
 Minutes 
 
 
 Senate Consultative Committee 
 November 3, 1988 
 
 
Present: Mark Brenner (chair), Tim Erickson, Paula Faraci, Eric Huang, Warren Ibele, Katie Jodl, 

Lynnette Mullins, J. Bruce Overmier, Ronald Phillips, Jim Schoon, Burton Shapiro, W. 
Phillips Shively, Carrie Simenson, Michael Steffes, Nancy Surprenant, John Tackett, 
Mark Turner, James VanAlstine 

 
Guests: Bruce Anderson, Scott Elton, Gayle Grika (Footnote), Richard Heydinger, Nick  

LaFontaine, June Perkins, Irwin Rubenstein, Susan Sevareid (Daily), Maureen Smith 
(Brief), James Turman 

 
 
1.    Reports of the Chairs 
 
 Student Senate Consultative Committee  Mr. Tackett raised with SCC the issue of the Duluth 
campus making a change to the semester system.  He said that the students oppose the change, the 
faculty are about evenly divided on it, and the campus administration is in favor of it; a recommendation 
from the Academic Council will be forwarded to the Chancellor next week.  Chancellor Ianni has 
indicated he favors the change so it appears likely that a recommendation for changing to semesters will 
be forwarded to the Regents.  Mr. Tackett inquired if UMD should make the change alone or if it is a 
matter of interest or concern to the Twin Cities campus.   
 
 Committee members discussed the interplay between the principles of decentralization and 
campus autonomy and the need for system coordination.  It was pointed out that attempts by the Twin 
Cities campus to direct or otherwise try to affect decisions on the Duluth campus had caused 
resentment; the principle of decentralization--even if carried too far because of political pressure from 
the coordinate campuses--requires that the University live with the consequences of such decisions.  
There was also concern whether or not SCC had any standing to make a statement, especially since the 
Duluth faculty are not represented on the Committee.  Although it implicitly concluded it would take no 
action, the Committee agreed to raise these questions when the President joined them later in the 
meeting. 
 
 Reports of the other Committee chairs were postponed. 
 
2.    Additions to the Recreational Sports Facility 
 
 Nick LaFontaine and James Turman, Director of Recreational Sports, joined the Committee 
briefly to explain the changes proposed at the Regents meeting that would be made to the new 
recreational sport facility at the request of the Board of Regents.  The building will be expanded by 21' 
on each side, permitting the addition of 1000-1500 lockers and air conditioning.  The students had been 
consulted and had substantially concurred with the proposal; they agreed to extend the student fee for 
one year.  The additional necessary revenues will come from increased fees for faculty and staff and the 
extra revenue resulting from the additional lockers available for rental. 
 
 Professor Brenner reported that the Faculty Consultative Committee had discussed the proposed 
additions and had favored them.  Mr. Turman was asked what the increase in the faculty/staff fees 
would be.  The present rates are roughly $32 per quarter or $128 for the full calendar year; a very rough 
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guess at the new fees needed to help amortize the debt service, he said, would be in the range of $180 
per year.  Professor Ibele reported that a study is being done of local clubs; it is clear, he said, that this 
will be a very attractive bargain by comparison to prices and facilities available in the private sector. 
 
 It was moved, seconded, and unanimously voted to support the improvements to the new 
recreational sports facility. 
 
3.    Restructuring of the Senate and Assembly Committee Structure 
 
 Professor Brenner explained that this agenda item reappeared because the student members of 
SCC had not had an opportunity to comment or vote on the proposal after it had been distributed at the 
last meeting.  There was no additional comment; it was moved, seconded, and unanimously voted to 
endorse the restructuring proposal. 
 
4.    Letters from Professor Rubenstein 
 
 Professor Rubenstein briefly explained the letters he is sending to the members of the legislature 
about various aspects of the University.  He agreed to make his mailing list available to students if they 
wish to use it to send their own letters. 
 
5.    Discussion with Vice President Richard Heydinger about Public Relations 
 
 Professor Brenner welcomed Vice President Heydinger to the meeting and made a few opening 
comments.  He noted that there are many things the University should be doing to project its image and 
to support its biennial request at the legislature.  They cannot be done by just one vice president; it must 
be a partnership effort.  He recalled that Dean Holt had criticized the Star/Tribune for failing to carry 
certain stories; on the other hand, Professor Brenner pointed out, we cannot expect reporters to roam the 
halls of the University.  Stories are here but the University and its faculty have to get them out.   
 
