
Institutional Priorities Committee 
Minutes of Regular Meeting held September 23, 2014  
3:00 pm - 5:00 pm 
DeRosa University Center, Room 211 
 
Present: Atterbury, Bates, Buckley, Day, Eibeck, Fox, Fraden, Gutierrez, Holland, Kleinert, Lackey, Miller 
(Secretary), Mootz, Mullen, Pallavicini, Pappas, Perrot, Staniec (Chair),  
Absent:  Brouillard-Bruce, Leland, Lyon, Wooton 
Guests: Steven Howell, Carrie Darnell 
 
Call to Order: 3:00 pm 
 
Welcome, Introductions of Members, Guests and Agenda  
Staniec welcomed members and guests and invited each to share an introduction.  The agenda items were 
presented.  It was decided to change the order of the items and the new academic proposal for Analytics will 
be presented before the budget report. 
 
Approval of September 9, Regular Meeting Minutes 
The minutes of the September 9, 2014 regular meeting were approved as read. 
 
SIF Proposals: First review of new program proposal, Master of Science Analytics  
Pallavicini introduced one of several new academic programs that will be coming forward to the IPC.  A multi-
disciplinary faculty task force developed the framework working with ThoughtWorks Consultants developing 
the business plan and proposal.  Pallavicini noted the Analytics Program has not yet gone through all internal 
approval processes although it has been approved by the Pacific Graduate Council.  Steven Howell, Dean, 
School of Engineering and Computer Science presented the history of analytics, and the importance and future 
of analytics in the business world, discussing the current demand for trained, talented professionals.   
Market analysis highlights: 

• Fifty-five percent of big data analytics projects are abandoned because managers lack the expertise to 
“connect the dots” around data to form appropriate insights. 

• Demand for deep analytical talent in the United Sates could be 50 to 60 percent greater than the 
projected supply by 2018. 

• The data scientist has been called the sexiest job of the 21st century.  The typical student is a science 
or engineering graduate, Bay Area working professional with possible ties to healthcare, seeking career 
growth.  This student needs a flexible program delivery schedule and loves experiential learning.   

• Three FTE faculty and four to five industry experts as guest lecturers.  Other faculty needs will be 
based on expertise and availability.   

• Pacific’s competitive advantage will be multi-disciplinary learning modules through on-line and in-
person instruction focused on experiential learning with a personal touch.  The San Francisco campus 
provides access to industry leaders as guest lecturers.  The program will build on Pacific’s healthcare 
reputation offering stackable certificates to working professionals. 

• The program has been reviewed and endorsed by industry experts and an active search for an Interim 
Program Director is underway.  The successful candidate will most likely come from the Bay Area 
corporate world.  

Budget assumptions: 
• To maximize startup success, a small cohort of 10 students is planned. 
• Three FTE faculty: One full-time Director (with industry experience) and two faculty. 
• One technician for infrastructure and software support. 
• One full-time Administrative Assistant 
• No tuition discount 



• Up to four capstone industry sponsored projects per year with each project having the potential to 
generate $10K in revenue. 

• Minimal investment in computer hardware required.  The program will use industry standard Cloud-
based and open source software. 

For the first three years of the Analytics program, the total SIF request is $673,651, target launch is Fall, 2015. 
 
Dean Howell exited the room at the conclusion of his presentation and question and answer session.  Staniec 
raised the topic of should the guests presenting proposals remain in the room for the full length of the IPC 
meeting to answer additional questions that may come up.  It was discussed that guests should only be 
present during their presentation due to the possibility of confidential discussions occurring around other 
topics on the agenda. It was noted representatives from the department are members of the committee and 
could speak on behalf of the guest presenter. 
 
Questions and comments raised by Committee Members: 

o With a small cohort and stackable certificates, what is the possibility the program will be stretched out 
beyond one year? 

o Regarding technology, how much of the courses will be offered remotely? 
o With guest lecturers, could all of this program be offer remotely countrywide or internationally? 
o How much support do we have to offer high quality online courses? 
o What happens in FY18 with the indirects?  Has this been overestimated? 
o Where will this program reside? 
o What are the details of the timing of the classes, modules, cohorts? 
o What happens when a student comes in with stackable certificates? 
o Do we have the physical capacity to handle more than one cohort a year? 
o Will working people have the time to complete Pacific’s program in one year?  Quantify. 
o Are we really giving them the skills or just giving them a certificate? 
o What is the academic component?  
o Why should funds be allocated to a program that has not been vetted? 
o Will technology be in place by Fall 2015? 
o Is the Registrar set up to handle the modules? 
o Is there faculty available and ready to teach? 
o Will the program be at the quality in the fall where a student will want to pay full tuition? 
o Should the student learning proposal and instructional design be approved at the same time? 
o If the teaching platform is not ready, would the Provost postpone the launch of the program? 
o Who will be the faculty?  The experts in the field may not be the best at conveying the instruction, 

there is an art to teaching. 
o The academic quality of the program is not the priority of this committee.  The IPC members are to 

determine if the program is a good risk. 
o Wait to see the CTL proposal as this is a budget item. 
o How many new academic programs will be coming forward?  Funds are limited and members want to 

ensure funds are available for future proposals. 
o Is our differentiation of flexible classes really different? 
o Will there be an overflow of qualified student applicants? 
o Can the committee tentatively approve and set aside funds for this program until further details are 

presented? 
 
President Eibeck requested Perrot to provide an SIF update at each IPC meeting of anticipated committed SIF 
funds allowing members to gauge the available funds.  The Analytics proposal was tabled pending the CTL 
discussion in Academic Affairs. 
  



 
Final FY14 Budget Report Out 
Background Materials: 1) Unrestricted Funds Budget – FY 2012 Final, FY 2013 Final, FY 2014 Approved Budget, 
Outlooks and Preliminary Final, 2) Unrestricted Funds Budget – FY 2013 Final, FY 2014 Preliminary Final, FY 
2015 Approved and Current Outlook 
Mullen presented the basic structure of the University functional budget and discussed in detail the fiscal 14 
budget results and fiscal 15 current status.  Mullen stated there is work to do in building the reserves.  There 
was a net positive budget of $2.5 million in fiscal year 2014. 
 
FY14 Budget Update 
Mullen stated the good news for fiscal year 2015 is enrollment looks good.  There is a negative net auxiliary 
income in large part due to the decision of the tenant to delay their move-in to the fifth and sixth floor of the 
San Francisco building.  Mullen noted we must be watchful of the 1% budget surplus as this is a thin margin. 
 
The budget reports were designated confidential documents.  Staniec provided a list of questions for members 
to consider when reviewing SIF proposals. 
 
Future Agenda items:   
FY16 Budget variables 
SIF Proposal: Student Success  
SIF Proposal: Distributed Learning 
 
Announcements: The next regular IPC meeting will be held Tuesday, October 7, 2014, 3:00 – 5:00 pm, in DUC 
211 
 
Adjourn: 4:44 pm 
 
 
KM 


