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Introduction:
The primary vision of my tenure as AGS President was to reduce the central hierarchy of the president’s position that had been accentuated during the previous two years I had participated in AGS. The methodology to achieve this focused upon broadly redistributing efforts and initiatives, were precedent had been set for them to be performed by the president, to committees under the direction of the Vice Presidents.  The hope was that by expanding the scope and opportunities for individuals beyond the President to organize and direct AGS activities the association could broaden and increase the impact of its advocacy and community efforts.  Holding to the traditional model of central advocacy by the President to some degree I attempted to maintain a few pet projects of my own.  I’m not sure if it was just this particular year, a year in which a large number of unexpected issues arose and consumed a large amount of my time, but I would not recommend the President attempt personal projects in the future without significant additional manpower behind the president’s office.  Beyond the unaddressed personal initiatives I think this strategy was extremely successful as detailed in this report and that a continued push to emphasize committee driven action will only continue to foster growth of the organization and the campus’s respect for AGS as a central contributor to the excellence of the University of California, Irvine.



AGS Council, Committees and VPs
General:
· Goal setting
· This year we established goals for all execs and staff and had them approved by council.  I think this greatly assisted with clearly up whose job it was to do what, but I’m not sure how thoroughly it increased the productivity. I think it also helped to give the group some direction. A recommendation for next year is to get council involved in the goal setting process to generate buy-in for committee participation.
· Executive Town Halls
· This is the first time in my memory that executive town halls were held.  We had several to discuss the GSHIP transition to system-wide health care and UCSA’s graduate bill of rights campaign.  We also used these events to collect info for our housing report.
· Special Projects
· We used the special projects funds almost in entirety this year.  
· A mechanism for increased feedback from the funds we allocate would be very helpful.  For example: getting attendees to fill out survey cards expressing their opinion of the event 
· School Funding
· Money allocated by a line item for school events was not used this year.  Use of these funds should be promoted more thoroughly next year
· Communication
·  I unfortunately made very little progress on this communication agenda items I set for myself.  I think it’s essential a central communication mechanism is established for graduate student and the larger campus as a whole. This effort is beyond the scope of the president alone and should be taken on by a committee of dedicated students and admin.
· Zotportal  [Started]
· The process was started in developing the zotportal to be a central source of information for graduate students.  Though this was an initial priority for myself I got distracted with other activities.  This would be a good task for a committee on communications to take up. 
· Facebook [Not addressed] 
· A consolidation of our facebook efforts has been proposed, but this was not advanced.
· Advertising Campaign and Advocacy
· A useful effort started this year that should continue next year has been iincreasing awareness about AGS on campus for purposes of recruiting additional students to assist in AGS’s ventures. Several witty posters were created to assist in this endeavor.
· E-mailing/Communicating with graduate students
· An AGS listserv was created to directly e-mail graduate students for use when administration either delayed or limited the scope of our communications with graduate students
· We also had issues about making sure e-mails going out on student affairs/ grad mailer listservs represented the core interests of AGS and were not disparaging.  An overview process was suggested but never put in place.  This should be followed up on.  
Internal: 
· Housing
· Housing Study Group [Complete, results in progress, Appendix A] 
· This group was commissioned by the EVC after last year’s debacle in which several students were not going to attend UCI because of placement in and the very high rent of Puerto del Sol.  The study group’s representation by all stakeholder’s proved to be its undoing as  no real solution was developed  Partisanship by its membership prevented discussion on solutions that were unpalatable to some .  The EVC is currently extensively looking at some changes hinted at in the Study Group’s final report including turning Campus Village into a graduate community.
· American Campus Communities  (ACC) Lease Dates [partially complete]
· A discussion with Dennis (ACC)  during the process of the housing study group got the date changed for application for renewal in double bedrooms pushed back some off of the  January deadline closer to the on-campus deadline in May.   
· Continued effort should be expended bring ACC in line with on-campus policies to reduce the burden and confusion on graduate students
· Cat Policy [In progress]
· It is my opinion that all evidence in the cooperative governance group has demonstrated that arguments made by staff about the additional burden of cats are unwarranted.  If new data about damages from cats coming from the larger move out during the summer does not drastically alter this viewpoint AGS should demand an end to the policy prior to the end of the two year ban instituted by Lisa Cornish.
· Internal Committee’s Housing Report [See Appendix B]
· This document was created to present graduate student concerns to the housing study group.  It was not received well by housing as it did, by intent, only provide “one side” of the stories presented.  It does, however, point out many real issues students have encountered.  These should be addressed next year in CCG or as appropriate and identified as miscommunications or things that can be administratively tackled.  
· Lisa believes many of the issues are miscommunications and that everything is on the housing website. Alone, I don’t believe a website is an effective means of communication with graduate students and upon review of the website it does not appear to have all the answers.  This may be another good place for CCG to start next year.
· Social
· The social committee did an excellent job this year and ventured into the realm of non-party type events that were very successful.  Other than the usual holiday parties, a fall picnic in Aldrich proved very popular as well as the continuation of poker nights. 
· Thoughts regarding how to use social events to promote AGS’s other ventures often came up and should be acted on in the future.  
· GSHIP/ Healthcare
· Townhalls for system-wide transitions
· This year we were very aggressive at tackling the likely transition to a system-wide health insurance plan on the horizon early on so we were prepared when the decision was made.  Four townhalls and an executive townhall were used to disseminate information to the graduate student population. A lunch time meeting with food proved to be the most highly attended
· New  System-wide and Campus Committee
· A charter for a new campus committee that links to the UCOP level advisory committee is currently being drafted.  This group will send UCI’s single representative, most likely its chair, to the system-wide advisory committee.  This group will have 
· T he AGS Bylaws needs to be changed to reflect the transition of AGS’s GSHIP committee into the graduate component of this newly forming committee.  In addition, payment procedures need to be discussed and determined by fall.
· External GSHIP Chair
· AGS supported an External GSHIP chair staff position this year to participate in system-wide healthcare discussions by the campus currently enrolled in the program to keep us up-to-date and prepared for the presumed transition.  
· The Student Health Center page is outdated.  With the new plan there will presumably be a new website with the insurance info.  The current Garnett Powers website is not very good.  The online presence of our healthcare needs consideration with attention to services and costs. 


Administrative	
· Bylaws [In Progress/Complete]
· AGS made a few revisions and additions to its bylaws this year but a lot of work is still needed to bring out-dated elements in line with current practices.  This will include the changes in the GSHIP committee.
· 11-02  Mandated public notification of legislation 3 days prior to a meeting 
· 11-05  Made the section on the judiciary committee more comprehensible
· 11-07 Mandated public notification of any committee meeting a week prior to its occurrence if was to use AGS funds. 
· 11-07 Mandated quarterly reviews of all execs and staff as well as followup legislation when appropriate
· 11-18 Limited special projects funding to any single campus organization to 10% of the total special projects budget in that fiscal year.
· Archiving [In progress]
· An archivist staff position was created to organize and transfer to electronic copies the bulging amount of unorganized paperwork from previous councils in the AGS office.
· The archivist did a lot of work getting the hard copies of our documents archived, making electronic copies of old leg., and working on a better electronic archiving procedure that includes tagging .
· A new central database needs to be created, hopefully over the summer, to organize and store all our old documentation and new stuff as it is created, a plan should be submitted to Aaron Echols early in the summer.
· Website
· The website continues to go through many changes.  We are currently working to have our news feed directly link to zotportal.  We are also hoping the new database can link into the website to make stored documents more organized and accessible through the website. A plan should be submitted to Aaron Echols early in the summer.
· Newsletter
· A very well done quarterly newsletter was issued in the fall this year.  It gave an introduction from the president as well as some background on our advocacy work, the new website and social events.    Though successful conglomerating material for a similar effort later in the year was somewhat difficult as things changed very rapidly.  Perhaps a single yearly report is better or perhaps bi-annual.
· We also started out the year with bi-weekly newsletters that were very informative but the amount of dissemination was a big concern considering the effort they required.  This also indicates a communication committee would be useful.
· Committee Reports
· A new system of reporting has been established using the login element of the website.  Unfortunately this was barely used this year.  Executives have also suggested interest in their ability to report directly to the website
· Additionally a good mechanism for in council committee reporting should be established this coming year.
Finance
· Investment Initiative [Appendix C]
· An invest initiative started during the previous council’s tenure was continued during this year.  Strong resistance was given from the VC of Student Affairs office [see appendix C]  that I felt was not valid so a change of approach was made and we started working with the VC of Budget and Planning.   By the end of the year and despite a VP of Finance transition we  got this investment going by investing $60,000 in the UC’s general endowment pool (GEP) as funds acting as an endowment.  
· Pub Advisory Board
· I do not feel as if the pub advisory board has lived up to its potential.  At the start of the year we gave this committee funds to support initiatives which had been strongly opposed by the previous president.  Unfortunately, this was not used to any ends.  This group has lots of major and minor projects to consider including framing artwork for the pub, removing a faux pillar taking up space, pub expansion as well as promotional activities like parking spots, partnerships with the alumni foundation and off-campus promotion.  I think a lot of progress could and should be made here next year.
· Business and Finance Committee
· We made a major investment this year by appointing a business and finance chair in the spring.  I think this position and the committees have a lot of promise and have done quite a bit of work looking into on campus business such as a hair salon.  This process should continue and I hope they can get something started over the next year.  I highly encourage them to investigate the acquirement of “the barn” behind the ARC and transforming it into a student run space.
· Budget
· We made several increases this year to line items such as special projects, social committee budget, and committee support.  These were made possible by increased revenue from the pub.
· Pub
· This year we began negotiated increase return rate from the pub of 7% of sales, up from the 5% at the start of the business.  This increase took the place of the 20% of profits suggested in the business plan as a result of laws that seemed to prevent AGS from participating in profit sharing.  
· An effort should be made to work with Tim, the current pub owner, to make him feel more involved with the campus and committed to the pub.  AGS is greatly benefiting from his efforts and we should encourage further outreach to entities like the Alumni Association, etc… to increase their usage of the pub.
External
· Univ. of California Student Association-UCSA
· We hosted UCSA Congress along with ASUCI and setup the graduate agenda of a Graduate Student Bill of rights.
· We sent that largest graduate delegation of all the UCs to UCSAs Lobby Conference in Sacramento where we lobbied legislators to support the UC and higher education.
· National Association of Graduate and Prof. Students - NAGPS
· We joined NAGPS this year and our Legislative Liaison took initiative to become the Western Conference Chair of the association. We look forward to making strong contribution to this group in the coming years.
· Student Advocacy for Graduate Education - SAGE
· We receive an invitation to the membership by invite only  group that works on the national level to support graduate student interests. We also look forward to our contributions to this group in the coming years.
· In District Lobbying
· We’ve made extraordinary advances building personal relationships with the offices of several local legislators that we should continue to build on next year. 
· Student Forum
· We hosted a public student forum to discuss the state budget cuts with local Assemblymen Don Wagner.  This event was very successful in its presentation but the attendance was low particularly on the undergraduate side.  One suggestion to increase undergraduate attendance was to work with resident assistants in housing to bring their residents to the event.
· In addition this event led to the forming of the Legislation Advocacy Alliance, a campus committee spearheaded by this year LL that will hopefully continue to bring events like this year’s student forum to campus.



