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This chapter discusses the results of the survey that pertain directly to the housing demand for next year and to the long-term housing policy. In section 4.1 we present the survey data for the future plans and housing preferences of students. In section 4.2 we use this data and other historical data to project the demand for housing for next year, divided among on-campus, off-campus and housing stipend program. In section 4.3 we propose policy recommendations to address the current university housing shortage. Namely, we discuss the housing supply goal given the existing demand, and suggest a reform to the housing lottery in order to more effectively address the housing allocation problem.

4.1 Students' Future Housing Plans

We asked students various questions about their housing plans for the next academic year. In particular we asked whether they are planning to apply for the on-campus housing lottery in May 2002. In the case of students living in off-campus subsidized apartments we told respondents to assume that the off-campus subsidized apartment would be renewable before the lottery. In the case of the housing stipend program we told respondents to assume that the stipend would not be renewable. These assumptions correspond to the existing housing rules. The results are presented in table 4.1, together with the population estimates calculated as explained in chapter 2.

Will you apply to the Lottery?

Categories
Yes
No
Not Sure/NA
No longer a Student 
Total

s1
67.3%
3.4%
12.1%
17.2%
943

c1
62.6%
5.2%
14.9%
17.2%
174

f1
67.5%
6.1%
8.8%
17.5%
114

c4
5.7%
60.4%
11.3%
22.6%
106

f4
3.4%
51.7%
17.2%
27.6%
29

s4
10.3%
37.9%
17.3%
34.6%
214

s2
22.0%
34.9%
23.4%
19.6%
209

c2
22.1%
44.2%
15.1%
18.6%
86

s3
11.5%
40.4%
21.3%
26.8%
183

c3
6.1%
66.7%
18.2%
9.1%
33

Total Sample
44.9%
19.8%
14.9%
20.4%
2091

All on-campus housing (1)
66.7%
3.9%
12.2%
17.2%
1231

All no housing support (4)
8.3%
45.8%
15.5%
30.4%
349

All subsidized apartments (2)
22.0%
37.6%
21.0%
19.3%
295

All housing stipends (3)
10.6%
44.4%
20.8%
24.1%
216

Population Estimate
40.1%
23.3%
15%
21.7%
7536

Table 4.1. Students’ Intentions regarding the 2002 Housing Lottery

Almost 45% of the respondents intend to apply on-campus, while close to 20% intend not to do so. Another 20% of the respondents expect to graduate and will no longer be students next year. This percentage is consistent with the values reported in previous graduate student surveys that ranged from 19% in the 1997/98 survey to 23.5% in the 2000/01 survey. Nevertheless this percentage is smaller than the historical graduation and exit rate of students, which is slightly higher than 30%. It's reasonable to assume that the survey is biased towards students that will be continuing students in the following year, since students that plan to finish this year will have less motivation to fill a survey. This bias will be corrected as indicated below in order to arrive at an accurate forecast of housing demand in the lottery.

Close to 15% of the respondents have not yet made a decision regarding the housing lottery. There may be two main reasons for this answer. Presumably, many respondents don't know at the time of the survey if they will be students next year. Others respondents are planning to be students but are divided in their housing choice for next year. In order to resolve this issue and also correct for the bias cited above towards continuing students we will adopt the assumptions below to estimate the applications to the housing lottery:

· We assume that 60% of the "not sure" respondents will no longer be students next year and so they were not considered as potential demand for housing. This number was calculated so that the exit rate in the survey is similar to the historic exit rate of students, thus correcting for the identified bias in the sample.

· We assume that the remainder of the "not sure" respondents will apply to the on-campus housing lottery with a 50% chance.

Apply to the Lottery?

Categories
Yes
%
No
%
No Longer a Student
%
Total by Category
%

s1
658
69.8%
55
5.8%
230
24.4%
943
45.1%

c1
114
65.6%
14
8.2%
46
26.2%
174
8.3%

f1
79
69.3%
9
7.9%
26
22.8%
114
5.5%

c4
8
7.9%
66
62.6%
31
29.4%
106
5.1%

f4
2
6.9%
16
55.2%
11
37.9%
29
1.4%

s4
29
13.7%
88
41.3%
96
45.0%
214
10.2%

s2
56
26.7%
83
39.6%
70
33.7%
209
10.0%

c2
22
25.1%
41
47.2%
24
27.7%
86
4.1%

s3
29
15.7%
82
44.7%
72
39.6%
183
8.8%

c3
3
9.7%
23
70.3%
7
20.0%
33
1.6%

Total Survey
1000
47.8%
477
22.8%
614
29.3%
2091
100.0%

On-campus housing
851
69.1%
78
6.3%
302
24.5%
1231
58.9%

No Housing support
40
11.4%
171
48.9%
138
39.7%
349
16.7%

Subsidized Apart.
77
26.2%
123
41.8%
94
31.9%
295
14.1%

Housing Stipend
32
14.8%
105
48.6%
79
36.6%
216
10.3%

Population Estimates
3246
43.1%
1979
26.3%
2311
30.7%
7536
100.0%

Table 4.2. Estimation of Population Intentions Regarding the Housing Lottery

In table 4.3, we report the same analysis but only considering the continuing students:

Continuing Students Decision

Categories
Yes, will Apply
Will Not Apply

s1
92.3%
7.7%

c1
88.9%
11.1%

f1
89.8%
10.2%

c4
11.2%
88.8%

f4
11.1%
88.9%

s4
25.0%
75.0%

s2
40.3%
59.7%

c2
34.7%
65.3%

s3
26.0%
74.0%

c3
12.1%
87.9%

Total
67.7%
32.3%

All on-campus (s1+c1+f1)
91.6%
8.4%

All no housing support (s4+c4+f4)
18.9%
81.1%

All subsidized (s2+c2)
38.5%
61.5%

All stipends (s3+c3)
23.4%
76.6%

All Off-Campus
27.2%
72.8%

Table 4.3. Estimation of Continuing Students Intentions Regarding the Housing Lottery

Of all singles living on-campus, we estimate that 92.3% of the students who will be around at Stanford in the academic year 02/03 will reapply for on-campus housing in the lottery. That number is 88.9% for couples and 89.8% for families.

Of all continuing single students living in off-campus subsidized apartments, 40.3% will apply to the lottery. The percentage of couples applying is 34.7. We will assume that the great majority of the continuing students that don't apply to the lottery would like to automatically renew their off-campus subsidized housing. Given the importance of stability, it is very unlikely that a student will willingly transfer to the no housing support or the housing stipend category (unless this option is guaranteed by Stanford and allows the student to remain in the same unit).

