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Institutional Priorities Committee 
Special Meeting Minutes 
Tuesday, March 3, 2015, 3:00pm – 5:00pm  
University Center, Room 211 
 
Present:  Atterbury, Bates, Brouillard-Bruce, Buckley, Day, Eibeck, Fox, Fraden, Holland, 
Kleinert, Lackey, Lyon, Mootz, Mullen (Vice-Chair), Pallavicini, Parra (sub for Perrot), 
Thompson, Wooton 
Absent:  Leland, Orozco, Perrot, Welch 
Call-in:  Farley Staniec (Chair) 
Guests:  Rich Rojo, Carrie Darnall, Jeff Michael, Elisa Levy, Scott Rivinius 
 
Call to Order:  3:00 p.m. 
Chair Farley Staniec called the meeting to order. 
 
Welcome 
Vice-Chair Ken Mullen welcomed members and guests. 
 
Approval of Minutes 
The minutes of the February 10, 2015 regular meeting were approved as read. 
 
Review University-wide Comments on Budget Recommendations 
There were no questions received in the IPC email box following the Town Hall meeting of 
February 24, 2015.  The committee members had no comments or items they wished to discuss 
which would impact the budget. 
 
It was commented that the reflection on the Town Hall is also the opportunity to see if the 
committee feels that any changes should be made to the budget recommendations before it goes 
forward.  If not, there should be a formal action on the part of IPC of approving what the 
committee is sending forward to the President.     
 
After a brief discussion, a motion was set forth to officially recommend the fiscal year 2016 
budget to President Eibeck.  The motion was carried.  All committee members were in favor of 
approving the budget without further discussion. 
 
SIF Proposals 
 
The following proposals were presented and discussed. 
 

1) Sacramento Graduate Campus 
Presented by Vice Chair/Vice President Ken Mullen 
After discussion, Cindy Lyon moved to approve the Sacramento Graduate Campus SIF 
proposal for recommendation to President Eibeck and the motion was carried.  All 
committee members were in favor of approving the proposal without further discussion. 
 

2) McGeorge Action Plan 
Presented by Dean Jay Mootz 
After discussion, Mary Lou Lackey moved to approve the McGeorge Action Plan SIF 
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proposal for recommendation to President Eibeck and the motion was carried.  All 
committee members were in favor of approving the proposal without further discussion. 
 

3) Masters of Public Policy 
Presented by Provost Maria Pallavicini, Dean Jay Mootz and Director Jeff Michael 
After discussion, Mary Lou Lackey moved to approve the Masters of Public Policy SIF 
proposal for recommendation to President Eibeck and the motion was carried.  The 
majority of the committee members were in favor of approving the proposal without 
further discussion with one vote opposed and two abstentions.  
 

4) Masters of Public Administration 
Presented by Provost Maria Pallavicini and Dean Jay Mootz and Director Jeff Michael 
After discussion, the Masters of Public Administration SIF proposal was moved and 
approved for recommendation to President Eibeck.  All committee members were in 
favor of approving the proposal without further discussion. 
 

5) Sacramento Campus Marketing Campaign 
Presented by Dean Jay Mootz 
After discussion, Cindy Lyon moved to approve the Sacramento Campus Marketing 
Campaign SIF proposal for recommendation to President Eibeck and the motion was 
carried.  The majority of the committee members were in favor of approving the proposal 
without further discussion with one abstention. 
 

6) The Campaign 
Vice President Burnie Atterbury presented The Campaign proposal discussing the 
following points. 
• Vice President Atterbury reviewed where the University is in the cycle of 

development efforts. 
• $22 million represents the Dugoni campaign, which has been underway since FY11.  

Dugoni is currently at $22 million on a $20 million goal. 
• The new campaign’s quiet phase was officially launched in January during the board 

meeting. 
• In FY12, the development efforts university-wide yielded just over $14 million. 
• In FY13, the amount grew to $18.7 million. 
• $31.457 million was raised in FY14, the largest year since 2007, when the $100 

million Powell gift was counted. 
• Last year, the university received a $6.5 million estate gift and a $5 million gift from 

one of our regents. 
• This year we are at $15 million on a goal of $24 million. 
• We are seeing continual growth and progress toward reaching our goal. 
• Vice President Atterbury reviewed the planning process taking place to get us ready 

for the campaign. 
• The official accounting period began on July 1, 2014. 
• A feasibility study, concluded in April 2014, showed that a $300 million goal was an 

aggressive, yet reasonable, goal. 
• During the quiet phase, $300 million is a working goal – the goal we are trying to 

achieve. 
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• When 50% of that goal is reached, a reassessment takes place – How long did it take 
to reach 50%?  How are we maintaining our contacts with those prospects?  Is that a 
reasonable number, or should it be higher or adjusted?   