AGS President:

Committees:
· “Permanent” Committees:
· Graduate Resource Center (GRC) Advisory Board
· This group is working on ways to improve the GRC
· Additional input from AGS and cooperative efforts would be beneficial
·  Budget Work Group (BWG)
· The budget work group is currently dealing with $50 million ($500 million system-wide) in permanent cuts to UCI’s general fund  resulting from reductions in state funding
· The current plan is to cut academic departments 4% on average with lesser reductions to quality “protected’ departments and larger reductions to lower quality departments
· An IT fee is also likely to be introduced at $3-$4/unit with a board including student participation to manage some of the funds generated by the fee.
· Increases on the taxes to auxiliaries have been made
· An 18% cut to the student affairs budget is likely 
· An additional $500 million cut to the UCs from a possible all-cuts budget currently being debated at the state level will likely be met by the Regents with a 32% fee increase
·  Graduate Orientation Planning Board
· More graduate student input early on in the planning process next year could really help this event
· AGS should also plan and organize the reception for this event as early as possible this year
·  Alumni Association Board of Directors
· I really enjoyed working with this group this year.  They can help AGS as much as we can help them given their knowledge base and independence from the administration.  It would be great to see AGS assist them in recruiting graduates to join the alumni association, participate in their events and also work to promote their activities/ work on cooperative efforts.
· Lauds and Laurels, the Alumni Ass. Award ceremony, is a very positive event.  It would be great to see AGS get some nominations in and maybe some recognition.
·  UCI Foundation Board of Directors
· The Foundation is the primary donor recruitment group on campus.   A lot of very engaging and prominent members of the community are a part of this group and I think in many ways our continuing partnership with them can be as mutual beneficial as the alumni associations.
· Ad Hoc Committees 	
· IT Fee Subcommittee of the BWG
· As stated previously, an IT fee is also likely to be introduced at $3-$4/unit with a board including student participation to manage some of the funds generated by the fee. This group laid out the groundwork for that.  It will be essential that AGS takes a lead in the advisory group formed to administer these fees. 
· Housing Study Group 
· There are a lot of details regarding this under the internal section.  I will add here that this group was largely not successful in providing the EVC with action items because of the partisan nature of the committee.  Anytime a real suggestion was brought forth somebody would discourage it to the point of killing and further discussion.  Future President should attempt to avoid this type of behavior on committees likes this as it prevents real solutions.
· Vice Chancellor of Student Affairs Search Committee
· A search for a new vice chancellor of student affairs took place this year, but was unfortunately unsuccessful.  Though we ended up interviewing several candidates, the pool was particularly week.  None of the candidates had experience that encompassed a large percentage of the work a VC would undertake as most were currently in AVC positions.
· There was a lot of concern that back channels (he’s good friends with the chancellor) were being used to advance the current Interim, Thomas Parham, who was an interviewed candidate.  I planned to vehemently oppose the selection as I’ve had several interactions with Thomas where he acted in ways that I see unbecoming of that position.  I’ve personally heard him take the position while discussing a recent suicide on campus of “you cannot save the all”.  I’ve also heard him label students as “trouble makers”.    In addition, he has been an obstacle to many of AGS’s efforts preventing our investment initiative with unreasoned arguments, held up important listserv e-mails on GSHIP townhalls because he felt out of the loop, and accusing myself and the undergraduate president of being emotional when we provided logical protest to a transfer of student government out of the auxiliaries AVC structure into Dean of Students.  Under normal hiring procedures he should not be let back into the next pool of candidates when a new search committee is formed.  If he is AGS should strongly oppose his candidacy.
· Regular Scheduled Meetings with Admin
· Graduate Dean (monthly),
· Dean Leslies is a bit of a passive-aggressive administrator.  She thinks she knows the right of most things and this makes her a strong ally when she agrees with you, but a major road block when she doesn’t.  I found it best to fight any battles with her in Grad Council where faculty can support the grad student cause and use one-on-one time to address initiatives that are mutually liked.
·  Stu. Gov Exec. Direc. (bi-weekly)
· Sandy Jones can be very helpful for perspective.  She is very level headed and can provide you with some bearings if you ever get lost at sea.  However, this can lead her to be a bit overbearing and controlling.   I’ve typically used her insight for negotiating sensitive situations like the VCSA search committee.  She can also be helpful coming down on the undergrads if they on not caring their load in administrative meetings.  
·  Chancellor (once per quarter/as needed),
· Do your best not to let Chancellor Drake talk your ear off.  It may be good to let him do this the first time you talk so he gets comfortable with you, but when you have issues to address cut him off and apologize for the limited time you both have.  When you bring up an issues he’ll again try to make it a learning experience for you and talk at length about it.  If you’re lucky, maybe by the spring he’ll like you enough to have something that resembles dialog during your interactions.  He really likes sports car racing, ( I know weird), so if you can use that great.
· EVC (once per quarter/as needed)
· The EVC Gottfredson is a wealth of knowledge but he also wants you to pay homage to his greatness.  He’s very concerned that professional students don’t get enough hype in AGS so bringing this up with him will win you browny points.   He also talks too much, especially at BWG meetings.  I haven’t found a polite way of mentioning this but it is our place and I’m sure the faculty would appreciate the hours saved if the president could address this.

·  VC Student Affairs (once per quarter/as needed) 
· See VCSA search committee for additional info
· AGS Executive Board(bi-weekly)
· This year I set the precedent of writing out agendas with leadership quotes to try to inspire us.  Something that I think would help in the future is focusing the meetings on specific items with actions to be taken subsequently. This should be easier now that we’re better set in terms of posterity and objectives building off of last year.







Overarching Recommendations:
1. Establish clear cut goals with strategies to achieve them
2. Develop a communications committee, probably under the VP Admin since that is the only VP with a more limited workload as far as committees.  This group should stabilize AGS communication policies and work on a central communication source for campus
3. Organized Central Database, see archivist section and website under Admin
4. Recruit committee members, we have a lot of agenda items and not many hands to get them done with.
5. Other new committees
a.  a group to work with grad division on GRC and Orientation
b. a group to work with international students 
6. Maximize product to labor 
a. take focus away from council and place it on committees
b. develop structure that enables advocacy efforts
7. Have fun
a. We deal with real issues on AGS which can be very stressful, it’s important that we think about adding in elements of fun to take off the edge



Conclusion:
It has been a wonderful year and an indescribable learning experience.  There are so many skills I’ve gained from techniques on being a leader, how to negotiate through committees and achieve objectives, what lobbying in Sacramento is like, leading an executive board and on the whole how to be dedicated to a cause and balance it with other priorities in my life.  I have had some great experiences and some steep learning curves that I’m all the better for. 
I’d like to thank 
                       My executive board through the year,
Payel Chowdhury, Justin Chung, Lowell Trott, Adam VanWart and Bill Winter
                        AGS Staff,
Denise Stephens, Joel Ossher, Andrea Vandom, Jordan Vincent, Svetlana Bershadsky and Angela Hawk
	      
 and all the administrative entities that I had the pleasure of working with this year.

Cheers to a year of memories and accomplishments,

[image: ]
Christopher G. Dunckle                                          
President, UCI Associated Graduate Students, ‘10/’11 Academic Year
president@ags.uci.edu                                    


		


Appendix A
Report of the Study Group on Student Housing
Section I: Undergraduate and Graduate Housing Issues and Recommendations
April 2011

Charge, Scope, Overview
This is Section I of a report from the Study Group on Student Housing, which was asked by Michael R. Gottfredson, Executive Vice Chancellor and Provost and Thomas Parham, Interim Vice Chancellor, Student Affairs to make recommendations to deploy housing resources in a way that is “aligned with our strategic plan, meets graduate and undergraduate educational goals and maximizes affordability.” Section I deals with student issues (see Appendix 1A).  Section II deals with Administrative and Resource Allocation issues, including Summer utilization.  The study group was further charged with: 
1. Reviewing and understanding current housing inventory and current rents;
2. Assessing student needs and demands;
3. Determining options for the deployment of our housing resources to best align with our strategic plan and educational goals; 
4. Recommending how best to align our housing practices with student affordability; and 
5. Evaluating the effectiveness of the current model of resource distribution supporting the housing operation.
In organizing this report, we collapsed elements 2-4 above into one section titled “Aligning Campus Goals and Student Needs.”  We also felt the need to add another category concerning the coordination of campus housing and the institutionalization of appropriate input and governance of all campus housing: “Coordinating and Administering Campus Housing.”  The study group has addressed the issue of the use of campus housing in the summer by placing it in a separate section “Managing Summer Income.”  
The study group was composed of the following members:
	
Gary Matkin (chair), Michael Arias, Beverly Chaney, Michael Dennin, Dan Dooros, Chris Dunckle, Frances Leslie, Ruth Mulnard, Sitara Nayudu, Diane O’Dowd, Richard Orr, Sharon Salinger, Andre Van Der Hoek (See Appendix 1 for group member titles and affiliations)

During the course of its study, the group or its chair interviewed a number of people, a list of which is presented in Appendix 2. It also reviewed a number of documents, listed in Appendix 4. The group also toured a selection of housing units (Mesa Court, Arroyo Vista and ACC Complex: Camino del Sol) on January 21, 2011 (for a schedule of this visit, see Appendix 6). The Group wishes to thank Lou Gill, Lisa Cornish, Dennis McCauliff, Connie Malone, Chuck Hayward, and the AGS internal committee that provided input for this report.  

The group identified three main housing units on campus, each under a different administration structure: Campus Housing, American Campus Community (ACC), and Irvine Campus Housing Authority (ICHA). The study considered each of these units, but it sought to be comprehensive in its approach. It began by developing a list of issues (Appendix 2) and an overlapping list of questions (Appendix 3) to be addressed. The group also identified the various users of campus housing (Appendix 8).  During the course of its investigation, the group determined that the ICHA had relatively little to do with either the issues or the questions that guided its inquiry.  While it is undoubtedly the case that students, both grad and undergrad, are housed in ICHA homes, no data is collected and UCI does not exert control over these tenancies.  Except for ICHA’s ability to supply tenants to otherwise vacant ACC units, and thereby help satisfy the terms of the ACC/UCI agreements, there is little current or potential interaction between ICHA and the other two units.  However, at some levels, coordination between ICHA and student housing is necessary to head off future contention issues.  

