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 Senate Committee on Finance and Planning 
 March 20, 1990 
 
 
Present: Burton Shapiro (chair), David Berg, Carol Campbell, John Clark, Lael Gatewood, Virginia 

Gray, Cleon Melsa, Charles Speaks 
 
Guests: Assistant Vice President Mary Bilek, Senior Vice President Gus Donhowe 
 
 
1.   Discussion of Committee Role 
 
 Professor Shapiro began the meeting with a short discussion of the role of the Committee. He 
commented that he remained uncertain about the role of the Committee.  Another Committee member 
recalled expressions at earlier meetings that they were not accomplishing anything--but confessed he did 
not know if it was the fault of the Committee and that he had no suggestions on what to do about it.  It is 
bothersome, he commented, to find that the Committee seems not to be involved in any of the budget 
planning that is occurring. 
 
 Asked what had occurred in the past, one Committee member said she had been told that this year 
there appears to be much time spent on little issues rather than the bigger topics such as the biennial 
budget and the capital request.  The activities of the Committee, it was pointed out, change every other 
year, depending on whether or not there is a biennial request to be prepared. 
 
 Another past member, however, is reported to have said that the Committee always felt as though it 
could never quite "get a hold of the beast," so this is not a new perception.  It may also be, one Committee 
member suggested, that the FCC is not directing issues to the Committee or giving it enough guidance.  "I 
feel like we're getting these very expensive briefings; we have vice president after vice president briefing 
us--but then there's nothing we do with it."  The Committee should perhaps be taking more votes and 
more positions--but that might require spending a lot more time being educated in order to vote. 
 
 It was agreed that the Committee's function should be the subject of discussion during part of the 
next meeting; Professor Shapiro agreed to contact the previous chairs (Professors Shively, Shirley Clark, 
and Ibele) to discuss the subject with them. 
 
2.   Athletic Facilities Recommendations 
 
 Professor Shapiro welcomed Senior Vice President Donhowe to the meeting to present the views of 
the administration on the development of athletic facilities. 
 
 Mr. Donhowe began by reviewing some of the factors which had led to the present situation.  First, 
he said, the University must state unequivocally what the role of sport is at a university such as 
Minnesota; decisions such as the ones about facilities cannot be made apart from that statement.  The 
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administration has taken the position that recreational sport ought to be an integral part of the education of 
everyone; that is why recreational sports facilities have figured prominently in the capital request. 
 
 The position of the administration is also that intercollegiate sport is, and will likely remain, an 
integral part of the activity of this community.  At the same time, there has been a desire to unequivocally 
indicate that amateur status of even NCAA Division I sports should be quite clear.  That status should 
protected; the expansion of teams in the Big Ten and the Pac-10 is a tactical move to preserve that status: 
The two conferences, and perhaps others, could conceivably go on their own if the NCAA is not prepared 
to make progress in terms of rules reform. 
 
 Linked with that is the issue of gender equity in sport:  There is and should be a commitment to 
provide equity--and not at some vague time in the future. 
 
 In addition to these philosophical considerations which surround a decision, there are certain facts 
which are central.  The University has among the oldest and worst sports facilities in the Big Ten.  The 
Arena is 62 years old.  It is the judgment of the administration that if there is no strategy on what will be 
done with the sports that currently use the Arena someone else will make the decision for the University--
it will "get backed into a decision not unlike the decision about Memorial Stadium" if it does not 
positively decide what will be done.  It would be preferable to decide positively to move off-campus--
"even though I don't like that option"--rather than backing into it kicking and screaming.  In the case of 
Memorial Stadium there may not have been a choice; this time there is unquestionably a choice which can 
be made.  The University, Mr. Donhowe asserted, must exercise its power of choice among the options 
presented to it. 
 
 The administration would like to make a policy decision fairly soon; he has told Regent Casey they 
believe it should be decided by June, rather than let it go over the summer.  The relevant data can be 
reviewed by then.  Either sports will stay on campus or they will move off; if on-campus, which of 
several options will be selected. 
 