Of all singles receiving a housing stipend check, 26% will apply to the lottery. The proportion of lottery applications is lower for couples, with just 12.1% planning to apply. These replies are based on the assumption that students will not get a chance to renew their check stipend check before the lottery. We will assume that the great majority of continuing students that don't apply to the lottery would apply to renew their stipend check if given that option.

Of all singles living off-campus without receiving housing assistance, we estimate that 25% will apply for on-campus housing. That number is close to 11% for both couples and families. We will assume that the continuing students that will not apply to the lottery will apply to the housing stipend if eligible and aware of its existence.
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Figure 4.1. Estimation of Continuing Students’ Intentions Regarding the Housing Lottery

We made a comparison of student responses in the last three GSC/GHAC housing surveys. The table below shows the percentage of students that we estimate plan to apply to the housing lottery in the year covered by the survey, provided that they were eligible as students.

Lottery years

Categories
1998/99

2115 respondents
2000/01

2294 respondents
2002/03

2092 respondents

On-campus
91.3%
92.7%
91.6%

No housing support
-
21.2%
18.9%

Subsidized Apartments
-
35.1%
38.5%

Housing Stipend
-
-
23.4%

All Of-Campus
21.3%
26.6%
27.2%

Table 4.4. Comparison between Surveys of Intentions to Apply to the Housing Lottery

The results show that for students living on-campus, re-applying to the lottery is a strictly preferred alternative to students in all the surveys, with very close numbers ranging from 91.3% to 92.7%. In addition, among the students living off-campus, the proportion intending to apply on-campus has been increasing from 21.3% in 1998/99 to 27.2% in 2002/03. This number is highest for the students living in the off-campus subsidized housing and lowest for students with no support. These numbers suggest that the attraction of on-campus housing is still very high for students, even when compared to the 2000/01 survey. In the next section we present a forecast for demand for housing for the 2002/03 lottery based on the survey results discussed above.

4.2 Housing Demand Projections for 2002/03

The survey responses provide very useful information to calculate the demand for next year's housing lottery. In addition to on-campus applications, there will likely be direct applications for both the off-campus subsidized apartments and the housing stipends programs. These direct applications represent additional demand for university housing support beyond on-campus housing.

4.2.1 Housing Lottery Demand

By extrapolating the survey sample to the entire graduate student population, we project that 5332 students will apply for on-campus housing in May 2002, an increase of 4.0% compared to the previous year. In table 4.5 we present those calculations based on the formula "students in survey category * % will apply * factor for projections to the population". The category sizes and percentages come from table 4.2. The extrapolation factors were calculated in chapter two and allow us to make projections to the student population based on the survey responses in each category.

In addition, since the survey did not cover transfer of students between categories (singles moving to couples housing and couples moving to families housing) we add in table 4.5 a column of transfers between pools in which we assume a 2.5% rate of transition in singles to couples, and a 4% rate of transition between couples and families. The transition rate from singles to couples is only 2.5% because there is also a transfer on the opposite direction that cancels part of the effect. We thus obtain the estimated lottery demand by category for 2002.

Source of Demand

Demand Categories
New Student Estimates
On-Campus
Subsidized Apartments
Housing Stipend
No Housing Support
Transfer between Pools
Total Estimated Demand
Last year

Demand
% Growth from 2001

Singles
1700
2021
195
99
173
-62
4125
3988
3.4%

Couples
280
388
72
11
49
41
842
775
8.6%

Families
90
243
0
0
12
21
365
366
-0.2%

Total 
2070
2651
267
110
234
0
5332
5129
4.0%

Table 4.5: Housing Lottery Demand Projections for 2002 and Comparison with 2001

Regarding assumptions, it is important to note that the survey questions assumed that the students in the off-campus subsidized apartments will be able to automatically renew their assignment (but not apply and renew later if they lose the lottery), and that the check stipend will not be automatically renewed. In addition, assuming stable enrollment, we expect that new students demand for housing will be slightly lower than in 2001 (about 1% lower) due to easing of the housing market.

4.2.2. Off-campus Subsidized Demand (Automatic Renewals)

Our data suggests that 425 students will opt to renew their off-campus subsidized apartments, including 289 singles and 136 couples. This will lead to a voluntary attrition rate in the program of 60.4% in singles and 52.8% in couples. It should be noted that the attrition in singles apartments will be lower due to partial vacancies in 2-3 bedroom configurations. Considering only 2-Br apartments the attrition would be .604*.604= 38.6%. Given that there are some 3Br apartments in the program, the attrition rate will be slightly lower, close to 33%.

Categories
Population
% that will renew
Renewals
Attrition

Singles 
729
39.6%
289
60.4%

Couples
288
47.2%
136
52.8%

Table 4.6. Estimation of Automatic Off-campus Subsidized Renewals

4.2.3. Housing Stipend Demand (Direct Applications)

There will likely be a number of direct applications to the housing stipend program (without going through the housing lottery). These applications will come from two pools – students already in the program and students with no housing assistance from the university. For these calculations we used the population estimates obtained at the end of chapter 2.

Among students already in the housing stipend program we expect 334 renewals, including 240 for singles students and 68 for couples.

Categories
Survey
%
Population Estimate
% that will re-apply
Total re-applications

Singles (s3)
183
84.7%
536
44.7%
240

Couples (c3)
33
15.3%
97
70.3%
68

All Stipends (s3, c3)
216
100.0%
633

308

Table 4.7. Estimation of Housing Stipend Renewals

Among students that currently have no housing support, the calculations require more assumptions, which are described below. The population estimates for the No Housing Support Category were calculated in chapter 2, based on the survey responses.

In table 4.8 we calculate the percentage of members of the population that will apply to the housing stipend. First, we use the survey responses to calculate the % of students in the category that that will not apply on-campus or exit Stanford. Then we used financial data to calculate the percentage of students that will be income eligible. We then take into consideration an index, measuring both awareness of the program, the fulfilling of other eligibility criteria, and the intention to apply to the program. This index is estimated to be higher for singles (70%) than for couples and families (50% and 40%). We thus reach an estimate of a total of 417 students, currently not helped by the housing stipend program and not applying to the housing lottery, that will apply for the stipend program next year (according to existing rules, we assume that families are not allowed to apply).