Currently, UCI has a total of about 12,300 “beds” in a number of different configurations, ranging from dormitory room housing with up to three undergraduates in one room, to full of apartments of one, two, and three bedrooms. These beds are distributed among graduates and undergraduates and among units administered by Campus Housing and ACC as shown in Schedule 1. 

The provision of campus housing for students, faculty and staff regularly receives national and international recognition for its design, programs, and adherence to the principles of sustainability. For instance, Vista del Campo garnered the Golden Nugget Award from Builder’s Magazine, the top design award in California, and the Pillars Award as the top national design award for an architectural component. Vista del Campo Norte was a finalist for these same two awards. Camino del Sol and Puerta del Sol were later LEED Certified Gold for sustainability. UCI housing for students and faculty is known around the world for its innovation and leadership. 

So, while there already are a number of issues the Study Group has to address, it should not be lost that UCI has among the best student, on-campus housing in the world. 

Housing and Campus Goals

The alignment of the use of housing resources with campus goals was a major consideration of the group and guided its investigation. Campus goals were derived from several sources, primarily the current campus strategic plan (Focus on Excellence: A Strategy for Academic Development 2005-2015) and also the campus Long Range Development Plan (2007). 

The Strategic Plan mentions housing a number of times (See Appendix 7 for a complete list), but its specific goals related to housing are summarized as follows: 

1. “Generate access to on-campus housing for at least 50 percent of the students, with a priority given to incoming undergraduate, graduate, and professional students. This housing will improve recruitment, reinforce intellectual community among the students, and create a more robust social life at UCI.” 
2. “Improve housing for graduate students:
· Increase on-campus housing at pricing and quality levels that will be effective in meeting the campus’s primary goal of attracting increased graduate enrollment of the highest caliber – up to accommodating 50 percent of state-funded graduate students by 2006.
· Subsidize off-campus housing.”
3. “Expand housing in University Hills and other sites on and off the campus to keep university housing available as a recruiting incentive and retention tool for new faculty and nationally recruited administrators and professional staff.” 
4. “Reinforce UCI’s commitment to building a diverse community on campus for its students, faculty and staff, including attention to:
· adequate and attractive housing for students, faculty and staff;
· physical spaces for community activities that connect the social and intellectual elements of the university”

For its purposes, the study group distilled these goals into two general goals:

For undergraduates, to foster academic success and increase retention.
For graduate students, to support the recruitment and retention of the most qualified students.  

These goals have been implemented by various methods, most particularly in the expression of guaranteed housing of various categories of students. See Appendix 9 for a schedule of these guarantees. 

Understanding Current Housing Inventory and Rents

Currently, UCI offers its students 12,334 living spaces (beds) with 26% allocated to graduate students and 74% to undergraduate students. Campus housing administers about 60% of the total beds, ACC administers about 40%. See Schedule 1. 
Currently, UCI houses about 44% of its students on campus, about 41.5% of its undergrads and 50.9% of its graduate students.  The campus has 12,334 beds available but had about 520 vacancies in the Fall, primarily due to a lack of demand based in rental rates for its newer units but also due to normal vacancies.  If all these vacancies were filled with students the campus could house about 46% of its students.  The 2007 Long Range Development plan calls for a total of 17,637 beds on campus by 2025-26. As of 2010, we had reached a total of 12,334 beds or 70 % of the total LRDP goal. While enrollment projections fluctuate, the current long range plan calls for a total student population of 32,000, 25% of which would be graduate students. 
In the Fall 2010 term, 98% of the beds were occupied with Campus Housing at 103% capacity and ACC was at 89% capacity. See Schedule 2. Of those beds currently designated as undergraduate housing about 100% were occupied (although because of overbooking in Campus Housing, there were still ACC vacancies in undergraduate housing). For graduate students, 87 % were occupied. The vacant spaces were primarily in ACC with Puerta del Sol having only 48% occupancy. 

In Fall 2010, demand exceeded supply for Campus Housing by about 1,000 requests. Supply exceeded demand for ACC spaces by about 520 spaces. (See Schedule 4). 

Rents for undergraduate students ranged from $ 506/month to $1164 /month and for graduate students from $350 /month to $1313/month. (See Schedule 10). However, these ranges do not take into account the type of living offered at the price. 
Aligning Campus Goals and Student Needs: Undergraduates
The charge to the study group asked for a study of student needs and demands, alignment of the deployment of housing resources with campus goals, and aligning housing practices with student affordability.  The group defined campus goals for undergrads as supporting academic success (particularly early in their academic careers) and retention, and, for grads, the successful recruitment of top students.  As noted earlier, the campus is close to meeting its overall goal of housing 50% of its students on campus, so the supply of housing is not currently an issue (although the supply of affordability housing certainly is, at least for graduate students).  Because of their differing needs, this section will address the student needs separately for undergrads and grads.
In general, the study group felt that undergraduate needs were being met and that housing was generally deployed according to campus goals.  At UCI the overall high quality of on-campus housing and the many programs associated with and offered through Campus Housing and the ACC appear to be effective in creating a supportive atmosphere for achieving academic success and a comfortable and productive living experience.  Nevertheless, there are a few issues that should be addressed.  The most important is allocation of “less expensive” housing among grads and undergrads.  The study group did an analysis of the financial impact of the most obvious shift – creating graduate student housing in the Campus Village complex but has not made a recommendation (see Schedule 13 and discussion on page 6).  Of course, affordability is always an issue, but, again, in general, there did not seem to be an issue with affordability for undergrad students that was not handled by student aid or other methods.  
The other issues we discovered are as follows.  
1. There is a trend toward year round housing for Campus Housing spaces as more international students are enrolled and as more students take advantage of Summer Session to complete their degrees in four years (ACC requires 12 month leases so this is not an issue in ACC spaces).  Often undergrads who desire to stay on campus either have to move during the summer or they are left in relatively isolated rooms with a transitory population of residents moving in and out around them during short summer stays.  Recommendation:  The housing coordinating group should address this issue and make accommodations for the growing number of students who want year round accommodations (between freshman and sophomore years and international students).
2. International students may need special attention, particularly in their freshman and sophomore years.  The campus goal of increasing international students as it seeks to achieve its goal of becoming a “Global Village” is an important consideration for our housing on campus.  In somewhat of a departure from one of the stated goals of the campus in creating an international  campus village on campus, the thinking now is that international students should be fully integrated into the life of the campus.  While this thinking does not entirely go against the idea of an international campus village, it will nevertheless place more international students into regular campus housing at all levels, particularly since international students are guaranteed four years of on-campus housing.  Housing counselors, resident assistants, housing administrators, and even food service operators and staff should be made aware of the special needs of international students.  Recommendation:  Campus housing personnel in both campus-owned and ACC housing (administrators, staff, resident assistants, counselors, food service staff) should be trained in recognizing and meeting the needs of international undergraduate students.    
3. While the campus guarantees on-campus housing to freshmen and sophomores, juniors and seniors also desire to live on or close to campus in affordable housing.  The campus does offer upper classmen on campus housing after other guarantees are met, but the campus does not have an explicit policy or set of practices to address this need.  And, there are beds available on campus (ACC – primarily Camino Del Sol) that are generally less expensive than in the community.  This issue should be addressed when the campus re-enters a growth period, no recommendation.    
4.  There seems to be some confusion over the full cost of undergraduate residence on the UCI campus when parking and food service is considered.  Particularly, there may be some miscommunication about the various plans that are associated with particular housing complexes.  Recommendation:  Campus Housing administration should review the communication of the full cost of campus residence and take appropriate steps, if any, to address any confusion.
Aligning Campus Goals and Student Needs: Graduate Students
While UCI is meeting its goal of housing over 50% of its graduate students on campus, meeting the various needs of graduate students is a challenge.  Chief among these challenges is the issue of housing affordability.  The lack of affordable housing on campus may have a negative effect on the most important role that campus housing can play in graduate education: the recruitment and retention of highly qualified graduate students.  
Several other issues related to graduate student housing are also important.  
1. There is a question about the equity among schools in the allocation of grad housing, particularly because of the normative time to degree policy.
2. There is confusion, controversy, and implementation difficulties with regard to the graduate student guarantee and housing assignments in general.
3. There seems to be a failure of communication with graduate students over important aspects of housing including policies, allocation of units, waitlist administration, infrastructure improvements (investments), and governance.
4. There is a student perception that there is a lack of coordination between Campus Housing and ACC with regard to transfers between the two housing groups.
The following addresses these issues.
Housing Affordability for Graduate Students.  
Defining “Affordability.”  The main animating issue addressed by this study group and the reason for its creation has to do with the affordability of campus housing for graduate students.  The study group recognizes that the main goal for graduate student housing on the campus is the recruitment and retention of highly qualified graduate students.  While the cost of housing has been the main issue, the study group also found that the configuration (studio, one-bedroom, etc.) and quality of the housing and the services provided are also important issues.  
As indicated earlier in this report, over 50% of all graduate students are housed on campus.  Schedule 7 shows the percent of graduate students by school that are housed on campus.  Schedule 10 shows the range of monthly rental rates by housing complex.  About 2500 graduate students of a total of about 5000 are housed on campus.  Monthly rental rates per bed for graduate students currently range from $350 per month (about 5 units in Verano Place) to $1313 per month (Puerto del Sol).  80% of graduate students are housed at rates at or below $637 per month (See Schedule 12).  Schedule 5 indicates that current vacancies in campus housing for graduate students range in monthly rate from $776/mo to $1213/mo. 
Based on these two schedules, it appears that the upper limit of the “affordability” at UCI for graduate student housing is somewhere between $637/mo and $800/mo, depending on configuration.  
However, the study group reviewed several alternative definitions of “affordability.”  Graduate students define affordability as a percentage of total support granted by the University with 30% given as a reasonable percentage (Graduate Housing Issue Report, February 2011).   The support given most graduate students falls below this standard.  However, there are a number of problems associated with defining housing affordability in reference to total graduate student support.  First, the level of student stipends is dependent on factors beyond the realm of housing costs.  Second, the cost of housing is relatively fixed over time and cannot be adjusted to variations in student support.  Third, graduate student support varies considerably from school to school.  Schedule 14 shows the average graduate student support per school for 2009, which ranged from $10,051 per year (Education) to $25,696 per year (Arts).   
On-campus housing costs can be compared with off campus housing costs.  Schedule 9 compares the rental rates of the vacant (and thus higher) rental rates with off campus rates.  Even those most expensive on-campus rates range from 4% to 28% less expensive than off campus rates.  
The study group reviewed graduate student occupancy for the Winter 2011 term (see Schedule 6).  It indicates that 83% of the occupied beds are in Campus Housing which are offered at rental rates below the estimation of affordability generated earlier (lower than $700/mo.).  
Converting Campus Village.  In order to further address the graduate student affordability issue, the study group considered the option of transferring some undergraduate housing to graduate student housing, partly on the assumption that undergraduates can afford  more expensive housing.  The only possibility for this transference, considering the complex configuration, would be to transfer between Campus Village and one of the more expensive properties (ACC).  If such a transfer were possible, this would have the effect of satisfying our graduate student goals, but at the expense of undergraduate housing goals.  Note that our graduate student housing goal of 50% is met, which undergrads are at about 44%.   
Undergraduates currently pay between $506-566 per month in Campus Village to live in a two bedroom, one bath apartment with four occupants (two to a room).  The only acceptable configuration for graduate student living would be to put only two grad students in an apartment with a shared bath.  To avoid a negative economic impact we would have to double the rate to approximately $1000 per month which would take this option beyond the “affordability” range.  