 The administration will provide to the Regents, at their meeting in April, a summary of the off-
campus options.  All four parties will want to speak directly to the Board on how attractive their proposal 
is.  The Metrodome, the Timberwolves, and the Metropolitan Sports Center have all expressed an interest, 
in addition to the St. Paul Civic Center.  It seems likely that the proposals will look very much like 
variations on the Civic Center proposal.  The Civic Center simply took the University's numbers for a 
possible combination arena on campus and moved the people all to downtown St. Paul, made a split on 
the concessions, and proposed a deal:  $750,000 more than the current cash flow. 
 
 The proposal is unclear in terms of form; it speaks to money moving around, and a "use" 
agreement; Mr. Donhowe said he would interpret that as being close to a lease.  The University would not 
control the Civic Center and could not schedule it for times it is not using it.  The proposal does not 
provide for a practice location; the Civic Center will accommodate all the events but the University will 
need to find practice facilities on campus.  The proposals, Mr. Donhowe speculated, will be the same in 
that respect; it seems likely that the University "will be staring down the barrel of some economic 
advantage for going off-campus, for the short run."  The St. Paul proposal, he added, includes an 8- to 10-
year commitment--which is not a very long time for this kind of arrangement.  If the move were made, 
Williams Arena would doubtless be demolished--because it consumes so much energy--and construct a 
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practice facility.  $750,000 would presumably be enough to service the debt that would be required for 
that construction. 
 
 The administration has not yet carefully analyzed the proposals but will do so; the numbers they 
are based on are known, of course, and the bottom line is known.  What is unknown is how many of the 
dedicated ticket-holders in basketball will move off-campus; "that is a very dicey call."  Mr. Donhowe 
reminded the Committee again that the off-campus purchasers of basketball tickets are "incredibly loyal"; 
there were 7-8000 ten years ago, they dipped only a little over 1000 during a terrible decade for the sport, 
and came right back up again.  At any game about half the audience is season-ticket holders from outside. 
The student attendance, on the other hand, goes up and down dramatically.  It would be pure speculation 
to guess what the outside season-ticket holders would do if the sport were moved. 
 
 As for the on-campus options, Mr. Donhowe said, there will be two choices.  One is a combination 
arena for basketball and hockey, which would also be a convocation center.  The Regents have directed 
the administration to treat this option as a comprehensive project rather than a sequence of "arena and 
then a couple of other things."  The "other couple of things" would be the pavilion, for women's sports 
and men's non-revenue sports, seating 3-5000 people, and the hockey practice facility. 
 
 If these facilities were built in the immediate future, it was thought some money could be saved by 
moving the site to somewhere--anywhere--north of Fourth Street, where there would not be expenses 
involved in shoring up the foundations of the swim center and there would be room to do all the necessary 
rigging.  Those who provided cost estimates appeared not to think so; the project cost, for doing it all at 
once, is about $70 million. 
 
 If $48 million "is on the ragged edge of the threshold of the gag factor, politically," then $70 is 
clearly beyond it.  Another reason it would not work very well is that the University could not finance 
more than about $49 million in bonds.  There is no way to cover the additional $21 million; it is Mr. 
Donhowe's judgment that philanthropic giving could not cover that much.  So unless this option is 
constructed in stages--which is not acceptable because no firm date can be set for women's athletics on 
when their pavilion would be built--it cannot selected.  The numbers can be massaged for a long time, and 
some design options can be changed, but $70 million is just too high. 
 