• When we go public, the goal amount is the number that has been tested and that we 
feel confident about. 

• The goal amount is set as a starting conservative number. 
• Our last campaign ended at $333 million – the working goal was $200 million. 
• We went through the process of developing our campaign themes, which were 

included in the prospectus. 
• In the next stage, they will be aligned with the academic plan. 
• This summer, we will work closely with the Provost and her team to make sure that 

the case statement is in alignment with the academic plan. 
• Vice President Atterbury reviewed the process of the board’s approval of the 

campaign. 
• The process establishes the regents’ role in the campaign and their belief in the 

feasibility study results and achieving the stated goal. 
• Each regent is asked to take an active role in being a part of the campaign.  
• The overall campaign budget is $6.7 million, 2.25% of the overall goal of the 

campaign. 
• The investment in this is divided into three sections. 
• The development division is reinvesting its own resources as a part of the campaign – 

a bit more than $1 million over a five-year period. 
• Vice President Atterbury presented the campaign to the board in January, who were 

very supportive of the budget. 
• The request is that the finance committee support that through a .25% override on our 

endowment fund to support campaign expenses. 
• We are requesting the remaining $2.647 million from the IPC, broken into five parts – 

from $525,000 to $570,000 to $470,000 and ending up with $610,000. 
• Associate Vice President Cathy Wooton reviewed the additional hires requested to 

support this part of the campaign. 
• Position cost totals are represented as one-time funding over a period of five years 

and would be term-specific positions for the scope of the campaign. 
• One of our goals is to help build a basis during this campaign and grow a 

constituency for future campaigns. 
• Building relationships in fundraising can take from 18 to 24 months to work toward a 

major gift closure – clearly important for the success of our campaign. 
• Positions include an individual to work with annual and regional fundraising to help 

qualify major gift donors and build on our alumni discovery program; a major gift 
officer to work with unassigned high-net-worth constituents; a plan giving officer 
position; and a variety of other positions. 

• Return on investment:  industrywide for frontline fundraising positions, there is a goal 
for staff to realize three to five times their salary for their return. 

• Since FY11, development has tracked and reported fundraising ROI in our key 
performance indicators. 

• Our ROI rose from $7.28 in FY 11, to almost $11.00 in FY12 and FY13, to a high of 
$15.00. 
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• Other positions are stewardship and alumni relations and graduate internships. 
• Assistant Vice President Scott Rivinius reviewed operating enhancements. 
• The biggest expense operationally will be campaign marketing and communications. 
• We are planning to bring in an outside professional group who has successfully 

worked with other universities. 
• Requests for proposals were sent to 10 firms, and four of those have been invited to 

come to campus to share what they see at Pacific. 
• We want someone from the outside to share how they see Pacific and how we can 

best represent ourselves and our campaign initiatives. 
• Investment in alumni and lifelong Pacificans will be critical for the success of this 

campaign, and we are going to invest significantly in alumni engagement, reunion 
and regional type programs. 

• We are going to expand travel throughout California and also visit places where 
alumni of significant means have the opportunity to make a significant gift. 

• We will engage campaign counsel to be competitive with our peers, to be informed of 
the national trends, and to approach our campaign in the most effective ways. 

• Planned giving is the basis for support in the future. 
• Vice President Atterbury summarized the proposal:  $1 million – an internal 

investment from the development division; $3 million – from a .25 investment from 
the endowment fund; the SIF request of $2.647 million over five years. 

• These are total campaign expenses over a five-year period on a campaign goal of 
$300 million. 

 
After serious discussion, Lydia Fox moved to delay our last $500,000 from the budget to SIF 
for five years and allocate that money toward The Campaign.  The motion was carried.  The 
majority of the committee members were in favor of approving the proposal with two 
abstentions. 
	  

Designation of Confidential Materials 
No documents were identified as confidential. 
 
The members were polled and a decision was made to cancel the regular meeting of March 10 
due to too few members able to be present for a quorum. 
 
Announcement:  
The next regular IPC meeting will convene on Tuesday, March 24, 2015, 3:00-5:00 pm.  The 
meeting will take place in the University Center, Room 211. 
 
Adjournment:  5:03 pm 
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