Using the “threshold affordability” of $700 per month as described above as a graduate student fee, the negative impact of shifting Campus Village from undergrad to grad would be approximately $500,000.  Each $100 increment (up or down in grad housing fee) would result in about a $410,000 change in this amount (see Schedule 13).

Possible Sources of Subsidy.  The study group identified several possible ways in which to subsidize graduate student housing.  Among them:

1. Charge higher rates on Campus Housing complexes, and use the additional funds to support grad student housing.  In effect this would be subsidizing grad housing from undergrad housing fees.
2. Identify cost savings or expense reductions in campus housing operations and use the savings to subsidize graduate housing.
3. Increase other revenue from housing operation (such as Summer) and use the excess to subsidize grad student housing.
4. Identify sources of funding related to housing such as the ACC ground lease or the housing reserve and use that to subsidize grad student housing.
The study group makes no recommendation as to which , if any, of these possibilities might be exploited.
Graduate Student Housing Assignment Among Schools.  

The study group analyzed the allocation of graduate student housing among schools.  Schedule 7 indicates that the percentage of graduate students housed varies considerably among schools.  However, the distribution seemed to cluster in the 55% to 65% range.  One possible reason for differential distribution might be the differing time-to-degree standards for each school since this measure establishes the length of time a grad student may continue to live on campus.  However, as Schedule 7 indicates, there does not appear to be a correlation between time to degree and percentage of graduates housed on campus.  This is shown more clearly in Schedule 8.  

Graduate Student Guarantee, Housing Assignment

The study group found the following related to the graduate guarantee:

1. The main issue for graduate students is that the cost of the more expensive housing on campus (ACC) be reduced below the threshold described above (about $700 per month).
2. The finances of new housing as currently constructed and as pertains to new construction will result in costs requiring higher rents than this threshold (given grad students’ strong preference for single room housing).  
3. The ACC agreements with the University require certain income and occupancy or it will negatively affect UCI budgets.
4. 12 month leases for ACC properties are required to assure conformance with ACC-University requirements.
5. UCI can “guarantee” designated target graduate students (Ph.D., MFA) on-campus housing although to satisfy that guarantee some grad students will have to be placed in the more expensive graduate housing.  
6. About 20% of graduate students currently have to be placed in ACC at rates above the affordability threshold to satisfy the guarantee.
7. The official graduate housing guarantee is stated to be normative time to degree minus one year (N-1).  However, the N-1 provision is not being followed.  
8. One effect of the current housing guarantee has been the reduction in the number of month-to-month leases offered by Campus Housing to those students in transition (and a reduction, therefore, in housing income).
9. Any increase in the number of month to month leases issued by Campus Housing would probably 
A. Negatively affect ACC occupancy and income; and
B. Have the positive effect of easing the problem of “out of sync” leasing terms between Campus Housing and ACC.
10. The Schools in their recruitment efforts want to be able to guarantee housing at or below the threshold rate and would prefer to be able to guarantee at a specific rate.
11. The current guarantee process has resulted in at least some students being surprised that they were placed in more expensive housing.
12. Guarantees of lower cost housing are difficult because of the unpredictability of Fall vacancies.  Such vacancy predictions, to be effective, must be predicted as early as February.
After considering these points, the study group came to the following recommendation.
Recommendation:  The graduate housing guarantee should be revised and restated as follows: 
Specified graduate students (Ph.D., MFA, and others as designated) will be guaranteed access to campus housing from matriculation until normative time to degree. If a student requests a specific housing type, complex, or rent limit, and it is not available at time of matriculation, student will be placed on a priority waiting list until the requested housing becomes available.  
This will require the following adjustments to the existing policy:
1. The maximum time of guarantee will be officially changed from normative time-to-degree minus one year (N-1) to normative time-to-degree (See schedule 8).
2. Each year in February, Campus Housing and ACC will provide the Graduate Dean with an estimate of the vacancies in housing for Fall by complex and cost range.  The Graduate Dean will allot a specific number of housing slots that are in the lower price range to each School requesting such allocation. This will allow Schools to offer their top recruits specific housing with a rent guarantee 
3. All students not guaranteed specific housing will be placed on a “priority wait list” administered by Campus Housing according to priorities created in agreement with the Graduate Dean.
4. A limited number of units devoted to temporary housing for incoming grad students will be established for students caught in the last minute transition/vacancy determination process (for no longer than Fall quarter).  This may mean that graduate students may be “doubled up” for a short time (two to a room).
5. The non-acceptance of offered housing under the guarantee will not mean that a student forfeits the right to the guarantee.  Rather, it means that the student will become a part of the priority wait list.
6. Elements 4 and 5 above will be utilized to reduce the number of non-guaranteed students in low cost housing.
7. Campus Housing should consider, with appropriate input, the elimination of the annual lease requirement.

Graduate Student Affordability Revisited

The recommendations so far and hereafter will not directly address the main issue that to meet our goal about 20% of our graduate students will be placed in “expensive” housing as defined (over $700.mo.).  As long as grad student stipends are limited to current amounts and as the campus faces increased construction and financing costs on newer units, “affordability” will remain an issue.  However, affordable grad housing will be expanded in 2012 as additional Verano Place housing becomes available.  And, through a more effective utilization of housing, say, in the summer, more funds may be available, leading to the following recommendation.  Recommendation: Additional funding (however defined) generated by the more effective use of campus housing assets should be allocated to a fund to support graduate students allocated by the Dean of Graduate Studies.

These funds could be in the form of “housing allowances” for those grads assigned the more expensive housing or for another purposes (including “top-off” awards) designed to support grad student recruitment.  

Communication With Graduate Students

Failures of communication, both perceived and actual, occur at several levels:
1. Policies and procedures for the allocation and pricing of, transfer between, and removal from, the various communities and sources provided.  These are different but well-defined.
2. Input about future construction including changes to existing buildings and landscaping.
3. Rules covering residential living.

Identifying the causes for an actual or perceived breakdown in communication is difficult for the study group.  The issues are both individual (individual grad students not understanding or knowing what they need to know) and collective (grad students as an organized group not feeling they have had a chance to provide input).  Information for individual students seems to be available on Web-posted policies and processes and through individual email communications.  Yet communications still fail.  Mechanisms for collective communication seem to be in place.  The Graduate Guarantee Implementation Group, for instance, has met with AGS representatives, and the AGS has an established group that is available to meet and represent grad student interests.  Recommendation: The UCI Housing Coordinating Group and the relevant AGS group should meet and determine how to improve both the actual communication between the administration of housing and the perceptions of such communications among graduate students.

This recommendation clearly relates to recommendations in Section II of this report regarding the administration of campus housing and its coordination.  It is also beyond the scope of this report to delineate either the form that AGS organization should take, or its role and authority in making decisions.  But we can emphasize that clear lines of communication and the assignment of responsibility for that communication should be clearly drawn.   

Coordination of Lease Terms and Transfers.  

There is one point of communication and coordination that deserves direct attention from the study group.  Graduate students are often faced with difficult choices imposed on them by the different leasing periods and policies between Campus Housing and ACC.  For instance, they may be asked to accept a guarantee of more expensive housing in ACC before they know that Campus Housing at lower rates may be available.  Or, they may want to transfer from Campus Housing to an ACC community but have to move into the new community before their current lease at Campus Housing has expired.  
Recommendation: The two groups should work on the coordination of start dates and identify any costs associated with this coordination.  Note: the change in the graduate guarantee which reestablishes month to month leases in come cases will significantly ameliorate this problem.  
[bookmark: _GoBack]While these individual subsidiary issues with graduate students may be addressed somewhat in isolation from overall coordination, there appears to remain a systematic issue of coordination.  The coordinating activities mentioned above appear relatively ad hoc and informal.  And, there are some changes in process.  The campus has hired a new Space Manager who might assume some responsibilities for coordination.  This issue is addressed more completely in Section II.
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Schedule 1
Number of Beds by Graduate/Undergraduate and UCI-Owned ACC

Fall 2010
	HOUSING TYPE
	UCI-OWNED
	ACC
	TOTAL
	%

	Undergraduate
	5378
	3743
	9121
	74%

	Graduate
	2141
	1072
	3213
	26%

	Total
	7519
	4815
	12334
	100%

	%
	61%
	39%
	100%
	





Schedule 2
Capacity, Occupancy, and Occupancy Rate By Complex
Fall 2010
	COMPLEX & CAPACITY
	BUDGETED CAPACITY
	ACTUAL OCCUPANCY
	OCCUPANCY %

	Mesa Court
	1748
	1905
	109

	Middle Earth
	1592
	1686
	106

	Campus Village
	776
	775
	100

	Arroyo Vista
	992
	978
	99

	Verano Place
	1065
	1057
	99

	Palo Verde
	1071
	1064
	99

	Total University Owned Beds
	7244
	7465
	103

	Vista Del Campo
	1488
	1481
	100

	VDC Norte
	1564
	1435
	92

	Camino del Sol
	1198
	1107
	92

	Puerta del Sol
	565
	272
	48

	Total ACC beds
	4815
	4295
	89

	Total # On Campus beds
	12059
	11760
	98






Schedule 4
Capacity Compared with Demand by Complex 2010-2011
	COMPLEX & CAPACITY
	BUDGETED CAPACITY
	APPLICATIONS, I.E. DEMAND
	SPACE-DEMAND

	
	2010-11
	2010-11
	2010-11

	Mesa Court
	3340
	3680
	(340)

	Middle Earth
	
	
	

	Campus Village
	1768
	2627
	(859)

	Arroyo Vista
	
	
	

	Verano Place
	2136
	1028 new apps for roughly 900 spaces
	(133)

	Palo Verde
	
	
	

	Total University Owned beds
	7244
	7335
	(1332)

	Total ACC beds
	4815
	
	

	Total # on-campus beds
	12059
	
	





Schedule 5
	Graduate Student Vacancy
March 2011
By Price/Configuration

	PRICE
	CONFIGURATION
	VACANCY

	$1,213.00
	Studio
	25

	$1,164.00
	1B/1B
	1

	$1,154.00
	1B/1B
	1

	$1,013.00
	Efficiency
	5

	$1,003.00
	2B/2B
	209

	$919.00
	2B/2B
	65

	$911.00
	2B
	5

	$776.00
	3/2 Shared
	3

	TOTAL
	
	314



Note that there were approximately 520 vacancies as of Fall 2010.  Since then, approximately 200 of those vacancies have been filled.