 Alternative "B" is one of the five options originally examined; now it is more precise.  This would 
call for upgrading of Williams Arena, at a cost of about $9 million.  The improvements would include a 
new insulated roof, improvement of life safety provisions (including a new sprinkler system), a much-
improved air-handling capacity (including air conditioning), and replacement of the west windows.  In 
addition the wall between Mariucci and Williams would be dropped straight down, creating a full-circle 
concourse around the basketball arena; the restrooms would be upgraded, the concessions areas would be 
remodeled to provide for food preparation, the interior finishes would be spruced up, and the seating 
would remain the same--except that the planks would be replaced by a contoured plastic bench.  The first 
18 rows would continue to have backs on the seats; the remainder would not.  The bad news is that people 
will be just as crowded as they ever were; the good news is that 16,000 people can be closer to the 
basketball floor than in any other arena in the country--which is good for the home team and which 
responds to the wishes of the season-ticket constituency.  The interior generally will look a lot nicer and 
the life of the building will have been extended for at least 30 years. 
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 Mariucci Arena will basically use the existing seating which now exists on the lower level; the ice 
sheet will be removed and replaced with three side-by-side basketball floors.  For events, there will be 
seating for 5000; the interior treatment and upgrading will be the same as for the basketball arena.  The 
(now atrocious) team rooms will be rebuilt; there will be some additional space created by throwing out 
the ice-making machinery. 
 
 Across Fourth Street will be the new hockey arena.  Rather than take a generic hockey arena the 
University has obtained the plans for Biggie Munn arena at Michigan State--which is nice but not very 
expensive--and expanded it from 6200 seats to 8000.  Those plans have been provided to contractors, who 
will submit bids based on them--which will be more reliable bids than ones based on some architect's 
idea. 
 
 The total project cost for this "Alternative B," Mr. Donhowe said, will be $35 million or less.  The 
University estimates it can support about $29 million in bonds from incremental revenues, which would 
come from the following sources:  All the event parking for games (after raising it to about $3.50 per 
event), a $1 surcharge on tickets, some incremental concession revenues, all revenue from sale of 
preferred seating in hockey, and all revenue from increased attendance at hockey games.  This revenue 
stream, Mr. Donhowe said, does not seem to be too risky.  The other proposal had more risks; it would 
have required, among other things, selling boxes (the market for which is unknown).   
 
 The refurbished Williams Arena will include a private club, although a very small one, but there 
will likely be some who will want to have a membership in order to entertain small groups before or after 
games. 
 
 After the $29 million in bonding, there remains about $5 or $6 million unfunded expense in 
"Alternative B."  Mr. Donhowe pointed out that the University also has not yet raised the $5+ million 
which is to be used to help finance Recreational Sports phase IA.  It is his proposal that the two amounts 
be taken together to the Foundation to see if it could sell:  Could the University get people to contribute 
who want to save Williams Arena ("the Wrigley Field of college basketball"), who are interested gender 
equity for women's sports, can we get the "hockey jocks," some of whom are very successful financially, 
and can we get people who are interest in recreational sports--can we wrap all those together and raise 
$11 or $12 million in a very short period of time?  Mr. Donhowe said he thought it could be done.  It was 
also his opinion that that money would not otherwise be available for University projects. 
 
 The debt service on $29 million, at 7.5%, would be about $2.5 million per year.  Mr. Donhowe said 
he did not see great risk that this debt service would have to be absorbed in the operating budget.   
 
