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Institutional Priorities Committee 
Regular Meeting Minutes 
Tuesday, March 24, 2015 
University Center, Room 211 
3:00 p.m. – 5:00 p.m. 
 
Present:  Bates, Brouillard-Bruce, Buckley, Day, Eibeck, Fox, Fraden, Holland, Kleinert, 
Lackey, Parra (sub for Perrot), Staniec (Chair), Wooton 
Absent: Atterbury, Leland, Lyon, Mootz, Mullen (Vice-Chair), Pallavicini, Orozco, Perrot, 
Thompson, Welch 
 
Call to Order:  3:02 p.m. 
 
Welcome 
Chair Farley Staniec called the meeting to order and welcomed the members.  
 
Approval of Minutes 
The minutes of the March 3, 2015 special meeting were approved as amended. 
 
Housing 
Patrick Day and Torry Brouillard-Bruce presented an update on the housing plan for the 
Stockton campus. 

• Housing is impacting our institution, and there is a relationship between facilities and 
recruiting. 

• The number one reason students choose to be part of an institution is the academic 
program, and housing is the fourth or fifth reason. 

• However, housing is the number two reason why students choose not to come to Pacific, 
and students are telling us about it. 

• A comprehensive housing assessment process, both of the physical facilities and the 
operations of housing and dining on campus, was begun one and one-half years ago.  
Some highlights include: 
o Our housing facilities are about 20 years older, on average, than that of our peers. 
o It would cost $66 million over the next decade to upkeep our current housing stock, 

with no improvements. 
o We have too many student housing buildings (26), which are inefficient and discrete 

– more buildings than we should have relative to the number of students housed on 
campus. 

o Our housing operations contribute a substantial sum to the institutional budget, 
approximately $5.3 million per year. 

• Building replacement housing at the cost of $200 million is not reasonable. 
• How can we thoughtfully go about renovations, demolition, replacement, and 

partnership? 
• We have a large housing stock with significant deferred maintenance. 
• The housing assessment included a detailed survey and focus group exercise with our 

students – “We would like to live in different kinds of configurations of rooms.” 
• The most popular living style for traditional undergraduates living on campus is suite-

style living. 
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• We want to not just replace a building for right now, but rather create something that will 
make sense for years to come. 

• We have a significant, traditional on-campus undergraduate experience for a number of 
our students here in Stockton – we need to provide an opportunity to round out that 
experience for our students. 

• We have an ecological challenge on our campus.  We lack the amount of common space 
we need to have, which prevents students from having opportunities to engage, whether 
academically or socially. 

• We do not have a significant demand for additional bed space beyond the current 2,000-
bed range, but we need to think about the configuration. 
 

Phase 1 – Creation of Swing Space 
• Creates a swing space where we can move students out of their buildings for about one 

year in order to renovate or tear them down. 
• We will move forward in this process by engaging with a partner who would own the 

bricks and mortar of the project on leased land, keeping the cost of the project off of our 
balance sheet. 

• Regarding the issue of liability, the code of student conduct would apply. 
• A possible competing priority is that a private firm will want to profit, in which case we 

would have to build in controls for escalation. 
• Considering the local housing market, students do not have to live on campus, so the 

private firm would be incentivized to offer an attractive facility. 
• We are not efficient in managing and maintaining our facilities. 
• Our bonding capacity prevents us from taking out a bond, so we need to partner with a 

private firm to get the momentum going with housing.  It is expected we will bond for the 
next two projects. 

• There has been an expression of interest from a private firm, but they may decide it is not 
profitable for them. 

• There would be a 40-70 year lease on the building, without giving up any land. 
• Would this project impact our bond rating?  It would help us increase enrollment, yield 

revenue, and strengthen the institution. 
• The project would create an echo demand – once we have better housing and a more 

vibrant life on campus, there will be more students who want to live on campus. 
• The safety of students at night from the new housing to the main campus is a concern. 
• Lighting could be put next to the levee to light up the part of the levee that runs through 

the campus. 
• Additional security cameras have been installed on the bridge, and a substation may be 

necessary for public safety in this area. 
• There is a void across the river, where incidents can occur, and bringing the new 

community closer to the transit area of the bridge would make students feel safer. 
• Phase 1 is slated to open in Fall 2017. 

 
Phase 2 – Renovation of Grace 
• Moves students out of Grace in order to add capacity to Grace, transform it into a suite-

style building, and create a second-year experience for students. 
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• This phase would create a nicer entrance to campus, removing the utilities along Chapel 
lane, and add common spaces. 

• This phase would be financed and bonded by the University. 
 