Schedule 6
	Graduate Student Occupancy

	Winter 2011

	By School/Complex

	
	ACC 1
	CAMPUS HOUSING 2

	School
	VDC
	VDCN
	PDS
	CDS
	Total ACC
	PV
	VP
	Total Campus Housing
	Total 3

	Arts
	12
	7
	8
	0
	27
	37
	25
	62
	89

	BioSci
	17
	16
	16
	0
	49
	107
	89
	196
	245

	Education
	6
	3
	4
	0
	13
	19
	10
	29
	42

	Engineering
	38
	14
	11
	0
	63
	197
	225
	422
	485

	Humanities
	13
	10
	3
	0
	26
	99
	110
	209
	235

	ICS
	13
	5
	3
	0
	21
	82
	102
	184
	205

	Law
	4
	11
	26
	0
	41
	31
	20
	51
	92

	Med
	26
	15
	25
	0
	66
	111
	43
	154
	220

	MBA/Business
	23
	9
	6
	0
	38
	30
	39
	69
	107

	PhySci
	23
	6
	13
	0
	42
	179
	166
	345
	387

	SocEcol
	7
	3
	2
	0
	12
	75
	72
	147
	159

	SS
	12
	11
	12
	0
	35
	90
	126
	216
	251

	Other
	
	
	
	
	
	2
	-
	2
	2

	TOTAL GRADS
	194
	110
	129
	0
	433
	1059
	1027
	2086
	2519



1 Source: supplemental information provided by ACC staff.
2 Source: supplemental information provided by Connie Malone.
3 Source: Office of Institutional Research: Total Student Headcount Enrollment, Fall 2010.



Schedule 7
Total Grads by School Compared with Grads Housed by School and Time to Degree (TTD)
2010
	SCHOOL
	TOTAL GRADS
	HOUSED
	% HOUSED
	TTD

	Arts
	146
	89
	61.0
	5.0

	BioSci
	398
	245
	61.6
	5.0

	Education
	167 1
	42
	25.1
	5.0

	Engineering
	720
	485
	67.4
	5.0

	Humanities
	413
	235
	56.9
	6.6

	ICS
	371
	205
	55.3
	5.0

	Law
	143
	92
	64.3
	-

	Medicine (Health Sciences)
	1234 2
	220
	17.8
	-

	Business
	207
	107
	51.7
	5.0

	PhySci
	518
	387
	74.7
	5.3

	SocEcol
	254
	159
	44.9
	5.4

	SocSci
	378
	251
	66.4
	5.4

	Other
	-
	2
	-
	-

	TOTAL
	4949
	2519
	50.9
	-



1 Excludes credential students
2 Consists of Medicine 1172; Pharm Sci 11; Public Health 25; and Nursing 26.




Schedule 8
Normal Time to Degree (NTTD) Compared to Percentage Occupancy by School
	
	NTTD1
	RANK
	% GRADS HOUSED
	RANK

	Humanities
	6.6
	1
	56.9
	6

	Social Sciences
	5.4
	2
	66.4
	3

	Social Ecology
	5.4
	2
	44.9
	9

	Physical Sciences
	5.3
	3
	74.7
	1

	Arts
	5.0
	4
	61.0
	5

	Biological Science
	5.0
	4
	61.6
	4

	Computer Science
	5.0
	4
	55.3
	7

	Engineering
	5.0
	4
	67.4
	2

	Education
	5.0
	4
	25.1
	10

	Business
	5.0
	4
	51.7
	8



1 Source: “Median Time to Advancement and Median Time-To-Degree, Degree Awarded (Fall 2005 to Spring 2010)”



Schedule 9
Comparison of Community Rents with Rental Rates of Vacant Graduate Housing
(Adjusted) Fall 2010
Month Rental Costs
	VACANCY
	CONFIGURATION
	UCI
	ADD
	IRVINE TOWN CENTER*
	% LOWER
	AVERAGE ALL IRVINE
	% LOWER

	11
	1B/1B
	1313
	
	1580
	16.9
	1606
	18.2

	25
	Studio
	1213
	
	1580
	23.2
	1606
	24.4

	1
	1B/1B
	1164
	
	1580
	26.3
	1606
	27.5

	1
	1B/1B
	1154
	
	1580
	26.9
	1606
	28.1

	5
	Efficiency
	1013
	
	-
	-
	-
	-

	209
	2B/2B
	2106
	
	2413
	12.7
	2195
	4.0

	65
	2B/2B
	1938
	
	2413
	19.6
	2195
	11.7

	5
	2B
	1922
	
	2413
	20.3
	2195
	12.4



*Includes estimate of services provided in UCI rent ($140 for $1B, $280 for 2B)


Schedule 10

Rents Per Month by Complex

Undergraduate 
	Campus Housing 
		Campus Village			506-566
		Residence Halls			766-1112
		Range				506-1112

ACC
	Vista del Campo		678-1069
	VDC  Norte			547-1164
Camino del Sol			750-990
	Range				678-1164

	Total Range Undergraduate	506-1164
Graduate

Campus Housing 
	Verano Place 			350-634
	Palo Verde 			542-997
	Range 				350-997

ACC
	Vista del Campo		776-1154
	VDC Norte			919-1164
	Puerta del Sol			1003-1313
	Range 				776-1313

	Total Range Graduate		350-1313



Schedule 11
(BLANK)


Schedule 12
Distribution of Graduate Students by Rental Rate (Approximate)
	RANGE
	# GRAD STUDENTS
	%

	$350-634.mo
	2013
	80.0

	757-897
	144
	5.7

	900-1013
	260
	10.3

	1154-1213
	67
	2.6

	1313
	35
	1.4

	Total Graduate Students Housed
	2519
	100.0







Schedule 13

Campus Village Analysis
	
	UNDERGRAD
	GRAD @ $700/MONTH
	GRAD @ $800/MONTH

	Inventory
	776
	388
	388

	Fee/month
	$530
	$700
	$800

	Revenue/month (in thousands)
	$411
	$272
	$310

	
	
	
	

	Total revenue 9 months
	$3,699
	$2,448
	$2,790

	Summer
	$150
	$816
	$930

	Total
	$3849
	$3264
	$3720

	Vacancy factor 10%
	(385)
	(326)
	(372)

	Total
	$3,464
	$2,938
	$3,348

	Difference
	$526
	
	$116





1

Schedule 14
	New Ph.Ds Per Capita Net Stipend* by School

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Year
	Arts
	Biological
Sciences
	Business
	College of 
Health 
Sciences
	Education
	Engineering
	Humanities
	ICS
	Medicine
	Physical Sciences
	Social Ecology
	Social Sciences
	Campus

	2002
	0
	17,204
	18,656
	 
	0
	7,739
	10,506
	19,483
	24,297
	15,741
	13,757
	10,554
	12,273

	2003
	8,646
	15,597
	21,348
	 
	0
	8,671
	8,813
	14,899
	24,890
	16,814
	14,189
	9,111
	11,445

	2004
	16,488
	17,312
	19,705
	 
	0
	5,811
	8,587
	14,459
	14,144
	16,610
	12,471
	10,320
	11,285

	2005
	23,133
	12,946
	11,649
	 
	0
	6,324
	13,403
	19,089
	18,774
	17,724
	15,446
	11,963
	12,303

	2006
	13,745
	18,170
	25,963
	 
	0
	12,721
	11,665
	18,778
	22,383
	18,761
	20,306
	13,144
	15,482

	2007
	16,106
	20,638
	26,246
	 
	10,387
	12,837
	15,232
	21,929
	16,628
	19,179
	16,220
	17,182
	17,167

	2008
	12,166
	19,062
	24,605
	18,303
	10,320
	9,405
	14,261
	14,632
	24,226
	19,093
	14,828
	15,816
	15,601

	2009
	25,696
	18,168
	21,914
	20,191
	10,051
	11,036
	15,316
	21,815
	20,692
	19,426
	14,080
	13,852
	16,017

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Excluded MDs
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Note: The grad student housing guarantee was initiated in 2005.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	* Per Capita Net Stipend calculation based on per capita total support minus average Resident and Non Resident Fees
	
	
	
	
	
	
	





Schedule 15
	New UCI Doctoral Data Report

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Year
	New Ph.Ds 
enrolled in Fall
	Ph.Ds Yield
	New Ph.Ds 
Per Capita 
Net Stipend*
	Average GRE Verbal
	Average GRE Quantitative
	Average GRE Analytical
	Average GRE Analytical Writing
	Average Undergrad GPA

	2002
	556
	46%
	12,273
	75.7
	97.3
	89.1
	6.0
	3.5

	2003
	546
	45%
	11,445
	538.3
	671.6
	642.6
	4.7
	3.5

	2004
	502
	44%
	11,285
	540.3
	695.0
	655.6
	4.7
	3.5

	2005
	504
	44%
	12,303
	525.8
	684.6
	619.0
	4.6
	3.5

	2006
	481
	42%
	15,482
	549.6
	696.5
	671.3
	4.6
	3.5

	2007
	612
	46%
	17,167
	540.6
	712.0
	704.1
	4.4
	3.6

	2008
	546
	45%
	15,601
	544.7
	707.7
	 
	4.4
	3.5

	2009
	454
	42%
	16,017
	541.4
	716.8
	 
	4.2
	3.5

	2010
	497
	45%
	 
	538.5
	719.6
	 
	4.2
	3.4

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Excluded MDs
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	* Per Capita Net Stipend calculation based on per capita total support minus average Resident and Non Resident Fees
	
	






Appendix B
Graduate Housing Issue Report, February 2011 

I. Affordability [21]
· Housing is the single largest expense graduate students have [1] [T1,T2,T4,T5].
· 90% of graduate students at UCI pay rent above the federal guideline of 30% of income [2,3,5].
· No affordable housing options exist off-campus in a 5-mile radius around UCI [1].
· Of first year students, only 10% requested an ACC community as their first choice [1].  Over 50% of all first year students were assigned to ACC communities [17].
· Of the same group, 60% requested Verano Place [1].
· The mismatch between affordable rent by stipend and ACC rent is stark, as shown in Table 1 and 2 from UC pay scales and rent [4,5].