Categories
Population Estimates
% that would like to apply
% that is income eligible
Awareness and intention index
Total applications

Singles (s4)
1256
41.3%
80.0%
70.0%
290

Couples (c4)
622
62.6%
65.0%
50.0%
127

Families (f4)
170
55.2%
35.0%
40.0%
0

Total no Support
2048



417

Table 4.8. Estimation of Housing Stipend New Direct Applications

In summary, we obtain a total of 308 +417 = 725 students directly applying for the housing stipend program next year, including 530 singles and 195 couples.

4.2.4 Total Demand for Housing Support from the University

Adding all these categories of housing demand, we get an estimate of the total demand for housing support by the University in May 2002.

Graduate Housing Demand and Supply
Singles
Couples
Families
Total

Off-Campus Subsidized Automatic Renewals (R)
289
136
0
425

Housing Stipend Program Direct Applications (S)
530
195
0
725

Total Off-campus Direct Housing Demand (R+S)
819
331
0
1150

Lottery Demand (L)
4125
842
365
5332

Estimated On-Campus Supply (S)
3200
535
350
4085

On-Campus Lottery Shortage (L-S)
925
307
15
1247

Total Demand for Off-Campus Support 
1744
638
15
2397

Total Student Demand for Housing Support
4944
1173
367
6482

Housing Support Demand as % of  Population
-
-
-
86%

Table 4.9. Estimation of Graduate Housing Demand and Supply for 2002/03

These results suggest that the off-campus housing programs should be able to help a total of 2400 students next year. This is our best estimate of housing demand based on the survey responses It is also consistent with the projections made based on historical demand, implying a growth of 4% for on-campus housing and a growth of 11.8% for total housing support demand. This growth is about half of last year's growth rate for demand, probably already incorporating students expectations of a softening housing market. The total number of students applying for housing support from the university will represent about 86% of the total population, being very close to what would be the absolute peak (about 90% of the population). In terms of confidence bounds for these estimates, we are highly confident that the final demand for off-campus housing support will be between 2000 and 2800 students, with 2400 being the best estimate based on available data.

Even considering that about 10% of the students losing the lottery will not be eligible for the housing stipend and will choose not to apply for the off-campus subsidized apartments, around 2250 students will require and be eligible for off-campus housing support next year. This estimate has a lower bound of 1900 and a higher bound of 2600 and will be used in chapter 6 for the discussion of the off-campus housing policy.

4.3. Long-Term Housing Policy Recommendations

In the above section we discussed the demand predictions for 2002/03 for the different housing categories. This section is dedicated to a discussion of the long-term housing policy recommendations, focusing on two central aspects: supply of housing and housing assignment process. The specifics of the short-term on-campus and off-campus housing policy will be discussed in chapters 5 and 6 respectively.

4.3.1 Housing Supply - Recommendations

In the past two years, Stanford officials have re-affirmed that building graduate housing is the number one priority for the University. Accordingly, in the Fall and Winter quarter 2000/0, the "EV Infill" committee met regularly and finalized a comprehensive graduate construction plan to add 1500 new single graduate student units to Escondido Village. The architectural study was then finalized and a preliminary timetable was proposed. Unfortunately, in June 2001, the Capital Plan for 2001/02-2003/04 approved by the Board of Trustees seriously delayed all the graduate housing projects for several years as shown in table 4.10.

Complex (net new units)
EV Infill Committee
Current Outlook

Studio 5&6 (326)
Fall 2002
Fall / Winter 2002

Quillen (250)
Fall 2003
After Fall 2005

El Camino Real Site (240)
Fall 2003
After Fall 2006 

Hoskin site (254)
Fall 2004
2012 ?

Comstock site (272)
Fall 2005
2009 ?

Oberlin (228)
Fall 2006
After Fall 2006 ?

Table 4.10. Initial Construction Schedule and Subsequent Delay

Meanwhile, the deficit of on-campus housing rose from 1074 in 2000 to 1626 students in 2001. We estimate this deficit to be 1672 units in 2002 (counting both the estimated lottery shortfall and the off-campus subsidized apartments renewals). This is a measure of how many new housing units need to be built just to meet current demand for on-campus housing.

The only way to address the large on-campus housing deficit is to expedite construction of graduate housing. Stanford spends around $7.5 million per year on short-term programs such as off-campus subsidized housing and housing stipend checks. If the construction of new housing units is not expedited, these programs will have to be increased to prevent the housing situation from getting even worse. We estimate that these programs will have to be designed to support 2400 students in a meaningful way. As more housing on-campus is built, the off-campus programs can be reduced over time, to a size of about 1000 students.

Specifically, the survey Task Force recommends for the housing supply:

· Faster construction of on-campus housing is essential for the quality of graduate life at Stanford and the stability of the housing system. The Quillen project (250 units) should be put into fast track with completion during the school year of 2003/04. The El Camino Real Site (240 units) and the Oberlin site (228 units) should be introduced into the capital plan with targeted completion by Fall 2004 and Fall 2005.

· There should be continued support for the off-campus subsidized housing program and the housing stipend program. These programs should have a guaranteed budget allocation for the next 5 years and should be able to help at least 2400 students (minus any new housing units that are built) at a level that compensates for the higher cost of living off-campus.

· The off-campus housing programs need to be articulated into the housing system in a way that improves the stability and quality of housing options available to all graduate students. This requires a re-thinking of the housing assignment process as detailed below.

4.3.2 Housing Assignment Process - Recommendations

The current housing assignment process is very complex and evolved in the past years based on the changes in the housing system. It takes about 5 months between April and August of each year and can be described by the following steps:

1. Opportunity to renew off-campus apartments in April

2. Opportunity to renew housing stipend in April

3. Lottery for allocating on-campus housing in early May

4. Students that lose the lottery (usually more than 1200) can apply to the off-campus subsidized, the housing stipend program or both in June/July

5. Allocation process for both programs throughout the Summer

This system is highly complex, forces students to make several decisions at different points in time, does not minimize moves, and increases the administrative burden. The housing lottery has became a major source of uncertainty and stress for graduate students, as shown by the quotes below:

s2- Thu Nov  8 08:53:17 2001

…Speaking of the lottery, does it need to be so draconian? It feels like you are playing Russian roulette: enter the lottery and forfeit all other options (e.g. housing subsidy, renewal). Odds are you lose, and you can't afford to lose, so you should accept anything you got: problem solved, your satisfaction is not an issue.

s1- Tue Nov 13 20:02:03 2001

The lottery is a really sad thing. I'm already anxious about next year results, since it has a deep impact on finances...