Phase 3 – Renovation of the Quads 
• Will include the same utilization of our swing space and connecting buildings to create 

efficiencies, adding 120 spaces to the quads. 
• This will be a first year living and learning experience for students, connected in a tighter 

community in their first year. 
 

Phase 4 – Greek Experience 
• Will get all Greek facilities in the same location to create a Greek community with 

common space and housing opportunities for the smaller Greek letter organizations. 
• There will be a likely reduction and redistribution of parking. 
• Southwest Hall will be repurposed.  It cannot be renovated due to current utility 

requirements. 
• The Master Plan has a business school located in the Southwest area, which will be 

demolished, along with the townhouses. 
• There are a number of financial and land use impacts. 
• Is there an opportunity for alumni input and feedback?  Once we partner with a private 

firm, we should be deliberate in getting input from the alumni. 
 
SIF Financial Report 

• Approved programs:  Masters in Public Policy, Masters in Public Administration, 
McGeorge Action Plan, Sacramento Campus Marketing Plan, Cost of Sacramento 
Campus. 

• Update regarding the Sacramento campus:  Drexel announced they are moving out of 
Sacramento. 

• Drexel is very interested in Pacific helping with their transition, and we are very close to 
signing an MOU. 

• Each school will decide if Drexel faculty will be offered Pacific employment. 
• Is there a lack of willingness in the Sacramento market to pay private school tuition for 

graduate programs?  Not at the graduate level, this differs significantly from the 
undergraduate level. 

• The UCs can charge market rates for their graduate degrees. 
• We need to price our graduate degrees accordingly. 
• In a competitive market, it gets down to reputation, dollars and demand, but we are not as 

much at a disadvantage at the graduate level degree program offerings. 
• Statistics show that for capital cities the size of Sacramento, we have fewer degrees being 

obtained per population and many fewer institutions providing those degree programs and 
many fewer private universities, showing there is a need in Sacramento for more degree 
programs. 

• Drexel will teach their last semester on the Sacramento campus, boosting life and energy 
on the campus at the same time that the Public Policy, Public Administration, and 
Physician’s Assistant programs come up. 
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• Once the memorandum of agreement is signed, there will be a press release, possibly in 
the next two weeks, offering employees an opportunity for continuity in being involved 
in higher education in Sacramento, as well as offering enrollment to potential students 
who have applied to the business program. 

• The President thanked the committee for their hard work over the past year. 
 
SEED Funding Report 
Linda Buckley reported on the Strategic Educational Excellence Development (SEED) funding 
process and the proposals awardees. 

• The Strategic Planning Committee administers the SEED grants. 
• The SEED funding process was started about one year ago. 
• The Committee chose Student Success as the focus for the proposals. 
• A proposal process was developed over the summer, which was sent out to the campus. 
• Intents to respond with a proposal were due in November 2014, and full proposals were 

due February 2, 2015. 
• Two meetings were held in February to consider the proposals. 
• Proposals were scored using a rubric, and results were sent to the Planning office. 
• A spreadsheet of the proposals was created, and the committee met again to consider the 

last round of proposals. 
• Out of 33 original intents to propose, 15 moved forward to the last round of review and 7 

proposals were funded. 
• The total amount recommended for funding was over $300,000.  $150,000 remained in 

the fund and will be rolled over to next year. 
• Funded SIF SEED proposals: 

o Business Success Center - $32,500 
o California Bar Prep - $50,000 
o COP Summer Success Program - $32,000 
o Training on Students with Disabilities - $32,000 
o Patient Simulation Mannequins - $100,000 
o Language Literacy Center - $45,540 
o 3-Cities Disability Services - $14,440 

• There was a lot of interest for SEED funding on campus. 
• With $150,000 left over, questions were raised about why more proposals were not 

funded. 
• It was the committee’s decision to be careful about the way resources were allocated. 
• The committee was responsible for funding projects that would have a positive impact on 

student success. 
• There were questions about funding for high failure rate courses.  SEED funds were 

granted to the Business School to provide tutoring in high failure rate courses in that 
program. 

• Prerequisite gateway courses in GE identified for supplemental funding are covered in 
the SIF Capacity proposal for Student Success. 

• Linda Buckley will meet with the writers of the proposals to discuss parameters. 
• The President shared her experience as a Vice Provost for undergraduate studies, where 

she was responsible for studying gateway courses and courses with high DFW rates to 
identify high-risk courses, such as math or science. 
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Designation of Confidential Documents  
Various discussion points were designated confidential. 
 
Announcement:  
The next regular IPC meeting will convene on Tuesday, April 14, 2015, 3:00-5:00 p.m.  The 
meeting will take place in the University Center, Room 211. 
 
Adjournment:  4:25 p.m. 
 
 
AR 


