spring CSF Summit
· Sanjali described plans for a Spring “summit-style” CSF meeting in Santa Cruz designed to include more general membership, not just chairs and vice chairs.
· Erinn asked for clarification about whether SFAC members are allowed to attend.
Sanjali confirmed yes, any member may participate, depending on budget and interest.

3. Discussion on Guiding Principles for Funding Allocation
Introductory Explanation by Chair Mitra
Chair Sanjali Mitra explained that she created a draft set of guiding principles to help SFAC evaluate Student Services Fee (SSF) funding requests during the winter allocation cycle. She clarified:
· These principles are modeled on CSF’s guiding principles, with modifications tailored to UCLA SFAC’s scope and needs.
· Her goal is to provide a consistent framework for decision-making, especially given the tight budget constraints for FY 27–28.
· She emphasized that the principles are not ranked, and that SFAC should retain flexibility in applying them. 
The draft document listed the following suggested guiding principles:
1. Proportion of SSF funding within a unit’s total budget
2. Ability of the unit to absorb cuts or find supplemental funding
3. Percentage of total SSF allocated to a program
4. Carryforward balance (post-recapture for Student Affairs units)
5. Impact on student welfare and tangible service levels
6. Size of the target population
7. Quality of information provided
8. Urgency (including safety issues)
9. Institutional hiring constraints
10. Prioritizing student staff positions
11. Prioritizing existing non-student staff over new positions
12. Avoiding commitments to permanent positions using temporary funds
· Requirement to review the principles every two years
After introducing the document, Sanjali asked members to read the draft privately for several minutes and contribute comments through Zoom chat or verbal discussion.
3.1 Committee Review Process
Members were given time to silently review the document and add comments in real time.
Sanjali reiterated that these principles are intended to support structured decision-making, not to restrict it.
3.2 Detailed Discussion
· Christina noted that with regard to principle #7 (Quality and value of information provided) the difficulty in quantifying “value” and suggested that Principles #5 and #6 already captured what SFAC truly needs to assess.
· Suggested clarifying the principle to emphasize quality and completeness of material submitted by units.

· Erinn recognized principle #7 as relevant because some units provide minimal responses, complicating equitable comparisons and stated that while impact-related principles often weigh more heavily, incomplete information can hinder SFAC’s ability to make fair assessments.

· Sanjali acknowledged that a clearer framing may help SFAC assess units who provide insufficient justification or lack transparency.

· Karen expressed concern about lack of transparency to units, noting that retroactively applying these principles would be unfair because unit notification letters have already been sent. She recommended including guidance in future versions of the funding request form.

· Christina supported increased clarity for units and recommended embedding principle-based questions directly into next year’s request form.

· Erinn recommended against ranking the principles, citing the need for adaptability and emphasized that proposals vary significantly each year, and SFAC should be able to prioritize different considerations as needed.
3.3 End of Discussion of Guiding Principles and Next Steps
· No vote was taken.
· Sanjali will revise the draft based on comments collected during the meeting and bring a refined version forward at a later date.
4. Approval of Minutes (Weeks 5 & 6)
· Motion: Christina Chance moved to approve the Week 5 and Week 6 minutes.
· Second: Emily Kim
Vote:  Approved by unanimous consent

Adjournment
Chair Sanjali Mitra adjourned the meeting at 4:15 PM.

