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Institutional Priorities Committee 
Minutes of Regular Meeting 
Tuesday, December 9, 2014, 2:00pm – 5:00pm  
DeRosa University Center, Room 211 
 
Present: Atterbury, Bates, Day, Eibeck, Fox, Fraden, Holland, Kleinert, Lackey, Leland, Lyon, 
Mootz, Mullen (Vice-Chair), Pallavicini, Parra, Staniec (Chair), Thompson, Wooton, Rosa 
Munoz (Sub for Gutierrez) 
Absent:  Brouillard-Bruce, Buckley, Gutierrez, Pappas, Perrot 
Guests: Lou Matz, Elisa Anders, Carrie Darnall, Mike Dalgety, Steve Jacobson, Breann 
Northcutt 
 
Call to Order: 2:00 pm 
 
Welcome 
Chair Staniec welcomed members.   
 
Approval of November 25, 2014 Regular Meeting Minutes 
The minutes of the November 25, 2014 regular meeting were approved as corrected. 
 
Introductions of Members 
After the guest presenters for the SIF proposal entered the room, each member and guest 
introduced themselves.   
   
SIF Proposal: First Review Student Success 
Provost Pallavicini offered an introduction of the proposal.  About 1½ years ago, a consultant 
was hired to help us look at where, why and what kinds of students we were losing.  At about the 
same time, a task force was formed to look at how we were identifying and supporting at-risk 
students.  In this joint effort, both teams came up with a strategy to better support those students 
at the undergraduate level on the Stockton campus. 
 
Lou Matz:  Our students are not leaving Pacific just because they are having academic 
difficulties.  Our challenge in student success is a multi-faceted challenge. 

• Improve persistence and graduation rates 
• Lower D/F/W rates in gateway courses 
• Integrated referral and case management process 
• Improve advising tools 
• Better coordinate and assess tutoring services 
• Our graduation rates are low in comparison to peers 
• Students who enter Pacific with less than a 3.1 average GPA, international students, 

African-American students, and students in high D/F/W “gateway” courses are at risk 
• Average 6-year graduation rates for these students are below other groups 
• To improve the overall educational experience of our students, we need to build upon 

referral case management, advising, tutoring, and developmental skills 
• Increase staffing to strengthen existing response and intervention capacity 
• Purchase a case management system 
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• Purchase Degree Works system & 1.25 FTE, Course Schedule Optimizer to replace 
outdated system 

• Increase funds for supplemental instruction and hire a full-time tutoring coordinator 
• Developmental skills components are to strengthen ESL support and hire a full-time ESL 

instructor 
• SIF request:  $760,739 

Comments and questions raised by the membership:  
• The more students we retain, the more revenue for Pacific 
• Will the proposed steps help the students who are not persisting? 
• We know that if we begin to address some of the academic progress issues, we will retain 

more students 
• We need to scale up existing interventions to a larger group of students 
• Reasons why students leave:  financial, academic, emotional, social, family, programs not 

offered here 
• Proposal addresses the gaps in best practices for how to support students at risk 
• USD’s persistence rate has been 90% for three years in a row as a result of establishing a 

student success committee and intentionally reaching out to at-risk students 
• If we do a better job of retaining the students we admit, it improves the quality of the 

students we take in the front  
Action taken:  After discussion, the membership voted to approve the Student Success proposal 
for recommendation to President Eibeck to present to the Board of Regents. 
 
Early Projection of FY16 Net Incremental Sources and Uses and Revisit of Variable 
Assumptions 
Vice-Chair Mullen presented preliminary fiscal year 2016 budget assumptions for the Stockton 
campus.  Members discussed the following points. 

• How many students are going to come, and how much are we going to charge them? 
• We don’t want to shoot too high for enrollment 
• If we have too high of an enrollment number, we will think we have more revenue than 

we really do 
• Preliminary assumption for FY 2016:  5,144 students total 
• We are trying to keep cost of attendance down due to local demographics 
• 3.9% tuition increase for next year will result in net of incremental sources and uses of 

(2,228,000) 
• This number will be more negative next year due to the large class at McGeorge 

graduating this year, replaced by a smaller class 
• We have the lowest tuition in the California 8, and well below the average 
• The lower tuition increases our value in the market to attract students 
• How much can we increase tuition while respecting families’ challenges to even afford 

college? 
• We can’t go into a large structural deficit 
• There is going to be a shift to have a lot more technology delivered teaching and learning, 

impacting more students at a lower cost 
• This is contrary to what Pacific wants to be and has been – a personal relationship type of 

learning 
• Ten years ago, health care faced the same thing we’re facing now 
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• The level of change that is going to hit higher education is staggering 
• It will be a constant struggle to provide a superior education at a more affordable cost 
• Yield rate is the best indicator of a softening of demand 
• Outcome indicators:  how many students are successfully graduating for the amount of 

loans and money it’s costing us, how many are getting jobs after they graduate, are those 
jobs at a living wage? 

