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President
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Dear President Powers,

As the university’s transition into flat-rate tuition is in full force, the Student Services Budget
Committee (SSBC), previously known as the Student Services Fee Committee has also
undergone a period of transition. The perceptxon of the committee’s purpose has transferred from
one charged with setting the student services budget to one charged with allocating
predetermined funds to units. This perception must be recognized and understood that it does not
coincide with our understanding of the biennial tuition setting process. We believe that the
SSBC has a defined role in recommending an appropriate incremental growth in tuition. Asa
result, we have acted on the belief that our tuition recommendation would be combined with the
TPAC recommendation for consideration by you and the University Budget Council. I thought it
was important for you {o understand that we have acted with this principle in mind.

The 2007-2008 Student Services Budget Committee comprised of nine voting members, five of
them students, is the avenue for non-academic student services to advocate for student needs and
concerns. It is important to note that an important element in determining our recommendations
was listening to the needs of student service units. Afier hearing requests from 24 individual
student service units, the Student Services Budget Committee has prepared initial '
recommendations for FY 2008-09 and 2009-10. As Chair of the committee, I would first like to
preface our recommendations with the following information:

Thought Process

This year’s committee was forced to make crucial decisions in determining the major priorities
for student services at this institution. In response to the annual increases proposed by the Tuition .
Policy Advisory Committee, the SSBC has chosen to recommend concentration of resources on
sustaining the current level of basic functions within student services. Doing so required a
significant amount of budget discipline in affirming that this fiscal biennium would be seen as a
“no-growth” period in terms of new programming. As a resuli, the priorities of stabilization and
sustainability of our current student service units are reflected in this request.

Challenges
While considering the units’ requested budget increases, it came to the committee’s attention that
fundamental areas needed attention. Below is a very brief summary of these challenges.
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1.

Utilities- Within the portfolio of the Student Services Budget Committee, many of the
units must include the cost of utilities within their own budget. Covering these costs
provides little flexibility to units in prioritizing what should be their service to
students versus what keeps them sustainable. This issue became even more evident
when it was determined that 56%, or $599,239, of our FY 2009-10 recommendation
is attributed to an estimated 15% increase in the cost of utilities. The committee is
currently not setting forth a solution to address utilities but would like to make
apparent the impact that these costs have on student service units.

Communication- As stated before, the role and expectation of the Student Services
Budget Committee has been redefined since the implementation of flat-rate tuition.
As a result, the lines of communication between the central administration and this
particular committee must remain strong, if not stronger. If the SSBC is going to have
a voice in the financial support of student service units, it is essential that the
committee be aware and conscious of the university budget priorities in order to make
comprehensive decisions. It is the commitiee’s intent to address building stronger
lines of communication with other budget entities in order to facilitate efficiency and
transparency in the entire budget-setting process.

Units to Question ~ Our committee questmned the appropriateness of two areas which
are currently receiving SSBC funding. The first area of concern is the Registration
Fee budget. The committee questions the inclusion of this fee in our cluster of
accounts. This budget was added to the mix in 2005 when flat-rate tuition was

“implemented. Since registration is a core fundamental service of the university, it

seems inconsistent to include this budget within the SSBC budget. Therefore, while
we support the Registrar’s request for new funds to pay for an overhaul of the 20 year
old registration system, we do not believe that these funds should come from the
Student Services budget. We recommend that the Registrar submit a request for
funds through different channels. :

The second budget in questzon is one that provides funding for Services for Students
with Disabilities, a core service of the University whose purpose is mandated by
Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and the Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA) of 1990. Several past committees have questioned why the SSBC funds a
mandated service such as this one. The committee suggests that the university
consider assuming responsibility for this core service.

There are three other funding requests that were questioned as we believe they should
be totally or partially supported by University funds. First, the Ombudsperson
requested funding for the second time for a new full-time, professional
Ombudsperson position. Again this year, we recommend funding one-half of the
requested salary contingent upon UBC providing the funding for the other half.

Second, the committee considered a request for a new full-time B-CAL position.
This position did not receive committee support as it provides core safety services for
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students, faculty and staff. Likewise, we did not approve a request for a new position
in Student Judicial Services. We feel that the funding for these two areas deserves
further consideration by the University due to the fundamental nature of the services
provided.

Recommendations , .
The Student Services Budget Committee understands the budgetary difficulties of the University
and has recommended increases close to the initial recommendation of TPAC. With TPAC’s

~ input and a ‘no growth’ setting year in mind, the committee recommends an increase of

$760,000 for 2008-09.

As for FY 2009-10, the committee recommends an increase of $1,079,043. Once again, it should
be acknowledged that $599,239 or 56% of these funds are attributed to an estimated 15%
increase in Utilities costs and a 4% increase for the Shuttle Bus primarily attributed to escalating
gas costs. Please refer to the attachment which describes our recommended increase in terms of
budgetary categories.

1 must express that it has been an honor and privilege to serve as chair of this committee.

Moreover, it has given me an enriched exposure to the many and varied needs of students across
the University. When addressing university priorities, you have often emphasized the
importance of a rich undergraduate and graduate experience. While a student’s academic and
classroom experience is highly valuable, one cannot thoroughly succeed in those arcas without
the support provided for student services. The Student Services Budget Committee graciously
appreciates your support in having students included in this budget process. It is even more
critical that there be support for the actual voices of students along the way. We ask you to give
full consideration to our request. Should you have questions, I am more than happy and willing
to meet with you. '

Thank you for your time and consideration. With all my best, I am
Sincerely yours,
Fiern &
Nicole E. Trinh
Chair, Student Services Budget Committee

cc: Mr. Kevin Hegarty
Vice President and Chief Financial Officer

Juan C. Gonzélez
Vice President for Student Affairs

Attachment
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