s1 - Wed Nov 14 11:35:48 2001

The uncertainty in housing - where will you live next year etc. is also a problem. There should be a way where you can be guarranteed some sort of subsidized housing situation for a longer period of time than your first year.

c1- Sun Nov 18 14:39:08 2001

I really enjoy living on campus and I fear that I will get a bad lottery number next year and my wife and I will be forced to move. This uncertainty has been the only negative aspect of my housing experience at Stanford to date.

s2- Wed Nov 14 10:38:37 2001

…This is NOT a normal way to live!  Stanford's system forces us to move continuously when we should be able to focus on our studies.  A mid-year move is a huge distraction. Why can't Stanford just let me move somewhere and  stay there?  

s2 - Sat Nov 10 03:00:30 2001

..There needs to be a way students can stay in their housing assignment for more than one year.  Having to move every year is ridiculous at this point in most of our lives.  We can't just be thrown from one apartment to another with little control over the process, and often from one random roommate to another.  This is a critical problem which needs to be solved.

s2- Thu Nov  8 19:08:59 2001

The housing situation at Stanford is one of the worst parts of my experience here so far.  On top of the dire shortage of affordable, acceptable housing options, the timing of the lottery - during finals period of spring quarter - is unacceptable.  
In spite of its problems, this system made some sense based on the assumption that new housing would be built at a fast pace, thus reducing the current shortfall of housing and leading to a quick reduction and subsequent elimination of the off-campus programs. 

Nevertheless the delay in housing construction plans means that some form of off-campus program will be central to the housing system for the next 5-10 years, being responsible for supporting about 30 % of the student population. This situation requires a rethinking of the housing assignment process.

Our recommendation is very simple and addresses the problems mentioned above. The May housing lottery in can keep its current form with the only difference that the housing stipend and the of-campus subsidized apartment should be considered a option in the lottery, together with all the other on-campus housing options. All the rules of the current lottery would still apply. This system is equitable because all students apply to the same lottery, choose among the same available options, and draw a lottery number in equal conditions. It is also easier to administer. In addition, it is easier from a policy point a view since all elements of demand are known at the same time and the housing supply can be adjusted to optimize the system.

Provided that enough spaces are created, the housing lottery can be quickly transformed into a draw in which all eligible students will be assigned housing and the returning resident priority rule will minimize moves. Some respondents to the survey hinted at this solution:

s2- Fri Nov  9 21:20:53 2001

Why not making one big lottery for both on and off campus housing? Maybe there's some people that prefer off campus (given some subsidy) and this way they would be able to choose that even if they had a good lottery number (and as such giving worse lottery numbers bigger chance for an on campus choice) --- purely economically seen: there must be a balance, by making certain apartments cheaper, other more expensive, (and given that not all students value things exactly the same) it should be possible to basically give almost everyone what she/he wants…
s2 - Thu Nov  8 01:32:33 2001

I think school needs to give an option between off and on campus housing to students at the lottery. There are students who are willing to live off-campus while there are those who cannot afford it at all.

c3

Thu Nov  8 09:58:50 2001

I think the options should allow students to choose whether they want to apply for on-campus, or off-campus, or stipend.  Not get rejected by on-campus in order to apply for off campus.

The university housing system should thus be conceptualized as a complete system to address graduate student housing needs, with a large fixed component of on-campus housing, a smaller component off-campus subsidized apartments in selected complexes to accommodate students with genuine needs or preferences for this type of option, and a more flexible housing stipend program.

The full-occupancy of on-campus housing would be easily achievable since students rank their preferences and can always be assigned to on-campus housing (even if it is their 2nd or 3rd preference) in the very unlikely scenario that 1st preferences for on-campus housing are not enough to fill existing supply.

We recommend that the procedure outlined above be carefully considered and tested throughout 2002, for implementation in the May 2003 Lottery at the latest. The demand information gathered this year will allow the fine-tuning of the lottery software and the housing supply numbers in order to offer a housing assignment process in 2003/2004 that effectively addresses students needs and preferences and minimizes administrative burdens and financial effort by the University.

A5.1 Lottery/Assignment Process Comments 

s2

Thu Nov  8 08:21:49 2001

During the campus housing lottery, it didn't seem as if my requests weren't taken into account. For example, I said that the condition most important to me was the closeness of my apartment to the campus. I got the farthest apartment from campus.

s1

Thu Nov  8 09:17:55 2001

I hate the roommate situation in grad housing; we have very

little flexibility, we're not given ANY advance notice

about who will be moving in, when they will be moving in,

or contact information to organize bringing appliances, etc.

s2

Thu Nov  8 09:24:01 2001

i think the off-campus housing lottery was done very poorly.  i want to know exactly how assignments were made.  i could not for the life of me figure that out from the website.

fyi, i got my 33rd (out of 34) choice, which is on the border of sunnyvale, in the off campus lottery AND i had the most flexible moving dates (the ENTIRE summer).  are you telling me that none of the closer locations were available for move-in during the ENTIRE summer?  (i moved in during the last week of june.)  i find this hard to believe considering all the messages i have seen regarding openings in subsidized housing that is much closer now.

clearly, i misunderstood the assignment process.  JUST LAY IT OUT IN FRONT OF ME.  don't try and hide the information.

s1

Thu Nov  8 17:00:55 2001

I'm a married student, as is my husband.  I find it frustrating that as a student-student couple, we cannot apply to live in EV lowrises, whereas as a single student, I would  be able to.  EV highrises are quite cramped for two students (for example, one in-room internet connections).

s4

Thu Nov  8 17:35:20 2001

Timing of the housing lottery is very hard for law students, who have often departed for summer jobs before results are known.

s1

Fri Nov  9 00:30:34 2001

I have heard of many people whose last quarter is the Winter quarter, like me.  If moving out at the end of the Winter quarter is not possible, then we would be forced to live off-campus for that year, a big problem because of the high rents in the area and because most of us do not have cars.