• We are committed to having our donor’s gifts add on to our institutional investments 
• There are three scenarios for how the deficit gap can be covered 

! Scenario 1:   
" 5-year financing plan with heavy reliance on quasi endowment and budget 

reserves 
" Quasi endowment is Board designated endowment and requires Board action 

to release for spending 
" Reserves represent the unrestricted accumulated cash on hand 
" University reserves should be $25 million, current reserves are $13 million 
" Heading toward financial insolvency 

! Scenario 2:   
" With a modest budget cut, we save $10 million over 5 years in the reserves 
" A ½% cut of all our budgets in 2016 would result in that money being saved 

year after year and would be put in a separate account 
" It would be a permanent cut and would lower our base 
" A 1% merit increase instead of 2% would save us $700,000 base going 

forward 
! Scenario 3:  

" Heavy reliance on quasi endowment and budget reductions 
" Cut our budget 1%, generating $2.2 million a year 
" Eliminate merit increase in FY2016, generating $1.4 million, plus benefits 
" Would save another $10 million in our reserves 

• The option of depleting our reserves would be very dangerous 
• We need to build enrollment, and that is not accomplished by cutting faculty 
• We need to create an institution where the perceived value is going up 
• What do we want to do in FY2016 – do we hit reserves, or do something else? 
• We have $13 million, need $25 million more, and spending it down to nothing is not 

responsible 
• Taking the cost of living non-reduction from faculty and staff is a non-starter 
• We cannot not spend the money in reserves 
• McGeorge contributed to building up a pool of resources, and it would be appropriate to 

use that resource pool to help McGeorge 
• Increasing tuition and enrollment would make money 
• We need to be aggressive about modeling new programs 
• We need to invest in starting new projects to build our reputation 
• Do we invest in McGeorge because it was successful and an asset in the past, or has it 

become a sinkhole? 
• We have to define our own recovery 
• We should invest in Sacramento because it’s the state capitol; there’s government, public 

policy and intellectual capital; and because we have real estate there 
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• We can grow in Sacramento in a way that we may not be able to in Stockton, and would 
be a lot cheaper than San Francisco 

• We won’t be able to invest in Sacramento if we spend down the SIF money 
• Let’s look at master’s programs specializing in health care and HR in Sacramento 
• We need to look at other areas besides JD and position ourselves to attract students and 

utilize the Sacramento campus 
• Diversification:  no one program is too big to fail 
• How quickly can we grow the programs, market them, and attract the students? 
• We need a plan for the next 3-5 years 
• It is getting increasingly hard to recruit faculty on the salaries at COP, and reducing merit 

increases is a non-starter; would rather look at COP’s budget again 
• We need to build a solid contingency line; a good budget should have a 2% contingency 

 
Reports on Stockton Auxiliaries 
Athletics 
Vice President Leland and Associate Athletic Director Mike Dalgety gave an overview of the 
Athletics budget. 

• Athletics’ is 5% of the university’s budget, but we are toward the bottom in the West 
Coast Conference in terms of total expenditures 

• Staff/administrative salaries/benefits is at $3.1 million for FY2014P, up $1 million from 
FY2013, due to moving external relations operations into athletics 

• Team operations costs are projected to remain flat from FY2014 to FY2016 at 
$1,999,730 

• Total athletic funding:  FY2014P - $18,495,000 (preliminary audit), FY2015P 
$19,033,864 (projected) 

• Challenge:  summer school financial aid - no dedicated summer school financial aid 
budget 

• Challenge:  potential NCAA governance changes – change in the value of a scholarship 
does not cover the full cost of attendance 

• Are we going to offer more generous scholarships if competing schools do? 
• It would be harder to compete in the West Coast Conference if other schools do 

this but not us 
• Challenge:  deferred facilities maintenance 

• Burden of repairs on shared facilities falls on the athletic department 
• Pacific athletics strategic goal:  get six-year graduation rates, academic performance 

rates, student-athlete GPA and other exit interview metrics to where they need to be 
• Pacific athletics strategic goal:  to provide sufficient funding to ensure the achievement of 

recruitment, retention, and student success goals for athletes as measured by the NCAA 
Presidential Dashboard (#9) 
 

Housing 
Vice-Chair Mullen provided an overview of fiscal year 2016 housing rates and revenue 
projections. 

• Housing generates net revenue 
• Reinvested into the housing stock for maintenance and updating 
• Net revenue from housing and dining contributes to our budget of $2.7 million 
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• There are decreasing trends in occupancy 
• Our housing stock is aged and needs reinvestment 
• Housing has approximately $66 million in deferred maintenance 
• Revenue projections are based on 90% occupancy of all revenue generating spaces except 

Townhouses which are projected at 50%  
• Enrollment is going up, housing occupancy is going down 
• Budget impact, with dining:  $2.7 million 
• We rank at the bottom of cost of room and board compared to the California 8, in line 

with the housing market in the other areas 
• We have traditional dorm rooms and apartments, not the popular suite-style living 

arrangement 
• Students can find less expensive housing off campus 
• Proposed room and board rate increase of 2.2% for FY2016 

 
Barnes & Noble 
Vice-Chair Mullen also provided sales and net revenue trends for the Stockton campus 
bookstore. 

• Undergraduate enrollment bookstore sales are down 
• Students are buying their books elsewhere 
• We are getting about 1/3 of what we used to get in bookstore commissions 
• There is a potential for us to save cost to our students with online, on-demand books 

 
Confidential:  McGeorge, assumptions regarding tuition, merit, equity adjustments, 
expenditures. 
 
Announcement: 
The next regular IPC meeting will convene on Tuesday, January 13, 2014, 3:00-5:00 pm.  The 
meeting will take place in the University Center, Room 211. 
 
Adjournment: 5:03 pm 
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