 This proposal abides by the ground rule that there be no state money involved; to breach that 
understanding will create problems.  The University has a $129-million request before the state for 
construction now, and has two very large items which will be added to it in the next request.  There is no 
way the University will put an intercollegiate athletic facility on the list so it would be funded before the 
end of the century.  Second, if the University asks the legislature for the money "we're going to get a 
yawn; they aren't interested--because they think we ought to move off campus."  Requesting money from 
the legislature would also make the University "sitting ducks" for the downtown booster groups in St. 
Paul, Minneapolis, and Bloomington.  So the University must do it itself; if it cannot, "we just hitch up 
our socks and say we're going to move off-campus and let's pick the best place." 
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 One Committee member clarified that "Plan A" would cost $70 million, "Plan B" would cost $35 
million, and "Plan C," going off-campus, would generate income.  Mr. Donhowe concurred but noted that 
there would be no practice facilities involved in the off-campus options so they would have to be 
constructed.  Keeping Williams/Mariucci open for that purpose "is really crazy" given what it costs.  
Asked what the best estimate of the cost of these facilities would be, Mr. Donhowe guessed it might be 
around $10 million.  The problem is also with team rooms, weight rooms, etc.; the facility could be as 
fancy as one likes (and several universities have built some very attractive practice facilities).  The 
estimate could be very elastic, Mr. Donhowe cautioned.  He concurred, however, that if one accepted the 
hypothesis that there would be an additional $750,000 from a move to St. Paul, then the options are $70 
million, $35 million, and "something approaching zero."  This puts the University, he pointed out, back to 
square one; if one doesn't believe there is much risk in the $2.5 million annual debt service from "Plan B," 
then they are about even.  The only thing different is the introduction of some financial risk--but that is 
true of both plans. 
 
 Mr. Donhowe was asked if he accepted the numbers from St. Paul, the hypothesis that everyone 
who attends events in Williams and Mariucci will go all the way over to downtown St. Paul.  He said he 
did not; he concurred there was great risk in assuming there would be an additional $750,000 in income 
as a result of the move.  This risk inheres in any of the off-campus venues, he said, and there is probably 
more risk in going off-campus; how much is "anybody's judgment."  Mr. Donhowe concurred with the 
suggestion that the St. Paul proposal also probably did not take into account the lost parking revenues to 
the University, the present value of which must be substantial. 
 
 Mr. Donhowe was asked what happened if another team were given the "death penalty" by the 
NCAA and caused a revenue loss to the University.  It would affect men's athletics, Mr. Donhowe said, 
but not the project.  This is based on the numbers who come to events at Minnesota.  What might affect 
the income, however, could be a general reduction in the quality of the sport--however arrived at--to the 
extent that people did not want to pay to watch it.  That outcome, however, seems to be less likely than 
other possibilities.  The University, in basketball in ten years, went from Big Ten champion to one of the 
biggest sport scandals it ever faced in any sport and then back to being in the Final 16 for two years.  That 
period, he pointed out, is probably not a bad sample of the (economic) variations a program could go 
through--and it is to be hoped that the sample is not repeated.  The plans laid out here do not assume that 
the University will have to fill the arenas for every single game; it was also pointed out that there couldn't 
have been any worse an experience so the assumptions are reasonable.  The worst outcome would be if 
the University itself were to receive the "death penalty" from the NCAA. 
 
 Mr. Donhowe confirmed, in response to a query, that Williams Arena would be usable for at least 
30 years if the refurbishments were made.  The two biggest expenses, the roof and the ventilation, would 
be paid for.  The building itself is structurally extremely sound; "you have a bunch of steel sitting inside a 
great big reinforced concrete-brick veneer building.  It's pretty simple.  And it was built just like a rock." 
 
 Asked if the University retained the right to set ticket prices, Mr. Donhowe said he believed it did, 
although that is a matter that would be negotiated.  The terms now are just a bare outline, the very 
beginning of negotiations.  All of them would be subject to rigorous negotiation and perhaps 
improvement. 
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 Mr. Donhowe said, in response to a question, that income from advertising was still an option; the 
University might want to advertise some, although it would have to be done discreetly.  He inquired if 
anyone would be offended if there were a Coca Cola sign on the scoreboard and Coke were sold at the 
concessions stands.  Some soft drink would be sold; Mr. Donhowe observed he wouldn't be offended by 
that kind of advertising.  It was noted that other arenas do interior advertising, including for restaurants 
and local establishments. 
 
 One Committee member said the risk in "Plan B" sounded much better than the earlier plans.  What 
if the teams were moved downtown, however, and a practice facility were built on campus, would other 
uses be possible in it, such as recreational use or indoor tennis courts?  Mr. Donhowe said the agreement, 
when the recreational sports facility was shrunk, that there would be three courts in the pavilion available 
for recreational use when the teams were not practicing.  Presumably that would continue to hold. Indoor 
tennis facilities, he said, have been shown to be almost self-financing, and is feasible to do "on its own 
bottom" separate from these plans. 
 