Fri Nov  9 13:45:04 2001

I'm older than the average grad student, and I'd prefer to live with someone roughly my own age.

s2

Thu Nov  8 01:32:33 2001

I think school needs to give an option between off and on campus housing to students at the lottery. There are students who are willing to live off-campus while there are those who cannot afford it at all.

c3

Thu Nov  8 09:58:50 2001

I think the options should allow students to choose whether they want to apply for on-campus, or off-campus, or stipend.  Not get rejected by on-campus in order to apply for off campus.

c2

Thu Nov 15 16:10:09 2001

I think that living on campus is definitely better financially, but I would not want to risk losing our apartment now to enter the lottery again.  Why don't two student couples get priority in the on campus housing lottery?

c4

Thu Nov  8 11:29:52 2001

You could consider making on-campus housing eligibility dependent on income.  Wealthy students (and partners) aren't eligible for the housing stipend - maybe they should get a lower priority for on-campus housing too.

c1

Thu Nov  8 16:09:20 2001

Couples with two students should be given higher priority than even single students. As they generally require less space than two single students, the University could have more students on campus but use less space to do so.  In addition, their income is more restricted (i.e., they have none) than couples in which only one partner is a student (assuming the other partner is employed).

s2

Thu Nov  8 08:53:17 2001

The University should consider allowing single students in the lottery for off-campus studios / 1br apartments (why only couples have this privilege?). Also, off-campus housing should de-emphasize options with shared bathrooms - sharing an apartment with private bathrooms may have its annoying aspects, but sharing an apartment and a bathroom would be unacceptable, but the lottery don't give you an option to make such choice clear. Speaking of the lottery, does it need to be so draconian? It feels like you are playing Russian roulette: enter the lottery and forfeit all other options (e.g. housing subsidy, renewal). Odds are you lose, and you can't afford to lose, so you should accept anything you got: problem solved, your satisfaction is not an issue.

c1

Thu Nov  8 08:59:42 2001

The only problem with on-campus housing is that it is not guaranteed for me next year

s2

Thu Nov  8 11:28:16 2001

It ws frustrating to have to apply for the on-campus housing when my roomate and I really did not want to live on campus. We already had our own furniture and we wanted to move to Mountain View. The inability to only apply for this (without being penalized) seemed to cause extra work in the system.

s2

Fri Nov  9 21:20:53 2001

Why not making one big lottery for both on and off campus housing? Maybe there's some people that prefer off campus (given some subsidy) and this way they would be able to choose that even if they had a good lottery number (and as such giving worse lottery numbers bigger chance for an on campus choice) --- purely economically seen: there must be a balance, by making certain apartments cheaper, other more expensive, (and given that not all students value things exactly the same) it should be possible to basically give almost everyone what she/he wants (it wont be easy to put the right pricing -- well an auction would do, but that's kind of time consuming -- but at least I think you could try to make on campus more expensive than off campus, since most people seem to prefer on campus, that might move some people to prefer off campus, btw, so far off campus subsidized seems to be $200 more expensive than on now (internet + electricity, ...) ?!)

s1

Mon Nov 12 14:46:38 2001

The idea of not allowing an opposite sex roommate is not from this generation.

s1

Tue Nov 13 20:02:03 2001

The lottery is a really sad thing. I'm already anxious about

next year results, since it has a deep impact on finances...

s1

Wed Nov 14 11:35:48 2001

The uncertainty in housing - where will you live next year etc. is also a problem. There should be a way where you can be guarranteed some sort of subsidised housing situation for a longer period of time than your first year.

s1

Thu Nov 15 00:42:47 2001

Comments on Section 3 - Qn 1 :

Based on my sour experience of not being able to get roommates with my preference, I am strongly in favor of the following recommendations:

1. Include whether the applicant would like to have vegetarian/non-vegetarian roommate(s) in roommate preferences [This is especially relevant for many Indians like me, who are vegetarians due to dietary habits & religious reasons]. (Currently the only way to indicate this is to write it in the comments and specify comments section as the first preference.)

2. Include whether the applicant does not mind his name/roommate preferences being accessible to other applicants and if so, let his/her details appear in a WEB-SITE linked to that of HAS, which can be made accessible to the other applicants (after SUNet authentication). This will help many applicants of similar interests (who may not have even known each other) to form groups and apply. From my own experience, I strongly feel that the applicants left to themselves will be able to this better than that done by HAS. This will greatly help those applicants who are more concerned about choosing right roommates rather than maintaining their privacy.

3. HAS can maintain a newsgroup (with web-based submission, after SUNet authentication) where the applicants can post their preferences and try to find prospective roommates, before applying for housing. The newsgroup can be kept active through proper publicity in the HAS guide.

s1

Fri Nov 16 01:20:58 2001

Also, the restriction to same-sex roommates seems archaic and pointless.  Perhaps I can see more logistical problems in an undergraduate setting, but we are all adults as graduate students--we can make those choices ourselves.  One reason it makes absolutely no logical sense is that as a gay male with a male roommate, it could create just as much awkwardness as male-female pairs could.  I will often prefer female roommates because there is less uncomfortableness.  

In general, I have been so impressed with Stanford on these types of issues, but this one is really a big mistake.  Nobody would be forced to have an opposite-sex roommate, but that we're not given the option is insulting.

c1

Sun Nov 18 14:39:08 2001

I really enjoy living on campus and I fear that I will get a bad lottery number next year and my wife and I will be forced to move. This uncertainty has been the only negative aspect of my housing experience at Stanford to date.

s2

Wed Nov 14 10:38:37 2001

It is absolutely shameful the way the housing lottery works.  You can only get off-campus subsidized housing if you fail in the on-campus lottery and if you said it was okay to place you in any available housing on campus.  That includes _dorms_ where there is not even access to a kitchen.  There is NO WAY a 25-, 30-year-old graduate student should be offered a DORM ROOM as a "take-it-or-leave-it" proposition.  Many of us have been living independently for years, and this process treats us like children.  The whole lottery, both the on-campus and off-campus subsidized parts, stinks of being run for convenience to bureaucracy and absolute disregard to students.  I realize that this is the most convenient way to run it.  That's obvious.  However, it leaves us with incredibly limited choices.  Last year I lived in a studio.  Losing the lottery was very stressful and disappointing, and I found the off-campus subsidized process pretty confusing in the beginning.  To their credit, the off-campus housing people at the open houses were very sweet and patient in answering questions.  I live in Sharon Green, and I love my apartment.  It's big, it's close to Safeway and to campus - so what's going to happen?  Stanford doesn't want to rent apartments here anymore after the middle of the next academic year, so I'll have to move again.  This is NOT a normal way to live!  Stanford's system forces us to move continuously when we should be able to focus on our studies.  A mid-year move is a huge distraction. Why can't Stanford just let me move somewhere and 

_stay_ there?  

s1

Sat Nov 10 10:30:34 2001

I would like to see more effort made into seeing which students would like to stay where they are, and making more of an effort to keep them there.

s2

Sat Nov 10 03:00:30 2001

Off-campus program is a good idea for the current crisis, but students need way more control over their options and when/how they are assigned.  There needs to be more interaction, not just housing dictating to us where we will live.

