MINUTES

Branding Steering Committee Meeting

February 8, 2008

11 a.m. - 1 p.m.

Alumni Center Board Room

Attendance:  Ruby Dholakia, Linda Acciardo, Donna Arnold, Robert Beagle, Cynthia Bonn, Garry Bozylinsky, Mary Carmody, Joanne DiBello, Thomas Frisbie-Fulton, Sarah Howard (for Michelle Nota), Mailee Kue, Celest Martin, John Peterson, Jayne Richmond, Daniel Sheinin, Diane Fannon, Cindy Sabato.
Welcome & Introductions: Linda Acciardo welcome everyone, and introduced guests Sarah Howard, Russell Kolton, Kim Robertson; members Mary Carmody, Mailee Kue,  and Diane Fannon who was joining the group via video-conference. Linda recapped the last brand steering committee meeting and presented minutes and the printed brand truth statement to all in attendance. Since the last meeting, the brand position presentation has been given to the President’s Team, Council of Deans and Joint Strategic Planning Council, the Division of Advancement, members of the  Alumni Executive Board, members of the Visitor’s Task Force, and numerous other University officials. Linda said that the feedback from all of these presentations has been overwhelmingly positive and suggests that the are moving in the right direction with the University’s positioning.

Linda explained that the role of the committee today is to provide input and feedback on two brand creative visual concepts, with which FORGE would go forward and test with a sample of our target market. She cautioned the group that we would not likely agree on all details such as color but to concentrate on and consider what the creative concepts say about URI overall.

Presentation:

Mary Stengel, Mike Benes and Rob Stuart of FORGE Worldwide presented two different creative visual brand concepts, including a review of the possible headlines that could be used in conjunction with the tagline and positioning messaging developed during earlier stages of the process. The headlines and visual elements were all designed to capture the blend of a “caring” and “intimate” component with a “bigger” and “global” component.

For each concept, the team presented graphic treatments alone, following by examples of how they could be implemented in a website design (considered to be the most critical tool), billboards and print advertisements, brochure covers for each college within the University, and brochure inside spreads.
The team also presented, in isolation, variations on seven different logo concepts, with an emphasis on typographical (wordmark) logos over symbols.

Discussion:

All but one member of the audience voiced a preference for the first creative concept (Version 1) over the second (Version 2). Jayne Richmond felt that Version 1 projected a much warmer feeling, while Version 2 felt cold.  Cindy Bonn felt that the University of Rhode Island was much more prominent in Version 1 and squeezed out in Version 2. She also felt that Version 1 carried a greater dignity than Version 2. Sarah Howard said Version 2 was too busy. Garry Bozylinsky agreed, saying that Version 1 does twice as much without being as busy. He also felt that in Version 1, the identity of the college was much more a part of the University of Rhode Island than in Version 2, where he felt it seemed very separate. He also felt the tagline is lost in Version 2. Someone described Version 2 as having a “comicbook” feel and Version I like a National Geographic magazine.

Ruby asked to see both versions side-by-side on the screen, with the same photos so that the committee could make an apples-to-apples comparison.  Again, Version 1 was preferred. Donna Arnold said she felt the tagline is lost in Version 2, and that the accompanying college name on the brochure mock-ups seemed too separate from the name of the University.

Dan Sheinin strongly favored Version 1, citing the power of the symbolism and consistency across pieces. Tom Frisbie-Fulton preferred the three-line structure of the logo in Version 1 to the one-line structure in Version 2, saying that he thinks it would be sustainable over time and more flexible. He felt the Earth/seal visual treatment was very clever. And he was concerned that metallic gold might be “over the top.”

Bob Beagle said he preferred Version 1 but is bothered by the fact that URI’s school colors of blue and white aren’t being used. He wondered if we are branding ourselves, shouldn’t we represent ourselves with our school colors. The committee engaged in a lengthy discussion about color, metallic options, gold versus blue, dark blue and light blue, and other color issues. FORGE reminded the group that consumer decisions are made in the first 30 seconds, and Jayne Richmond suggested that the group trust their first gut response to the concept. And Diane Fannon tied color to the “brand personality” saying the discussion about color is very important.

Some committee members cautioned that although almost everyone preferred Version 1, the group might be reacting from the perspective of the collective age group, and that younger people might actually prefer Version 2. Ruby Dholakia reminded the group that testing will gauge the success and impact of both concepts, along with their colors and personality, with the target audience.
Closing

Linda explained that FORGE would now take the committee’s feedback, modify the designs as needed, and test each concept with a sample of the target population. FORGE will present results of the testing to the Branding Steering Committee before taking a recommendation to the President’s Team, and sharing those results with the Council of Deans, and Joint Strategic Planning Council.