 Vice President Heydinger told the Committee he had talked to a lot of professionals in the public 
relations/communication field and discovered there are a lot of definitions of the terms.  Whatever it is, 
"public relations" are not a bad thing for higher education to do; it is akin to the marketing efforts which 
now take place in recruiting students. 
 
 PR in higher education, however, cannot be like that of 3M or even the Governor's office; it has 
to reflect the special nature and mission of higher education.  The University has a special responsibility 
to inform the public of what it is doing; it is important to get out the whole picture to the people of the 
State. 
 
 It also must be recognized, he said, that the University is governed differently; even state 
agencies operate within a hierarchy.  We and University Relations think that communication should be 
decentralized, although there should be some University-wide policies and standards (which can 
perhaps best set by model).  Colleges will have their own external relations offices, fund-raising, and 
alumni communications. 
 
 The PR effort should be comprehensive, candid, and thorough, using the well-known practices of 
the profession. 
 
 A search for the new University Relations director is starting; it will be an important job for the 
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University.   
 
 Currently and in the short run there are three things being done: 
 
 1. Prototype media training sessions are being held for the people in Morrill Hall on how to 

interact with the media.  The intent is to make the interactions more effective. 
 
 2. They have tried to be more sensitive on thinking through the release of information, such 

as the Physical Plant audit. 
 
 3. Public opinion of the University will be carefully gauged; those perceptions need to be 

known in order to plan any PR efforts. 
 
 One committee member inquired whether or not single departments could effectively develop 
external relations efforts and if it might be more efficient to have a central professional staff to reduce 
redundancy and help communications and perhaps have one person with expertise in the colleges.  Dr. 
Heydinger said with a decentralized model, there could be 100-200 PR efforts.  He noted that the chief 
external relations officer of the University was the president; for the colleges, it is the deans.  That 
means that the choices are individualistic and personal, depending on the person and college.  Given the 
size of the University and its governance, it does not seem that a centralized operation would work.   
 
 Individual departments, it was said by a Committee member, cannot afford external relations 
personnel.  Dr. Heydinger said that this did not mean central administration would turn its back on the 
departments.  The central responsibility would be to provide education, service, and standards so that if 
a unit wished to improve it efforts, central administration would help.  Individual departments would not 
have media representatives, nor would some colleges--but they would all know what to do and where to 
turn.  
 
 Another committee member pointed out that Minnesota Extension has a separate PR unit; there is, 
he added, a concern that we have too many PR specialists.  Vice President Heydinger responded that 
fund-raising is an example of what he means; it is conducted both centrally and by the units.  The 
central administration must promote and serve as a catalyst for awareness and interest in the units.  The 
Foundation has spawned an interest in some of the units, but the central staff usually lose the battle on 
who will run the fund-raising efforts.  It is a judgment call on both PR and fund-raising; the people in 
the units know their constituencies better.  But the Foundation, for instance, is the expert on estate 
planning to which the college development officers turn for help.  In PR, the central office can do 
opinion surveys, provide media training, and market stories nationally, but ownership of the efforts 
would be in the units.  UC-Berkeley, he added, does its PR centrally--they have 35 editors; we have 
fewer than 35 people in University Relations total.   
 
 Dr. Heydinger commented that all University people need to be more responsible for sensitivity 
to public relations.  Individual faculty, for example, should be thinking about how they get publicity for 
their research.  The central office can resolve conflicts between departments.   
 
 The resources devoted to PR, he pointed out, are not great, at any level of the University.  The 
budget of University Relations is $1.2 million.  Corporations, institutions which are more private, and 
Fortune Top 200 companies cannot believe how little we spend.  PR should not supercede other items of 
importance to the University, but it cannot always be at the bottom of the list. 
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 One committee member observed that the University must be sure that those units without a 
special constituency obtain special help and mentoring.   
 