 Mr. Donhowe was asked what the coaches think about this plan; it appears not to address any of 
Coach Haskins' problems.  Mr. Donhowe said the athletes will like it; it will be light and clean, an old 
place but one with a great tradition.  The fans will be closer than anywhere else the athlete could play.  
Coach Haskins understands the advantage the place provides, and everybody will tell you that it is great 
floor; rather than being built directly on concrete it has much more give.  Players really like it.  The raised 
floor also scares visiting players.   
 
 Mr. Donhowe said that if the remodeling were done the University would not have the worst 
facility in the Big Ten.  He opined that Wisconsin's is older and sort of crummy.  Others have 
rehabilitated their facilities.  Many facilities have not survived because the ingress and egress was so bad 
they did not withstand code scrutiny.  Williams, in this respect, has already been improved. 
 
 Asked if he thought spending $35 million to prolong the life of an old building was a wise 
investment, Mr. Donhowe said he thought it was because one cannot buy anything decent for $35 million. 
The cost would be amortized over about the same period, so it is reasonable; "we'll bequeath to another 
generation of folks" the problem of figuring out what they want to do then.  There is also no guarantee, it 
was pointed out, that a new building would not be obsolete in 30 years. 
 
 Mr. Donhowe told the Committee that he had gone with Rick Bay to the basketball game at 
Michigan State and had toured all the facilities; he said "it really is nice and clean but it is incredibly 
sterile.  That's where all these arenas seem to end up, being kind of sterile."  People are also a long way 
from the game, it was noted, because they want their creature habits. 
 
 Mr. Donhowe was asked if these new and remodeled facilities could compete with the downtown 
arenas for other events.  He said probably not in hockey, because they can seat more.  Perhaps in 
tournaments, although he did not think the University would want to compete with St. Paul for the high 
school basketball tournament.  There are other tournaments, however, that the University could probably 
appropriately compete for, especially with air conditioning.  Women's volleyball is growing fast; 
gymnastics is another possibility.  The coaches could also use the facilities for camps, which are often 
conducted in connection with tournaments.  There is the potential for additional revenue from uses which 
do not occur now.  Mr. Donhowe doubted that the University could compete for NCAA tournaments. 
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 Mr. Donhowe said he was not sure how long it would take to complete the remodeling; it might 
require doing things in phases so that none of the sports would have to go off-campus during the 
remodeling.  It might be possible to get it done between March and the time the teams return in late Fall.  
Mariucci could not be redone until the new hockey facility were completed.  The building would also be 
much more energy efficient. 
 
 Mr. Donhowe was asked if he expected much pressure from the legislature on these plans.  He said 
he did not, but commented that the University would have to be clear--and repeat it over and over again 
for the sportswriters, who seem not to understand--that the University is not creating a new arena; it is 
either rehabilitating or replacing facilities.  The other point to be emphasized is that there will be no 
public funds in this thing; we're going to do it ourselves.  No public funds.  Taxpayers will not pay for it.  
Mr. Donhowe speculated there might be warmer feelings about "Plan B" because of feelings about 
Williams Arena; there were a lot of season-ticket holders who made it clear to him, he said, that they did 
not want to see a new arena. 
 
 The proposal, it was pointed out, does leave open the possibility of splitting the two sports; hockey 
could go downtown while basketball stayed on campus.  Mr. Donhowe said he had thought about that 
possibility; none of the downtown interests--at least yet--have indicated they have a greater interest in 
hockey than basketball.  There is no doubt, he said, if they are clever with numbers, that they could make 
it attractive.  The University, however, intends to keep this an integrated project. 
 
