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ATTACHMENTS

UNIVERSITY OF OREGON = HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE 2

ATTACHMENT I: PHASE | OBJECTIVES

Summary of Short-term Student Housing Improvements

Condensed from Appendix 1 of the Housing Strategic Plan Phase 1 Report
Examples of future renovation projects are:

= Installation of energy saving windows in Carson Hall—$740,000

= Remodel the dining servery, seating area, and adjacent space within Carson Hall to create more
program space for students and more effectively use the space in the building—$1.5 million.

=  Earl Hall—Building envelope (roof, exterior sealing, window replacement)—$1 million.

=  Barnhart Hall dining renovation—Estimated $500,000

=  Create court yard between the Living Learning Center and the Walton Complex—Estimated
$50,000

=  Upgrades to dining rooms, kitchens, equipment and facilities—Estimated $5 million between 2007
and 2011.

Summary of Two-Phase Approach

From the Housing Strategic Plan Phase 1 Report

Phase 1—Phase 1, which is described in this document, summarizes short-term housing initiatives that
are under way and establishes housing objectives to guide longer-term plans. Housing objectives were
established by:

= clarifying what it means to be a residential university
= exploring ways student housing can support defined Enrollment Management Goals, and
= identifying other key objectives of student housing.

Phase 2—Phase 2 will include a housing needs assessment to determine the desired amount and type
of student housing and related programming based upon the housing objectives established in Phase 1.
In addition a building analysis will be conducted to best determine how to meet defined housing needs,
including renovation of existing stock, new construction, and public/private sector partnerships

Sources of Data

Wherever possible, ASL has used a consistent set of data, provided by the UO Office of Institutional Re-
search, to define the measurable goals in the Housing Objectives. This data is contained in the Enroll-
ment and Housing Occupancy Data section of Attachment 2. The Phase 1 report used data from the
2006 Carnegie Foundation (based on 2005 figures), the 2005 Common Data Sets for UO and its peer
institutions, the UO Office of the registrar, the UO office of Institutional Research, and the Enrollment
Management Council.

For reference, the previous version of the table setting out the measurable goals is provided following
this page. Although many figures have been adjusted from this table, none of the changes represent a
change in objective; they only reflect the use of more consistent data.
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LONG-TERM HOUSING OBJECTIVES

UNIVERSITY OF OREGON - HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE II

Existing
Housing
(2006-07)

Projected Housing Needs

20,388
(2006-07)
enrollment
scenario

23,000
enrollment
scenario

Phase || Recommendations Summary

Residential University

A. Mix of housing opportunities for
all

Addressed by B-I.

B. Majority of all students live
within easy walk of campus

House at least 25% of the undergraduates on campus to
meet the “primarily residential” Carnegie classification.

3,636 (22%)

4,134 (25%)

4,312 (25%)

Ideal has 5,000 (28%)
undergrads—meeting Phase |
objectives for C (2,720) and D
(2,280)—and is in line with survey
demand analysis assuming unit mix
changes to meet preferences.

Facilitate housing for current % of all students who live
within easy walk on/off campus (on or off campus,
private or university-operated).

10,977-11,287
3,841 (UO) +
7,136
(InfoGraphics,
35% of 20,388)
7,446 (ASL
survey; 45% of
non-U0)

10,977-
11,287
within 1/2
mile

12,362-
12,722
within 1/2
mile

Easy Walk defined as 10-minutes/_-
mile from Campus Academic Center.

The proposed increase in UO-owned
housing generally would meet this
objective.

C. Strong freshman connections to
campus

Continue to house at least 85% of the freshmen in on-
campus housing designed to strengthen their connection
to the university as a top priority.

2,910 (85% of
3423)

2,692 (35%)

2,720 (35%)

2,720 beds in space program;
supported by demand analysis.

D. Strong sophomore, junior, and
senior connections to campus

House at least 15% of the upperclassmen in on-campus
housing that is designed to meet their needs.

726 (5.5%)

2,005 (15%)

2,280 (15%)

2,280 beds in space program;
supported by demand analysis.
Recommend current unit mix change
to align with student preferences.

E. Strong graduate student

Facilitate housing for desired graduate enrollment (20% of

313 (8)% of

444 (11%)

501 (11%)

501 beds in space program; 188

connections to campus all students) on/off campus, private or UO-owned. This 3,180) UO- UO-owned, UO-owned, additional beds derived from Phase
would equal maximum graduate enrollment of 4,600 owned, from from Phase | from Phase Il demand analysis.
assuming a 23,000 enrollment scenario. Phase I Il Il
F. Support a diverse group of Refer toR and S. Space program meets diverse needs,
students see Enrollment Mgmt. below.
G. Support interactions outside the Integrate academic programming into housing working N/A N/A N/A Luna recommendations section
classroom with academic leadership. addresses academic linkages and
Provide spaces that foster interactions in on-campus N/A N/A N/A space issues.
housing.
H. Integrate housing into human- Address Campus Plan policies. N/A N/A N/A Flexible financial model allows scale
scale campus design Integrate appropriate living group size. N/A N/A N/A to vary by site.
I. Use housing to help link Address UO campus edge policies, especially in East N/A N/A N/A Multiple sites that are needed for
to/enhance surrounding Campus. new housing provide several
neighborhood and campus opportunities.
J. Emulate the university's Address Campus Plan policies. N/A N/A N/A Financial model is flexible;
character and quality character/quality can vary by site.
K. Precedence to a strong Address Campus Plan policies. N/A N/A N/A Most system growth—non-freshman
academic center Link to academic mission (See G). N/A N/A N/A beds—can have some separation.
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LONG-TERM HOUSING OBJECTIVES