Table 1. Affordability Estimates for Low, Medium, and High-Earning Graduate Students based on UC Academic Salary Pay Scales at 50% Appointment [4,5,12]
	Academic Pay Scale
	Annual Gross Income Estimate
	Maximum Affordable Rent/Month (30%)

	GSR 1 (Lowest Pay)
	$16,650
	$416.25

	Teaching Assistant*
	$16,969
	$424.25

	GSR 5 (Medium Pay)
	$22,320
	$558

	GSR 10 (Highest Pay)
	$31,776
	$795


*This figure reflects a $332.50/annum pay increase instated on February 1, 2011.

Table 2: Percentage of Monthly Income Low, Medium, and High-Earning Graduate Students Must Spend on Rent at UCI’s Privately Owned Housing Communities*[4,5,12]
	
	Vista del Campo
	Vista del Campo Norte
	Puerta del Sol

	Lowest Monthly Rent, Per Student
	$776
	$919
	$1003

	GSR I
	56%
	66%
	72%

	TA
	55%
	65%
	71%

	GSR 5
	42%
	49%
	54%

	GSR 10
	29%
	35%
	38%


*All rates and figures reflect 2010-11 academic year.


II. Communication and Transparency
· Housing policies are inconsistently applied to graduate students [6] [T2,T3].
· During recruitment, the low availability of Verano and PV housing is not communicated.
· Verano and Palo Verde are often used to assure recruits that affordable and family housing is available near UCI [T2] [13,14,15,16].
· Upon acceptance, many students are shocked that the only housing offered is in ACC communities [T2,T4][13,16].
· Leases and Placement
· There is a mismatch between PV/VP, VDC, and PDS housing lease dates [7][T3,T4].
· Procedures for transfers and breaking leases are unclear, and inconsistently enforced [T2,T3].
· Waitlist
· It is not clear whether a housing waitlist actually exists, and if it does, the number of students on it [2,6].  Figures that have been cited suggest that nearly a quarter of UCI’s graduate students think they are on the housing waitlist; some for over 5 years [T2,T3].
· The AGS Internal committee is aware of only a small number who have been placed into housing via the waitlist.  
· However, many people have seemingly circumvented the waitlist by making repeated requests to housing staff; making the waitlist the exception not the rule [T2,T3].
· As an example of the lack of communication, many faculty are unaware of the above and continue to use affordable housing as a recruitment tool, leading to a culture of bait-and-switch.
III.  Governance
· The organizational structure of housing is unclear, leaving graduate students with no recourse for addressing problems and concerns [T2, T4].  
· $55,000, at 30 years with 5% interest, of housing money spent modifying a turnout on Anteater Road as requested by faculty to fix a problem of questionable validity.  Cheaper solutions to the problem were offered by PVRC and ignored [8].
· New Childcare facility being constructed in new Verano.  The cost of the facility will be absorbed into Housing, but only 25% of usage is by graduate student children [9].
· Graduate students were surveyed regarding the development of new construction in Verano [19].  However, communication ceased after the initial survey, and graduate students played no part in the actual decision making process.  
· A cat ban was implemented over the objections of an organized opposition by graduate students; proposed alternatives were rejected without explanation. 
· Puerta del Sol was designed to house 561 graduate students (565 beds with 4 for staff) [10,18], but as of Feb 2011, houses 160 [18].  Despite being built as a graduate community, it also houses 131 non-graduate student residents, including faculty, postdocs, and visiting scholars [18,20].  This could have been avoided if graduate students were consulted regarding the trade-offs between cost and amenities.
· Graduate students often express concern that housing is not managed with any of their interests or values in mind [2].
IV. Solutions
· Affordability
· Any future housing should prioritize affordability and meet federal affordability guidelines.
· Immediately begin phasing in need-based rent subsidies for graduate student housing.
· Bring GSR and TA incomes in line with housing affordability
· Pace salary increases with rent increases.  
· Adjust recruitment to match available funding[footnoteRef:1]  [1: While AGS acknowledges the value of the Strategic Plan, the current fiscal climate at UCI is unprecedented.] 

· Do not assign incoming students to Puerta del Sol unless requested. 
· Allow students to defer guarantee for one year if they are assigned housing they cannot afford.
· Communication and Transparency
· End cat moratorium and actively involve graduate students in determining a new cat policy. 
· Overhaul the current waitlist. 
· Continuously update all names on the list and consolidate Palo Verde and Verano to a unified waitlist.
· Update the waitlist policies, including instituting a fair exception policy, and follow the policies consistently.
· Provide students on the waitlist with reasonable time estimates.
· Actively involve graduate students in any decision-making concerning the graduate guarantee.  
· No changes should be made to the guarantee without consulting AGS and comprehensively surveying the graduate and professional student body.  
· Any adjustments to the guarantee should be tabled until the other problems outlined here are addressed.
· Accurately represent housing costs, availability, and policies to students.
· Require recruiters to familiarize themselves with current information.
· Make such information readily accessible in recruitment materials and online. 
· Streamline transfer policies between ACC and GFH communities
· Allow students to defer renewal decisions at ACC until GFH has extended offers. 
· Match lease periods between ACC and GFH communities.
· Consider re-introducing month-to-month leases.
· Governance
· Any cost savings in graduate housing should be reinvested into graduate housing
· Future housing should be built and managed by UCI to make housing more responsive to graduate student residents. 
· Residents should be actively involved in the governance of their communities in order to best reflect their needs. 
· Policies and record-keeping  between GFH communities should be made as consistent as possible. 
· Revise placement policies
· Require GFH to implement placement surveys similar to those of ACC and make them available to potential roommates
· Give students more choices and increased time to determine compatibility with potential roommates. 
· Include AGS and resident council representatives with votes on all housing-related decision-making bodies.
· Create a database to manage all resident-related data for GFH.
· AGS will facilitate this process if needed.[footnoteRef:2]  [2: A database will allow housing staff to easily maintain the waitlist and transfers, maintain occupancy data, track students’ guarantee status, store student data, generate statistics about different housing aspects, etc.] 
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Also attached are a series of Testimonials, cited above as “T#,”  chosen to select common attitudes and actual experiences of graduate students and their housing concerns.




Testimonials 
T1

My housing is unaffordable. My housing is 1348 per month and my stipend is
2025 per month. My rent is 66.6% of my income. Moreover, Puerta del Sol
admits that the monthly payment of 1313 is not monthly rent, it is the
monthly installment, and the rent is really more than that, but the
difference between monthly rent and monthly installment is paid up front.
They have also alerted me that my rent will not be the same next year,
even if my stipend is the same, suggesting that next year, my housing will
be more than 67% of my income. This does not include a clothing washing
machine or dryer, which together costs roughly $2 per load, and
electricity or phone service.