There needs to be a way students can stay in their housing assignment for more than one year.  Having to move every year is ridiculous at this point in most of our lives.  We can't just be thrown from one apartment to another with little control over the process, and often from one random roommate to another.  This is a critical problem which needs to be solved.

s1

Fri Nov  9 09:00:08 2001

I would like to add that my main concern has been my roommate ; the person I am living with is just the opposite of the description I made in my housing application; I wonder how the lottery could ever put us in the same house !... it is not always easy to share a place with someone who has a lifestyle opposite to yours !!

s2

Thu Nov  8 19:31:19 2001

Off-campus subsidized housing: if there is a significant difference in the quality of bedrooms of a floorplan, each one should be available to be ranked separately. Specifically, the Sharon Green 3-bedroom can put you in a closet with no privacy, so I refused to rank it despite how nice it would be to end up in one of the actual bedrooms.

s2

Thu Nov  8 19:08:59 2001

The housing situation at Stanford is one of the worst parts of my experience here so far.  On top of the dire shortage of affordable, acceptable housing options, the timing of the lottery - during finals period of spring quarter - is unacceptable.  

s2

Thu Nov  8 10:52:48 2001

On campus housing spots should be based on economic funding of student and availability of transportation.  There are fully funded students on campus with vehicles, when I'm totally on loans without a vehicle, living off-campus.  Must be nice.

� EMBED Excel.Sheet.8  ���








� The typical graduation and exit rate for Stanford students is 16.5% of the doctoral population (average time to degree of 6.5 years for PhDs and lower for JDs) and around 55% of the Master population. This implies an average exit rate of almost 31% of students, leading to an exit of about 2350 students. Given that the exit rate implied by the survey responses is only 21.7% it is reasonable to assume that at least 60% of the "not sure" category are responses by students that will exit Stanford next year, thus making the survey exit rate comparable to historical rates.
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Will Apply

				Draft Analysis of Future Plans Section of the Quality of Life Survey

				1) Will you apply to live on-campus next year?

																								Corrected Percentages

		Categories		Yes		%		No		%		Not Sure/NA		%		No Student		%		Total		%		Yes		No		No Student

		s1		635		67.3%		32		3.4%		114		12.1%		162		17.2%		943		45.1%		69.8%		5.8%		24.4%				3.072												3.072		3.072		3.072

		c1		109		62.6%		9		5.2%		26		14.9%		30		17.2%		174		8.3%		65.6%		8.2%		26.2%				3.397												3.397		3.397		3.397

		f1		77		67.5%		7		6.1%		10		8.8%		20		17.5%		114		5.5%		69.3%		7.9%		22.8%				3.07												3.07		3.07		3.07

		c4		6		5.7%		64		60.4%		12		11.3%		24		22.6%		106		5.1%		7.9%		62.6%		29.4%				5.868												5.868		5.868		5.868

		f4		1		3.4%		15		51.7%		5		17.2%		8		27.6%		29		1.4%		6.9%		55.2%		37.9%				5.868												5.868		5.868		5.868

		s4		22		10.3%		81		37.9%		37		17.3%		74		34.6%		214		10.2%		13.7%		41.3%		45.0%				5.868												5.868		5.868		5.868

		s2		46		22.0%		73		34.9%		49		23.4%		41		19.6%		209		10.0%		26.7%		39.6%		33.7%				3.488												3.488		3.488		3.488

		c2		19		22.1%		38		44.2%		13		15.1%		16		18.6%		86		4.1%		25.1%		47.2%		27.7%				3.349												3.349		3.349		3.349

		s3		21		11.5%		74		40.4%		39		21.3%		49		26.8%		183		8.8%		15.7%		44.7%		39.6%				2.931												2.931		2.931		2.931

		c3		2		6.1%		22		66.7%		6		18.2%		3		9.1%		33		1.6%		9.7%		70.3%		20.0%				2.931												2.931		2.931		2.931

		Total		938		44.9%		415		19.8%		311		14.9%		427		20.4%		2091		100.0%						35.5%				3.604												3.604		3.604		3.604

		All on-campus		821		66.7%		48		3.9%		150		12.2%		212		17.2%		1231		58.9%

		All no support		29		8.3%		160		45.8%		54		15.5%		106		30.4%		349		16.7%

		All subsidized		65		22.0%		111		37.6%		62		21.0%		57		19.3%		295		14.1%

		All stipends		23		10.6%		96		44.4%		45		20.8%		52		24.1%		216		10.3%

		Population		3019		40.1%		1753		23.3%		1132		15.0%		1632		21.7%		7536		100.0%

				Will you apply to live on-campus next year? (corrected for sample bias and not sure answers)

				Yes		%		No		%		No Student		%		Total		%						3.072		3.072		3.072		3.072		3.072		3.072		3.072		3.072		3.072		3.072

		s1		658		69.8%		55		5.8%		230		24.4%		943		45.1%						3.397		3.397		3.397		3.397		3.397		3.397		3.397		3.397		3.397		3.397

		c1		114		65.6%		14		8.2%		46		26.2%		174		8.3%						3.07		3.07		3.07		3.07		3.07		3.07		3.07		3.07		3.07		3.07

		f1		79		69.3%		9		7.9%		26		22.8%		114		5.5%						5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868

		c4		8		7.9%		66		62.6%		31		29.4%		106		5.1%						5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868

		f4		2		6.9%		16		55.2%		11		37.9%		29		1.4%						5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868

		s4		29		13.7%		88		41.3%		96		45.0%		214		10.2%						3.488		3.488		3.488		3.488		3.488		3.488		3.488		3.488		3.488		3.488

		s2		56		26.7%		83		39.6%		70		33.7%		209		10.0%						3.349		3.349		3.349		3.349		3.349		3.349		3.349		3.349		3.349		3.349

		c2		22		25.1%		41		47.2%		24		27.7%		86		4.1%						2.931		2.931		2.931		2.931		2.931		2.931		2.931		2.931		2.931		2.931

		s3		29		15.7%		82		44.7%		72		39.6%		183		8.8%						2.931		2.931		2.931		2.931		2.931		2.931		2.931		2.931		2.931		2.931

		c3		3		9.7%		23		70.3%		7		20.0%		33		1.6%						3.604		3.604		3.604		3.604		3.604		3.604		3.604		3.604		3.604		3.604