UNIVERSITY OF OREGON - HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE II

Projected Housing Needs

20,388

Existing (2006-07) 23,000

Housing enrollment enrollment

(2006-07) scenario scenario Phase Il Recommendations Summary
Enrollment Management
L. Account for desired student Plan for a student population of about 21,000 (and a max. N/A N/A N/A ASL’s market research examined
population and mix of 23,000) when determining future housing needs on/off subgroups from Enrollment Manage-

campus. ment objectives L through U. Sev-

M. Flexible to changes in class Make on-campus housing flexible for various housing types | N/A N/A N/A eral focus groups consisted of sub-
enrollment levels and uses. group members; participation in the
N. Competitive housing and related | House at least 85% desired non-resident freshmen TBD 910 (85%) 722 (85%) Web-based survey was consistent

programs for desired non-resident
freshman enrollment

enrollment on campus. Provide features and programs
that are competitive with our peers.

0. Available housing for desired Facilitate housing for desired non-resident enrollment 6,259 (30.7%) 6,259 7,061
total non-resident enrollment (same % as existing) on/off campus, private or university- (30.7%) (30.7%)
operated. Housing features and programs should be
competitive with our peers. 2005
P. Support retention efforts To be completed during Phase Il once retention goals are TBD TBD TBD

established.

Q. Competitive housing for desired
graduate student enrollment

Facilitate housing for desired graduate enrollment (20% of
all students) on/off campus, private or university-
operated.

3,819 (19%)

4,078 (20%)

4,600 (20%)

R. Competitive on campus housing
and related programs for desired
enrollment diversity

Provide capacity on campus to house at least 85% of

477 (85% of

490 (85%)

490 (85%)

desired diverse freshman enrollment. (scenario: students 561, or
of color represent 18% of all freshmen) 17%—IRP—of
3,298—RFG)
Provide capacity on campus to house at least 15% of 346 360 (15%) 379 (15%)
desired diverse upperclassman enrollment. (scenario: (2,869—RFG—
students of color represent 18% of all upper classmen) minus 561
freshmen

=2,308 x 15%)

S. Available housing for desired
enrollment diversity

Facilitate housing for desired diverse enroliment on/off
campus, private or university-operated. (scenario:
students of color represent 18% of all students) on/off
campus.

2,854 (14%)

2005

3,670 (18%)

4,140 (18%)

T. Competitive housing and related | Provide capacity on campus to house at least 85% of the 99 272 (85%) 272 (85%)
programs for desired international desired international freshman enrollment. (scenario: 10% | (3%—IRP—of
freshman enrollment of all freshmen) 3,298—RFG)

U. Available housing for desired
total international student
enrollment

Facilitate housing for desired international enroliment
(scenario: 10% of all students) on/off campus, private or
university-operated

1,173[ LCO1]
(5.8%)
2005

2,038 (10%)

2,300 (10%)

with their representation in the
overall population.

ASL found that although current
numbers may fall short of desired
outcomes, given the same options as
students not belonging to the sub-
groups, members of the subgroups
generally expressed the same level
of interest and had similar tastes
and preferences.

New or improved UO-owned housing
satisfying overall student prefer-
ences, therefore, should address
concerns with subgroups’ represen-
tation, bringing it in line with their
share of the overall population.
ASL’s market research did suggest
some specific areas of concern for
some subgroups (e.g., international
students expressing the need for
additional assistance in gathering
information), but solutions to this
type of issue would have minimal
financial impact and would not
affect the number of beds.
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LONG-TERM HOUSING OBJECTIVES

UNIVERSITY OF OREGON - HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE II

Projected Housing Needs

on/off campus, private or university-operated

20,388
Existing (2006-07) 23,000
Housing enrollment enrollment
(2006-07) scenario scenario Phase Il Recommendations Summary
Additional Housing Objectives
V. A placeholder for future Identify and purchase lands desired for future academic N/A N/A N/A The new housing that Phase Il
academic needs needs and consider using as housing until needed. recommends to meet the Phase |
W. Enhance campus/neighborhood Address Campus Plan, particularly East Campus policies. N/A N/A N/A objectives will provide opportunities
transition areas to further the Campus Plan policies
X. Enhance campus transportation | Address Campus Plan, in particular Transportation Plan N/A N/A N/A during subsequent site and design
policies policies. decision-making
Y. Enhance sustainability policies Address Campus Plan, in particular Sustainable N/A N/A N/A
Development Plan policies.
Z. Available housing for visiting Facilitate housing for visiting scholars and faculty on/off TBD TBD TBD
scholars and faculty campus.
AA. Affordability Ensure that the effects of the affordability of any new TBD TBD TBD
housing or changes to the system are well understood.
AB. Students of Excellence Facilitate housing for desired Students of Excellence TBD TBD TBD