T2

My name is [redacted] and I am a third year graduate student in the Department of Biological Chemistry. I would first like to give a brief background of myself and my family, and then share some thoughts on our experience with UCI graduate housing.  I came to UCI through the Cellular and Molecular Biology (CMB) PhD program in the Fall of 2008. My wife and I both moved here from Brigham Young University in Provo, Utah on July 7th, 2008 and accepted a housing offer given to us through the graduate housing guarantee. [Redacted], my wife, had worked from the time we moved to UCI until August of 2010, and we had our first baby September of 2010. Due to the nature of her work, [she] was not given an option to return to work after she took her maternity leave.  We currently live in a one bedroom apartment in the newer side of Palo Verde (Unit H).
With that introduction, I would like to share my experience as a married graduate student living on campus at Palo Verde.  We received an offer from Palo Verde on May 20, 2008 for an L Unit (2 bedroom townhome) Palo Verde. Rent at the time was $1438.00 per month, which was clearly out of our budget (nearly 70% of the stipend that I receive). The offer was a bit of a shock to us, especially considering the approximately 10 other more affordable options that we listed in our original housing application (for us, affordability was among the most important concerns). However, we decided to accept the offer, thinking that we should be grateful for being offered anything at all. At the time, we thought it was a take it or leave it type of offer, and were not aware of any possibility of discussing with the housing administration a more affordable option. Which leads me to my first couple of suggestions for improving the housing system: make sure new admits understand that there is some flexibility to discuss their offer if it does not meet their needs. Also, in our experience, even though affordability was our biggest concern, we were assigned the most unaffordable unit. When we submitted our ranked list of units that we would be willing to take (ranked from least to most expensive), the unit we were assigned was the most expensive and at the bottom of our ranked list. In fact, I recall we had removed that unit from our list of acceptable apartments.
So we accepted our offer and moved in on July 7th, 2008. As we were in the process of signing the paperwork to pick up our keys we voiced our concern about the high rent to Patsy Nydam, the PV assignments administrator. We let her know that we had enough savings to cover the rent for a few months, but we would not be able to sustain the cost. She understood our concern and gave us the paperwork for a transfer request, which we submitted the same day (the transfer request was for a cheaper unit in either PV or Verano). We left her office with the original apartment we had been assigned, but we also felt that we had reached a verbal agreement that we would be assigned a more affordable unit, likely during the Fall semester after most of the new students moved in. We were never reassigned to a cheaper unit.
We patiently waited for a new housing assignment, assuming that eventually our turn would come since we were on the waiting list (or so we thought). That brings us to January 2010; we had presumably been on the waiting list about 18 months. With our savings of nearly $12,000 completely gone (all spent on rent), we felt the urgency to more actively pursue a cheaper apartment. We had calculated that after April 2010 we would not be able to pay rent anymore. We had also learned later in January 2010 that we were pregnant, which added significantly to the financial burden. Since our ultimate goal was (and still is) to transfer to Verano Place we contacted Gail Roy (Jan 19, 2010), the Associate Director at Verano Place. She was referred to us by a previous student that had successfully been transferred from PV to Verano a few months prior to that time. We met with her on Jan 22, 2010. The meeting was short and brief. We explained our situation and she expressed some concern and directed us to the waiting list, suggesting we update our information and family status (the addition of a baby). We felt that we were basically told to wait like everyone else.
A few days later we walked into the Palo Verde offices to discuss our situation, and were fortunate to talk to Gerald Parham, the PV housing director, for a few minutes. He also suggested to update our wait list information, and made an even stronger suggestion to find housing off campus, which was extremely disheartening for us. We had actually looked into that option already, and I am sure you are aware that the money saved in rent goes toward other new costs (traveling to campus, gas, parking permits, utilities, etc). Also, why should we even have to consider looking for off campus housing when UCI advertises guaranteed housing?
Gerald had also informed us to discuss our situation with Shauntay Larkins, the current assignments supervisor.  We contacted her by email on Jan 31, 2010, received no response after a week and contacted her again on Feb 7, 2010. We received a response the next day to let us know that she was not able to address our concern at the time, and would get to it within 48-72 hours. We didn’t receive a response so we contacted her again on Feb 16 and Feb 22, 2010. We finally received a response on Feb 22, 2010 in which she let us know that there were many students that had contacted her with similar transfer requests, and that she would send a more general email on transfer policies shortly. We received that email on Feb 26, 2010, which basically said that because of our annual contract we are not allowed to transfer between communities. She specifically said “With respect to transferring between communities, annual leaseholders are prohibited from doing so because they have a June 30th lease end date and are expected to honor the terms of their contract with the University.” We were also encouraged to transfer within the Palo Verde community.
At that point we were feeling quite confused for a couple reasons. First, we had been waiting for a transfer offer within PV for over 19 months; and secondly, we had seen several people under the annual contract transfer between communities. What made them so special that they could move between communities? We were also very confused because by that time we had realized the UCI housing website (http://www.housing.uci.edu/prospective/graduate/index.asp) had this statement in big red letters:
Housing Spaces Still Available for 2009-10. Apply NOW!
Call (949) 824-6811 or email Housing@uci.edu for more information.
We had been under the impression this statement also included Palo Verde and Verano. We also received many reports from people in Verano Place that there were multiple empty apartments in their area and signs posted in laundry areas looking for people to fill empty apartments. At one point we had actually found a couple that wanted to move out of Verano, and asked if we would to take their apartment. We presented the option to PV and Verano and it was swiftly rejected by both communities.
Shauntay’s email also mentioned an exceptions committee that met twice a month to discuss people who felt they had “extenuating circumstances”, so on March 1, 2010 we again contacted Shauntay requesting to meet with her to get more information on the committee. We met with her on March 3 and we had the paperwork prepared by March 4, which was the day of the next committee meeting. We included with the paperwork a statement emphasizing our need to be transferred to a more affordable unit, as well as charts and graphs to emphasize our financial hardship since the time we moved to UCI (details down to every penny), pay stubs, bank statements, even tax documents. All of which emphasized the same thing: we literally would not be able to pay the rent after April 2010. We also gave them a budget summary showing that after removing the rent cost from my stipend (about 67% of the stipend) and the other necessary bills we had, we would be left with $14.77 in our budget (which also had to cover the cost of food). To this day I still don’t eat lunch because we cannot afford it.We received notice on March 11, 2010 that our petition to the exceptions committee had been denied. It specifically stated that we had “not yet fully explored options within our community to ease the financial burden”, and they could not justify moving us to the top of the waitlist ahead of other applicants. We had also been directed to contact Student Accounts to “discuss alternate payment arrangements” for when we could not cover our rent. We had actually done that already (and made mention of it in our petition). The only help they could offer was to let us defer one month of rent with the requirement that by the time the next month’s rent is due we have to pay the previous month’s rent and the current month’s rent in full. That was an unacceptable short term solution to what we clearly showed would be a long term problem. To us it was the least logical solution they had suggested.
            	When we received the denial of our petition we were told to contact Kerri Sherwood from Palo Verde and Gail Roy from Verano for further information. I essentially wrote a rebuttal to what was stated in the petition and emphasized that (1) we had already “explored” other options within Palo Verde with no success, (2) requested to know where we are on the wait list, and (3) reminding them again that Student Accounts could not offer us an appropriate solution to our problem. This was sent to Kerri Sherwood, Shauntay Larkins, and Gail Roy. Gail Roy responded the next day, stating many students request to move from PV to Verano because of financial hardship. She wrote, “We deny all of the requests because the majority of students (with or without children) have financial issues. We do not consider financial issues a priority.” We feel financial issues is a major problem and should be made a priority. She reiterated their situation of having to relocate the current Verano students that lived in the recently torn down buildings. Lastly, she said “You will get into Verano eventually, but it will probably be sometime next academic school year.” We are seriously considering holding her to that statement. We also find it interesting that within a timeframe of a couple of weeks we had Shauntay tell us there is absolutely no way a transfer between communities will be allowed, and we had Gail tell us that eventually we would get into Verano; huge discrepancy there.
            	The response I received from Shauntay Larkins was very shocking for us. Recall that we had been on the waitlist since the day we moved in on July 7, 2008. Shauntay informed us that there was no record of us going on the waitlist that day. The only waitlist records dated back to Jan 31, 2010, which was the day we “updated” our family status after talking to Gail Roy. We thought we had been on the waitlist since 2008, but they have absolutely no records of us being placed on the waitlist until January 2010! Shauntay thought that what may have happened was that the waitlist paperwork never got processed when we moved in, because when we signed the contract for the unit we were assigned, we also signed an agreement to be removed from the waitlist (standard procedure for all contracts). So we may have never been placed on the waitlist because we had just signed a contract for a unit the same day. Regardless, we were never placed on the waitlist in July 2008. Shauntay did a search for our position on the waitlist. There were 1589 total applicants on the list, 1182 of them waiting to get into Palo Verde and/or Verano Place. We were dead last on the list of 1182 applicants, with 1181 people ahead of us on the list. Shauntay then told us to talk to Gerald Parham if we had further questions.
            	Kerri Sherwood did not respond to the email I had sent her, but I assume since she was CC’d on the email I received from Shauntay that she would have told me the same thing.
            	At that point Palo Verde said the best option they could offer us was a two bedroom flat (Unit I or J) which was only $54 cheaper than the rent we were paying at the time. That was the only option they gave us, which clearly was not an affordable option. We felt it was necessary to take our problem to a higher authority, so on March 12, 2010 we went as high as we could go by contacting Lisa Cornish, Senior Executive Director of Student Housing. We met on about March 15, 2010 and had a very interesting discussion. We explained our situation to her, emphasizing again the fact that we could not continue to pay the rent and that we also had a baby on the way in September 2010. Her exact response was, “Well it looks like you are in quite a pickle!” She then went on to explain that our only record of going on the waitlist was in January 2010 and there was no record of us even applying in July 2008. I had been so frustrated about the waitlist by that point that I shared with her my doubts regarding its fair use, or even its existence. She then pulled out of a filing cabinet a huge list of applicants printed from a dot matrix printer. To my best recollection there was information about who had applied, to what community, the date they applied, and some other information that I can’t recall at the moment. Sure enough though, she found my name on it with the application dated to January 2010.
At that point she informed us that several years ago they were able to make exceptions based on financial hardship, but now they can’t because they estimate about 90% of the students are facing financial hardship and they can’t accommodate all of them. Also, moving to Verano Place was not an option because of the buildings that were being torn down. She asked if a one bedroom in Palo Verde was a suitable option for us. We told her we could afford that (it was about $500 cheaper than the unit we were in at the time). But we also let her know that with a baby on the way, we would eventually need a two bedroom apartment and would only be able to afford Verano Place. Naturally, she made no promises on that issue. It was clear her end goal was to get us into a unit we considered affordable. So she called Gerald Parham at Palo Verde put him on speakerphone. She simply asked him if there were any one bedroom apartments available. We heard a couple clicks in the background as he searched and sure enough, a few seconds later he responded saying that there was one available. She asked him to put it on hold and told us we could have a couple days to decide if we wanted to take it. And as simple as that, a problem we had been fighting over the previous 21 months was resolved in a matter of minutes with one simple phone call from Lisa Cornish! I also find it very curious that there were no one bedroom options available in Palo Verde on Friday March 12, but somehow over the weekend a one bedroom unit suddenly became available by 1pm on Monday March 15.
Needless to say, we accepted the offer. We didn’t have much of a choice at that point because we had less than $100 to our name. It wasn’t the ideal solution that we hoped for, mainly because it wasn’t a two bedroom in Verano Place, but also because it was on the 3rd floor (which I assume you could imagine is tough for a pregnant woman, especially when the doctor tells her to avoid stairs at all costs). But by that point we were so relieved about the $500 in rent that we would be saving that we accepted the offer. Kerri Sherwood gave us an informal offer on the unit by March 17, 2010, to which we agreed. By March 24, 2010 the formal offer with all the details was drafted, we accepted it, and then we moved into our new one bedroom unit in Palo Verde on April 23, 2010. We got back on the waitlist for a unit in Verano Place the next day.
We currently reside in the same one bedroom unit and with the addition of a newborn we are starting to feel the need for a second bedroom. Our son sleeps in the same room with us and is a very light sleeper. The doctor says on average a 4 month old baby should sleep at least 4 to 6 hours straight. On a good night our son’s longest sleep is about 2 hours, and he usually wakes up about once every hour. We basically can’t even roll over in bed without waking him up. As you could imagine, it is very stressful for us, and it is even affecting my ability to perform at what I would consider an acceptable level as a graduate student. I find myself coming into lab late and unprepared far too often, and I think lack of sleep is the key reason for that. Our doctor mentioned that the best solution to that kind of sleeping issue is to give the baby its own quiet space to sleep, and suggested we find a place with a second bedroom. The reason I am sharing our current living conditions is to emphasize a need for more affordable housing. All two bedroom units in Palo Verde are far too expensive for our budget. There are many units in Verano Place that have two bedrooms at a similar rate we are paying now, and from what we have experienced they seem to be in the highest demand. It only seems logical in this case that if that is where the greatest demand is, then that is the goal that should be aspired to. I think it is ridiculous to see UCI building luxury apartments when, according to Lisa Cornish, 90% of the students are facing serious financial hardship (i.e. can’t pay the rent).
In regards to our experience with the transfer process, we feel it is a system that needs to be completely redesigned. I know this may be a naive statement, but whether we live in Palo Verde or Verano Place, we write our rent checks out to the same group. For that reason there should be absolutely no difficulties transferring between housing communities. I also feel that UCI needs to take care of its internal affairs before dealing with new admits. By that I mean they should allow the existing residents to transfer prior to assigning units to the new admits. We have been waiting longer, so shouldn’t we get first priority over the new students? However you look at it, there is a major problem with the transfer process that needs to be fixed.
I hope this lengthy description of our experience with UCI housing is helpful. My wife has also read through this and feels it is an accurate description of our experience. If I can be of assistance in any way with regards to housing I am very willing to help. I also have email records of all the conversations mentioned above, as well as the Exceptions Committee paperwork I submitted. If you feel they would help I will gladly forward them to you. I wish you the best of luck with all your endeavors in resolving issues concerning UCI housing. From what I have experienced in the past, you’re going to need all the luck you can get!

T3

I moved into Palo Verde when I started school three and a half years ago.  I loved my apartment: it was big, well maintained, affordable, and close to campus.  The community was great also, without the excessive rules of Vista del Campo, grills and open spaces for weekend barbecues, and with generally helpful office staff.  I was quite happy to stay there while I wanted to live alone.