 Mr. Donhowe was asked about the numbers of students who attend hockey games; he said they 
don't know the exact numbers but they do know student season-ticket holders.  There are more than in 
basketball, which has 3000 this year; it is probably around 4000.  That, it was pointed out, is half of the 
proposed 8000 seats in the new arena.  At Duluth students had contributed to the cost of a facility in 
return for a guarantee of seats.  Mr. Donhowe said the University was reluctant to go to the students 
again; they had contributed to the Bierman facility and $7 million to Recreational Sports.  Students are 
very suspicious of intercollegiate athletics, to the extent that they have asked for sign statements from the 
athletic directors concerning the swim center before they aggressively support it.  And the only way to 
obtain the funding would be through a student fee, which is unpalatable given the number of people who 
are not involved in athletics.  It is true that other universities do charge students; one charges $3 per 
credit, or $90 per year, to support athletics--but those are different environments. 
 
 Asked about raising the parking price to $3.50 and its impact on such activities as Extension 
Classes and the Film Society, Mr. Donhowe noted that there will be 4000 new spots put in just east and 
north of the facilities.  Those will not be desirable places to park for activities in the center of the campus 
but will be very good for athletic events; some of the lots may be reserved for events and the others would 
then charge their normal rates.   
 
 Mr. Donhowe also commented that the improvements in the freeway exits, and the busway, will 
make access to the facilities extremely easy. 
 
 Mr. Donhowe was asked how this proposal fits in with the Governor's objective of higher 
education paying for its own physical plant and the fact that there are several entrepreneurial plans afoot 
among the colleges to raise private money to construct facilities.  He replied that these revenues will not 
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be available for other things; unless the facilities are created the revenue will not exist.  Even any possible 
incremental revenues from going off campus would have to be used for practice facilities.  The idea that 
athletics is an "economic engine" which can provide revenues to the institution makes him uneasy, Mr. 
Donhowe said; either ticket prices are too high or something else is being done which goes beyond the 
already excessively-emphasized status of athletics.  But it is the same scheme as private financing for 
academic facilities:  The only ones which work are those which generate a stream of revenue, and the 
only ones which do that are the ones used for sponsored research.  That has been used elsewhere. 
 
 It was noted that "Plan B" appears to add to, in a fairly efficient way and one controlled by the 
University, the sense of community which is being sought in several ways. 
 
 Mr. Donhowe told the Committee he thought it would be useful for the faculty, through the 
governance structure, to express an opinion of these plans.  The data most often cited are the polling data 
from the Task Force on Support Services, which leave the impression that the faculty are not interested or 
do not support athletics.  He reported that the Alumni Association Board, a very strong group, has come 
out strongly in support of two things:  Sport on campus and gender equity.  That kind of support is 
desirable from them, a basic philosophical statement.  It would be helpful for the Regents, he suggested, 
for the faculty to say something. 
 
 There is still a risk, Mr. Donhowe agreed, that hockey could go elsewhere; some fantastic deal 
could be offered and a new hockey arena is expensive.  One Committee member argued, however, that 
even though he was not strongly an advocate of sports staying on campus, when students make up 20% of 
the season-ticket holders in basketball and 50% in hockey, the one sport the University does not want off-
campus is hockey.  It is the sport receiving substantial support from the students and the revenue issues 
should not be permitted to drive that decision.  In basketball, if the numbers came out differently, it would 
make less of a difference.  It was also noted that since the hockey arena would be the first facility built, 
the plan would become final at a very early stage. 
 
 Mr. Donhowe said that there would be no written materials ready for distribution until just before 
the April Regents' meeting; perhaps the Committee wishes to wait on acting until it can see those 
materials. 
 
 The Committee decided there was no reason to wait; it was moved and seconded, on the basis of 
the information provided, that "Plan B" be strongly supported over the other two options; the 
motion was adopted unanimously.  The motion will be carried to the Senate Consultative Committee 
and will also be provided to Footnote. 
 
 The Committee adjourned at 4:45. 
 
      -- Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