 Vice President Heydinger told the Committee that the use of a decentralized effort does not 
preclude the adoption, for the biennial request, of certain themes that the University wishes to 
emphasize and the communication of those themes to the college public relations officers.  There is no 
institutional image (despite the money spent on the logo); there are a lot of different images.  Some say 
that diversity is good, but it doesn't help the institution; others ask why the University cannot get its act 
together.   
 
 The University is developing a brochure for the biennial request and the units can do additional 
brochures; they will all be part of a family of publications for lay people.  The entire effort, he added, is 
way behind; all of this should have been done last summer.   
 
 The upcoming legislative session, Dr. Heydinger told the Committee, will be critical.  The 
University has done its part of Commitment to Focus and the private sector, through the Minnesota 
Campaign, has done its part.  The legislature is interested and has done some of its part but there is more 
to be done.  Committee members and members of the University staff can help. 
 
 Vice President Heydinger was informed that some students will lobby against the tuition hike so 
the legislature will get a mixed message.  He responded that much hangs in the balance over the next 60 
days and the University must be clearer on what its policy will be.  The regents have endorsed the 
request but seek to cut the percentage of instruction that must be covered by tuition.  The University will 
not receive support from the other systems in seeking that change so it must lay out the information, 
obtain views, and seek other alternatives (such as an increase in financial aid). 
 
6.    Discussion with President Sauer 
 
 Possible change at Duluth from quarters to semesters  Professor Brenner welcomed President 
Sauer to the meeting.  The Committee, he said, wished to raise the question discussed earlier in the 
meeting, the possible change to semesters at the Duluth campus vis-a-vis the need for system 
coordination.  The Committee, he added, respects the principle of autonomy and will not step in but it 
did want to share the concern that has been expressed. 
 
 President Sauer said that he was not a proponent of either semesters or quarters, having attended 
and taught under both, but observed that Minnesota was out of step with other states.  The question of 
whether or not the President should allow Duluth to make the switch if the Twin Cities does not is a 
good one with no perfect answer.  Ideally, he said, both campuses would make the switch at the same 
time.  He said he would ask Jim Preus to look at the numbers of mid-year transfers, which is one major 
concern about the campuses being on different systems.  Another concern which must be addressed is 
the loss of credits and the curricular implications of the change. 
 
 The issue will eventually be decided by the Board of Regents, the President observed.  On the 
Twin Cities campus polls of the faculty could be continued and the results will continue to be 50/50 on 
the change; a decision will have to be made at some point; maybe it should be that both or neither 
campus should change.  The President was told that the Senate Committee on Educational Policy had 
decided to delay any action on a recommendation until the new president is appointed; he said that 
perhaps Duluth should wait, too, since the appointment is not that far off.   
Asked why the Twin Cities should wait on the new president, if the campuses are autonomous, 
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President Sauer replied that the Provost, as Chancellor of the Twin Cities campus, was in an acting 
position and would not want to make the recommendation. 
 
 Change in tuition as a percent of instructional costs  President Sauer reported that the other 
system heads and the Higher Education Coordinating Board were not excited about the University's 
proposal to reduce from 33% the amount students are expected to contribute, through tuition, toward the 
cost of instruction.  The other three systems, he observed, are growing while the University is not, 
which causes them to look at the matter differently.  The central officers wonder if tuition or financial 
aid is the question.  He also noted that if the legislature provided funds to the University which required, 
for example, an 8% tuition increase, the University would not have to collect it.  The legislature says 
that for every $2 it provides, the University must provide $1; the money could be turned back to the 
State or obtained from other (recurring) sources.  A recalculation of the items which make up 
instructional costs is also being examined.   
 
 Committee members examined--and criticized--some data on tuition prepared by MPIS which 
had been distributed.  They also discussed briefly the rules governing the distribution of financial aid 
and endorsed a review of those rules.  President Sauer also mentioned the possibility of asking the 
Foundation to consider an effort to raise money to endow financial aid, now that the Minnesota 
Campaign is completed.   
 
 It was pointed out that if the increase in tuition approximates that which is implied in the 
University's biennial request, very rough calculations suggested that the average student who works 
would have to add 3.5 hours per week to cover the increased tuition.   
 
 The Committee adjourned at 3:00. 
 
    --Gary Engstrand 
 
University of Minnesota 