After I'd been in PV for two years, my boyfriend and I decided we wanted to move in together the next year, and I started the process of figuring out how to apply for the joint apartment, planning to stay in PV because I'd been so happy there.  Also, I have guinea pigs and we were planning on getting a cat, so VdC wasn't an option, and it was heading into the Verano construction so we figured we couldn't get a space there.

I spent several hours wandering through the housing website, attempting to figure out what we needed to do to get an apartment together, and eventually gave up.  The website said it was possible, but didn't tell me how.  My next step, in January of last year, was to stop by the housing office in the student center to ask how to do it.  They said I needed to apply in the PV office, so I headed there.  The staff there was very nice and helpful, and gave me the paperwork that I needed to fill out.  I had concerns about how the lease would be handled, because my boyfriend was coming from VdC where the lease ended in September, while my PV lease ended at the end of June, and they assured me that they would work it out.  I was never given the impression that we might not get placed, and left happily thinking of the wonderful apartment we'd get.

Months went by.  My boyfriend told VdC of his intent not to sign the lease, when meant we really had to find a place to live or he'd be homeless, but we weren't worried: PV had said we'd get placed.  Then it came time for the PV lease signing.  We hadn't gotten a call yet for the new apartment, so I came in to ask them what I was supposed to do.  Suddenly, the story was drastically different.  I was told that they couldn't guarantee us a new apartment, and that if I resigned my lease but wasn't placed with my boyfriend that I couldn't break the new lease to move somewhere else with him.  I asked if they could estimate when I'd get placed, and they refused.  I asked where I was on the waitlist, and I was told that there was no list.  Finally, I was told that I had until the end of that business day to decide if I wasn't to re-sign my PV lease.  The choice was A. re-sign, gambling on being place before my boyfriend's lease ran out, knowing he'd be homeless if we weren't placed, or B. not sign, and move off campus, knowing we might be placed any day.

I chose not to re-sign.  We did some quick research, and now we live in Stanford Court.  I try to make the best of it: we're living together, we have a cat, it's close to campus, but basically I'm terribly angry about it.  The rent at our place is $1524/month for a 1 bedroom apartment.  If we could have been on campus we'd have two bedrooms and be paying hundreds less a month.  Then there's the shenanigans that went on with the waitlist.  I know there is a waitlist, and I know they have shown it to residents before: the week before I was told there was no list, a friend of mine asked to see where she was on the list and was shown the file.  Another friend wanted to move in with her boyfriend, and decided to circumvent the process.  She told the PV office that her current roommate was awful and she absolutely had to move, which wasn't at all true, so that she could get placed somewhere else, and finagled it so that she was placed with her boyfriend.  I followed all the rules and got screwed and live off campus now.  The lesson I learned: I should be more of a bitch when dealing with office staff - maybe it will get me what I want.  Listening to other people's stories, the trend I've seen is that pushy people get what they want, while polite people who follow the rules are ignored.

At this point, I don't know what to tell prospective grad students when they ask about housing here.  It was always only marginally affordable, and the options just get more expensive and more restrictive.  Puerta del Sol is outrageous in price, and the new cat ban is a big turn off.  Add those things in to my experiences attempting to get placed with my boyfriend, and I can't honestly tell prospective grad students that UCI housing is a good place to live.




T4

Here's a written account of the concerns I voiced at the Town Hall Meeting last week.  I hope my story and others can help lead to some positive changes.

I'm in my first year at the Law School.  After I committed to attending UCI for Law School, I immediately filled out my housing application.  I believe I was among the first people to fill it out as I submitted the application as soon at it was available to me.  On the application, the housing office noted that housing in Verano Place would be limited, but there was no mention that it would only be open to families at turned out to be the case (until people off the waitlist were later admitted.)  As a result, I still listed Verano first because it was closest to the Law School and the least expensive in hopes of getting lucky.  I listed every two and three bedroom housing option as a possibility.  In addition, I listed Palo Verde as my second choice figuring I would likely end up there because of the limited Verano housing.  I also listed every two and three bedroom option as a possibility.  In both instances, I recall putting three bedrooms first because they were the least expensive.  Through my housing application, it was pretty clear that I was looking for the least expensive housing possible.  The application only required two options and since those were the only two options I wanted because all the ACC properties were significantly more expensive, that is all I listed.

On May 14th, I received an email that said "Congratulations! You have been placed in Puerta del Sol..."  I was furious given that my two bedroom would cost $1,003 a month, well above what I wanted to spend so within ten minutes of receiving the email I called the number for Puerta and was told I had to call the UCI housing office.  I called the housing office and was told the only thing I could do was go on the wait list for Verano or Palo Verde and risk giving up my housing guarantee, I was given no other options.  In addition, that same day Puerta sent an additional email stating "While we understand that you may not have requested Puerta del Sol as your first choice, please know that the spaces in Verano Please and Palo Verde are extremely limited and we are unable to accommodate every one's request. In order to guarantee your ability to remain a part of the graduate housing guarantee, we encourage you to accept this offer as it is unlikely that Verano Place or Palo Verde will be able to accommodate you this year."  I'm guessing this email was generated after many people in my situation had called the housing office to complain.  That same day I also contacted the law school administration in hopes of making a change and emailed the Graduate Guarantee email as I was told to do over the phone in hope of making a change and voicing my concerns, but neither avenue was able to help.  All the law school could do was increase my loans so I would be able to pay rent as they did not have my influence in the housing office.  The Graduate Guarantee email led to what looked like a form response explaining how all the amenities (that I have no need for) led to the higher cost and my additional questions in a follow up email were answered with a vague response along the line of: you may be able to change housing the coming year, but you will have to go through the waitlist and we'll have lots of people to place for the Fall 2011 graduate guarantee.

In the end, I accepted my placement at Puerta del Sol because I knew I was working a job that was literally 24 hours a day that summer and would not have time to come to Irvine and search for housing.  I ended up with a wonderful fellow law student as a roommate and luckily they were able to accommodate me bringing my furniture since a number of people, me included, complained about already having furniture we wanted to bring since we were expecting to live in unfurnished apartments when we originally applied for housing.  The rest of the housing situation, however, has been quite frustrating.  I still feel like I am paying way too much and as an aspiring human rights lawyer I'm going to have enough trouble paying off my original loans when I take a job in the non-profit sector after law school, the additional loans I had to take out to live here make things even worse.  I'm planning to do all that I can to move to Verano Place this coming year with my roommate who also doesn't want to pay this much next year, but I feel that the housing office is not at all transparent in its process and it's very difficult to figure out what I need to do to move.  I also know that my fellow law students are frustrated by how much they are paying and also hope to move for the coming year to a less expensive housing arrangement.

In my attempt to figure out how to move to Verano, I was able to speak with someone at the Verano Housing office.  She explained to me how I could move right now as there are four two bedroom places with only one occupant, but I would have to get permission from Puerta to break my lease which is highly unlikely given the fact that they are running well under capacity.  If I try to move later so I'm not breaking my lease, there is the chance I will be able to get a place, but it seems like the only way to do so is to keep coming into the office and talking to different people who work there in hopes of being in the right place at the right time since they are still unsure whether they will just place Fall 2011 new admits in Verano or also people trying to transfer to Verano.  Through this discussion I became aware of just how disjointed the housing process is as the woman I spoke with couldn't figure out whether I was actually on the waitlist or not so she said I just have to wait and see if I receive an email in March asking if I want to say on the waitlist.  I came out of the meeting not feeling like there was anything concrete I could do to secure housing in Verano other than just keep going back to the office in hopes of getting lucky with something happening in my favor.

Ultimately, I've found that the on campus housing process seems incredibly disjointed.  I have received many mixed messages throughout the past year and hope that the committee looking into changing housing will be able to develop a system wherein students will be aware of what they need to do to get the housing the want and students will be on the same page as the housing office.

I hope this helps, sorry it's so long, but I thought I should be as complete as possible.  Let me know if you'd like to know anything else to help voice student concerns about housing.

T5

So far, nine of about forty students in our department that have moved
off campus within the past year because of affordability or other
housing problems.  Generally, people find Verano to be affordable but
other issues like pet policies, roommate problems, etc. have forced
them to look off campus.  Vista Del Campo is outrageously overpriced,
and we have even lost potential grad student recruits because they
could not afford to live in VDC on our stipend.

The consensus in our department is that we want:
1 - housing prices capped below $550 / mo / person
2 - greater ability to choose roommates, switch apartments within the complex
3 - more lenient pet policies
4 - fewer amenities, better basic maintenance (we do not need jacuzzis
or over-watered grass, but plumbing that doesn't leak and better
soundproofing)
5 - a student oversight committee - What is our rent money paying for?
Can we influence future big decisions within our housing communities?
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December 9, 2010

CHRISTOPHER DUNCKLE
PRESIDENT
ASSOCIATED GRADUATE STUDENTS

RE: Investment Proposal

In recent conversation, you have sought my input about a proposal for the
Associated Graduate Students to take a more active role in investing dollars that emanate
from income and are currently positioned as “reserves” in your overall budget. 1
promised to provide you with a summary of my thoughts by December 9, 2010; this
memo is a fulfillment of that promise.

Generally, I want to applaud the graduate students for their willingness to take a
more active role in managing their resources. [ also like the philosophy of trying to
generate more of a return on your investment so that those dollars could be utilized to
support other priorities of the graduate students. Indeed, I appreciate that initiative.

Having said that, there are still several questions that remain and cautions that I
harbor about both the initiative itself and the assumptions about the initiative that you
articulated to me. First, I have questions about whether or not your status as an
Associated Graduate Students entity and affiliate of the university, allows you the
flexibility and/or authority to do what your propose. Thus, I would want to have that
question answered.

Second, I still have concerns about the potential for risk of losing money in an
investment and the length of time (i.e. 2 — 3 years) it might take for that investment to
recover to a status that is more profitable. For graduate students whose tenure on campus
ranges from 4 — 7 years, this would be less of an issue. However, for those students
whose tenure is 1, 2 or 3 years, they would potentially never benefit from any recovery
should an unfortunate or unplanned loss occur. Given the volatility of the economic
climate in the nation, that is a real possibility.

Third, I understand your frustration with the minimal return on investment your
funds are making. However, I'm wondering whether or not you might be able to
accomplish your goal by partnering with other university entities in their investment
strategies.
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Ultimately, I am not in a position in the immediate moment to embrace or oppose
this initiative until the questions I raised in this memo have been answered. I would
invite you to address each of these issues and then get back to me about each of these
issues.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this endeavor and I really
appreciate all of the ways you advocate for, and look out for, the best interest of your
graduate student peers.

Sincerely //A

Thomas A. Parham, Ph.D.
Interim Vice Chancellor
Student Affairs

CC:  Dan Dooros
Associate Vice Chancellor
Student Affairs
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