		Total		1000		47.8%		477		22.8%		614		29.3%		2091		100.0%

		On-campus		851		69.1%		78		6.3%		302		24.5%		1231		58.9%

		No Housing support		40		11.4%		171		48.9%		138		39.7%		349		16.7%

		Subsidized		77		26.2%		123		41.8%		94		31.9%		295		14.1%		assuming automatic renewal

		Stipends		32		14.8%		105		48.6%		79		36.6%		216		10.3%		assuming no automatic renewal

		Population		3246		43.1%		1979		26.3%		2311		30.7%		7536		100.0%

		Off-Campus		149		27.2%		399		72.8%						860

										548

		Categories		Yes		No		Category Size in Survey

		s1		92.3%		7.7%		943

		c1		88.9%		11.1%		174

		f1		89.8%		10.2%		114

		c4		11.2%		88.8%		106

		f4		11.1%		88.9%		29

		s4		25.0%		75.0%		214

		s2		40.3%		59.7%		209

		c2		34.7%		65.3%		86

		s3		26.0%		74.0%		183

		c3		12.1%		87.9%		33

		Total		67.7%		32.3%		2091

		On-campus		91.6%		8.4%		1231

		No Housing support		18.9%		81.1%		349

		Subsidized		38.5%		61.5%		295

		Stipends		23.4%		76.6%		216

		Population		62.1%		37.9%		7536

		Off-Campus		27.2%		72.8%		860

		Summary		Yes		No

		On-campus		91.6%		8.4%																		3.072		3.072		3.072		3.072		3.072		3.072		3.072		3.072

		No support		18.9%		81.1%																		3.397		3.397		3.397		3.397		3.397		3.397		3.397		3.397

		Subsidized		38.5%		61.5%																		3.07		3.07		3.07		3.07		3.07		3.07		3.07		3.07

		Stipend		23.4%		76.6%																		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868

		All Of-Campus		27.2%		72.8%																		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868

																								5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868		5.868

																								3.488		3.488		3.488		3.488		3.488		3.488		3.488		3.488

																								3.349		3.349		3.349		3.349		3.349		3.349		3.349		3.349

																								2.931		2.931		2.931		2.931		2.931		2.931		2.931		2.931

																								2.931		2.931		2.931		2.931		2.931		2.931		2.931		2.931

																								3.604		3.604		3.604		3.604		3.604		3.604		3.604		3.604

		Comparison between Surveys on Applications to the Lottery

		Categories		1997/98		2000/01		2002/03

		On-campus		91.30%		92.70%		91.6%

		No support				21.20%		18.9%

		Subsidized				35.10%		38.5%

		Stipend						23.4%

		All Of-Campus		21.30%		26.60%		27.2%
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Lottery Projections

				Draft Analysis of Future Plans Section of the Quality of Life Survey

		Survey Bias Compared to the Known Population and Calculation of  Factor for Projections Estimates

		Categories		Survey		%		Population		%		Survey Bias				Factor

		Singles On-Campus (s1)		943		45.1%		2897		38.4%		1.17				3.072

		Couples On-Campus (c1)		174		8.3%		591		7.8%		1.06				3.397

		Families On-Campus (f1)		114		5.5%		350		4.6%		1.17				3.070

		All On-Campus (s1+c1+f1)		1231		58.9%		3838		50.9%		1.16				3.118

		Singles Off-campus subs. (s2)		209		10.0%		729		9.7%		1.03				3.488

		Couples Off-Campus subs (c2)		86		4.1%		288		3.8%		1.08				3.349

		All Off-Campus Subs. (s2+c2)		295		14.1%		1017		13.5%		1.05				3.447

		All Housing Stipends (s3, c3)		216		10.3%		633		8.4%		1.23				2.931

		All No Housing Support (4s)		349		16.7%		2048		27.2%		0.61				5.868

		Total Population		2091		100.0%		7536		100.0%						3.604

		15% of assigned couples are counted as 2-student couples thereby increasing the # of students in the couples category when compared to offered spaces

		The true population of s3 and c3, and the s4, c4, f4 is not know but can be estimated from the survey responses

																		Yes		%		No		%		No Student		%		Total		%

																s1		657.8		0.6975609756		54.8		0.0581124072		230.4273709484		0.2443556426		943.0273709484		0.450993482

						Yes		No		No Student		`				c1		114.2		0.6563218391		14.2		0.0816091954		45.606242497		0.2621048419		174.006242497		0.0832167587

				s1		69.8%		5.8%		24.4%		943				f1		79		0.6929824561		9		0.0789473684		26.0024009604		0.2280912365		114.0024009604		0.054520517

				c1		65.6%		8.2%		26.2%		174				c4		8.4		0.079245283		66.4		0.6264150943		31.2028811525		0.2943668033		106.0028811525		0.050694826

				f1		69.3%		7.9%		22.8%		114				f4		2		0.0689655172		16		0.5517241379		11.0012004802		0.3793517407		29.0012004802		0.0138695363

				c4		7.9%		62.6%		29.4%		106				s4		29.4		0.1373831776		88.4		0.4130841121		96.2088835534		0.4495742222		214.0088835534		0.1023476248

				f4		6.9%		55.2%		37.9%		29				s2		55.8		0.2669856459		82.8		0.3961722488		70.4117647059		0.3368983957		209.0117647059		0.0999578023

				s4		13.7%		41.3%		45.0%		214				c2		21.6		0.2511627907		40.6		0.4720930233		23.8031212485		0.2767804796		86.0031212485		0.0411301393

				s2		26.7%		39.6%		33.7%		209				s3		28.8		0.1573770492		81.8		0.4469945355		72.4093637455		0.3956795833		183.0093637455		0.0875224121

				c2		25.1%		47.2%		27.7%		86				c3		3.2		0.096969697		23.2		0.703030303		6.6014405762		0.2000436538		33.0014405762		0.0157826115

				s3		15.7%		44.7%		39.6%		183				Total		1000.2		0.4783357245		477.2		0.2282161645		613.6746698679		0.2934838211		2091.0746698679		1.0000357101

				c3		9.7%		70.3%		20.0%		33				On-campus		851		0.6913078798		78		0.0633631194		302.0360144058		0.245358257		1231.0360144058		0.5887307577

												2091				No Housing support		39.8		0.1140401146		170.8		0.4893982808		138.4129651861		0.3965987541		349.0129651861		0.1669119872

		Estimated Demographics of Housing Stipends Population														Subsidized		77.4		0.2623728814		123.4		0.4183050847		94.2148859544		0.3193724948		295.0148859544		0.1410879416

