MESSAGE TO SAC BUDGET COMMITTEE MEMBERS
Jeff McMillan and I met this morning to discuss the agenda for the meeting of the Budget
Committee scheduled for July 1. After reviewing the agenda items we decided not to
have the meeting since there was little new information to report about next year’s budget
and no significant action items that needed to be taken care of immediately. Below are a
few comments on what would have been on the agenda for July 1.
1. Budget Updates: See the attached “State Budget Update” of May 30 and June
5 from the Community College League of California.
2. Budget Allocation Model Update: Discussions on this topic began at the latest
meetings of the BAPR Workgroup and full BAPR Committee. No
conclusions have been reached at this point but it has been decided to look at
how other multi-college districts deal with this issue and see what can be
learned from other models.
3. BAPR Program Review Update: A work group has been pulled together to
propose a program review process for BAPR. Attached you find the initial
report from this group.

BAPR Planning and Review Group
Report and Survey
June 11, 2008
This group (Steve Kawa, Bonnie Jaros, Norm Fujimoto, Sergio Sotelo, and
Julie Slark) met on June 4 to develop and propose a program review process
for BAPR. While the BAPR budget allocation model work group was
assigned the task to develop a structured review process for the budget
allocation model, this group was to address the planning role of BAPR and
BAPR’s processes and procedures.
Brainstorming Results To Date from BAPR and From This Work Group:
• A review process should begin with knowledge of the BAPR purpose.
• BAPR can also develop goals at the beginning of each year and
evaluate progress towards goals at the end of each year, as part of a
structured program review process.
• BAPR needs to evaluate and recommend the role of the group related
to district planning. Suggestions include: 1) use the district functions
mapping/”future plans” section; 2) use the board goals; 3) study the
relationship and intersection of college plans to district plans
• There were many comments about group process and procedures
o The group used to have a co-chair.
o Better communication between BAPR and college constituents
is critical.
o There may be an issue about everyone understanding some
budget-related jargon. Perhaps a “Budget 101” is needed at the
beginning of each year, as well as “cheat sheets”.
o Can a meeting environment be created that is more
collaborative and that includes more discussion, questions, and
comments?
o Perhaps some appointments to BAPR should include those with
planning responsibilities, not just budget responsibilities.
o Minutes and available materials should be sent out earlier,
when possible.
o The membership should be reminded and encouraged to place
items on the agenda, when appropriate.
o A mid-year meeting could be scheduled to evaluate
effectiveness of budget allocations.

To obtain more representative feedback and to develop BAPR goals for next
year, if BAPR agrees, this work group asks members to complete the
following anonymous survey regarding their BAPR membership experience.

BAPR Survey
1. Can you identify some things that BAPR has done well and BAPR
successes to build upon?
•
•
•
•

2. What should the district and BAPR role be regarding district-wide
planning?

3. How can BAPR improve its processes and procedures?
•
•
•
•
4. Should BAPR establish annual goals and use those goals for a
structured annual review?