		Categories		Survey		%		Population Estimate		% that will be students		Total re-applications				Stipends		32		0.1481481481		105		0.4861111111		79.0108043217		0.3657907607		216.0108043217		0.1033050236

		Singles (s3)		183		84.7%		536		44.7%		240				Population		3245.5362				1978.9982				2311.4656		0.3067231423		7536

		Couples (c3)		33		15.3%		97		70.3%		68

		All Stipends (s3, c3)		216		100.0%		633				308

		Estimated Demographics of No Housing Support Population

		Categories		Survey				Population Estimates		% that will be student and not apply on-campus		% that is income eligible				awareness index		Total applications

		Singles (s4)		214		61.3%		1256		41.3%		80.0%				70.0%		290

		Couples (c4)		106		30.4%		622		62.6%		65.0%				50.0%		127

		Families (f4)		29		8.3%		170		55.2%		35.0%				40.0%		0

		All no Housing Support		349		100.0%		2048										417

				Number of Off-Campus Subsidized Automatic Renewals and rate of Attrition in Program

		Categories		respondents		Population		% that will renew		Renewals		Attrition

		Singles		209		729		39.6%		289		60.4%

		Couples		86		288		47.2%		136		52.8%

		Note: attrition in singles apartments will be lower due to 2-3 bedroom configurations - it will be close to 33%

				Lottery Projections for 2002 and Comparison with 2001

		Demand Categories		New students		On-Campus		Subsidized		Stipend		No Support		Pool Transfer		Total Estimated Demand		Last year		%Growth

		Singles		1700		2021		195		99		173		-62		4125		3988		3.4%

		Couples		280		388		72		11		49		41		842		775		8.6%

		Families		90		243		0		0		12		21		365		366		-0.2%

		Total Demand		2070		2651		267		110		234		0		5332		5129		4.0%

		Calculations: students in category * % students that will apply * factor for projections

		Assumption that 60% of the students that are not sure will no longer be students (this makes exit rate close to historical rate)

		Assumption that the other half will decide in the following way: 50% will say yes and 50% will say no

		New students estimates assumes slightly lower demand than 2001 (about 1%) due to easing of the housing market and stable enrollment
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				Draft Analysis of Future Plans Section of the Quality of Life Survey

				4) Long-Term Preferred Choice (if Renewable and with $100 housing Stipend option)																		University Equilibrium Housing Configuration

				On-Campus		%		Off-Campus		%		$100		%		No answer		Total				Factor		On-Campus		Off-Campus		Stipends		Total

		c1		152		87.4%		16		9.2%		3		1.7%		3		174				3.397		516		54		10		581

		c2		52		60.5%		33		38.4%		1		1.2%		0		86				3.349		174		111		3		288

		c3		9				7		21.2%		17		51.5%		0		33				2.931		26		21		50		97

		c4		27		25.5%		17		16.0%		61		57.5%		1		106				5.868		158		100		358		616

		All couples		240		60.2%		73		18.3%		82		20.6%		4		399				All couples		875		285		421		1582

		s1		791		83.9%		106		11.2%		40		4.2%		6		943				3.072		2430		326		123		2878

		s2		146		69.9%		58		27.8%		5		2.4%		0		209				3.488		509		202		17		729

		s3		61		33.3%		27		14.8%		95		51.9%				183				2.931		179		79		278		536

		s4		74		34.6%		37		17.3%		97		45.3%		6		214				5.868		434		217		569		1221

		All singles		1072		69.2%		228		14.7%		237		15.3%		12		1549				All singles		3552		824		988		5364

		All Respondents		1312		67.4%		301		15.5%		319		16.4%		16		1948				Total		4428		1109		1409		6946

				5) Long-Term Preferred Choice if Renewable and with $250 housing Stipend Option

				On-Campus		%		Off-Campus		%		$250		%		No answer		Total				Factor		On-Campus		Off-Campus		Stipends		Total

		c1		129		74.1%		13		7.5%		29		16.7%		3		174				3.397		438		44		99		581

		c2		48		55.8%		25		29.1%		13		15.1%		0		86				3.349		161		84		44		288

		c3		5		15.2%		1		3.0%		27		81.8%		0		33				2.931		15		3		79		97

		c4		13		12.3%		2		1.9%		90		84.9%		1		106				5.868		76		12		528		616

		All couples		195		48.9%		41		10.3%		159		39.8%		4		399				All couples		690		143		749		1582

		s1		649		68.8%		50		5.3%		230		24.4%		14		943				3.072		1994		154		707		2854

		s2		119		56.9%		40		19.1%		49		23.4%		1		209				3.488		415		140		171		726

		s3		24		13.1%		6		3.3%		153		83.6%		0		183				2.931		70		18		448		536

		s4		43		20.1%		10		4.7%		157		73.4%		4		214				5.868		252		59		921		1232

		All singles		835		53.9%		106		6.8%		589		38.0%		19		1549				All singles		2731		369		2247		5348

		All Respondents		1030		52.9%		147		7.5%		748		38.4%		23		1948				Total		3421		512		2996		6930

				6) Would you apply on-campus if you could renew you stipend check?

				Yes		%		No		%		Not Sure/NA		%		Total

		All $100 stipends		26		17.0%		94		61.4%		33		21.6%		153

		All $250 stipends		2		3.2%		54		85.7%		7		11.1%		63

		$100 singles		22		17.5%		78		61.9%		26		20.6%		126

		$100 couples		4		14.8%		16		59.3%		7		25.9%		27

		$250 singles		2		3.5%		48		84.2%		7		12.3%		57

		$250 couples		0		0.0%		6		100.0%		0		0.0%		6

				7 & 8) Would you switch from the off-Campus subsidized to a $250 housing stipend?

				Yes		%		No		%		Not Sure / NA		%		Total

		singles not renewable		19		9.1%		145		69.4%		45		21.5%		209

		couples not renewable		4		4.7%		65		75.6%		17		19.8%		86

		All not renewable		23		7.8%		210		71.2%		62		21.0%		295

		singles renewable		61		29.2%		87		41.6%		61		29.2%		209

		couples renewable		15		17.4%		53		61.6%		18		20.9%		86

		All renewable		76		25.8%		140		47.5%		79		26.8%		295

				Yes		No		Not Sure

		All not renewable		23		210		62

				Yes		No		Not Sure

		All renewable		76		53		79





Future Policy

		Yes

		No

		Not Sure



All not renewable

Switch to $250 Stipend if Not Renewable
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