Data Sources:

HSG UO Housing

IRP  UO Institutional Research 2006 University of Oregon Profile
RFG UO Registrar Facts at a Glance, Fall Term 2006, Fourth Week

Page 3 of 3
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ATTACHMENTS

UNIVERSITY OF OREGON = HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE 2

ATTACHMENT 2: MARKET DATA
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Survey Results
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ATTACHMENT 2

UNIVERSITY OF OREGON = HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE 2

Enrollment and Housing Occupancy Data

The Housing Strategic Plan—Phase 1 report used several sources for the numbers that it used to define
measurable goals. For Phase 2, the UO Office of Institutional Research provided the data in the follow-
ing table, which provides the basis for the figures used in this document.

All Students International Students of Color* Non-Resident
Housing Housing Housing Housing 23,000

Total Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Fall Enrollment
Headcount 2006 2006 2006 2006 2006 2006 2006 2006 Scenario
Freshmen
First Time 3,298 2,874 106 464 1,086 3,200
Returning 926 59 47 4 45 1,045
Sophomore
S 3,345 343 42 56 122 3,674
Juniors 3,585 155 30 30 61 3,944
Seniors 4,777 105 13 24 26 5,197
Graduate 3,180 318 93 54 246 4,600
Non-Admit 1,277 1,341
Total 20,388 3,854 331 632 1,586 23,000

*Students of color include American Indian; Asian, Pacific Islander; Black, Non-Hispanic; Hispanic, and
Multi-Ethnic.
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ATTACHMENT 2

UNIVERSITY OF OREGON = HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE 2

Unit Type Reference
ASL uses specific terminology to refer to different types of student housing units:

Traditional: A traditional unit consists of a bedroom; occupants use a community bathroom.

Semi-Suite: A semi-suite consists of a bedroom with a private bathroom or a bathroom shared with
one or more other bedrooms within the living unit.

Suite: A suite consists of bedrooms, bathrooms, and a living area within the unit; cooking facilities, if
present, are typically for snack preparation and a meal plan is still required.

Apartment: An apartment contains bedrooms, bathrooms, living area, and a kitchen; a meal plan is
typically not required.

ASL tested seven units on the student survey:

Traditional Double
$9,990 per Academic Year
(includes Standard Meal Plan)

Traditional Single
$11,440 Academic Year
(includes Standard Meal Plan)

Modern Traditional Double (Like LLC)
$12,020 per Academic Year
(includes Standard Meal Plan)

Two-Double-Bedroom Semi-Suite =
$12,790 per Academic Year
(includes Standard Meal Plan) o 0

Two-Single-Bedroom Semi-Suite 2T e]
$14,530 per Academic Year
(includes Standard Meal Plan)

Two-Double-Bedroom Suite =T T
$14,340 per Academic Year ol ~ ©
(includes Standard Meal Plan)

Four-Single-Bedroom Suite [ G © 15
$15,780 per Academic Year | ol _~le
(includes Standard Meal Plan)

ANDERSON STRICKLER, LLC



EASY WALKING DISTANCE

UNIVERSITY OF OREGON = HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE Il

. . . . minutes to campus. The upper right chart shows the imperfect correlation
The committee approved the definition of an “easy walking distance” as be- ) P _pp g ) P _
between the distance and time measures (looking at all transportation modes
considered together. The bottom right chart shows that of those living within

a quarter of a mile, 83% walk and 12% bike to school.

ing a quarter mile/five minute radius, but wanted confirmation in the form
of an analysis of the commuting distances and times for each of the modes of
transportation. As the charts below on the left show, most survey respon-
dents who walk travel no more than a quarter of a mile and no more than 10

8% 17%
% 0 O >% mile i % - O >15 min.
(]
o 17% 43% 50% (n=843) 38% (n=384)
: 75% O >Y%, <% mile 38% 0 >10, <15 min.
. 90% 85% | (n=187) 45% (n=610)
14Y% -
1w B >V, <% mile 39% m >5, <10 min.
14% - (n=602)
5% | | 58% - (n=305) a0 _
13% @ <Y mile @ < 5 min.
29% 20% m & (n=543) 10% (n=276)
10%
<Y mile >Ya, Y2 mile  >%, <% mile >% mile
Walk Board Motorcycle Bike Other Bus Drive (n=541) (n=304) (n=186) (n=841)
(n=759) (n=12) (n=7) (n=327) (n=10) (n=446) (n=317)
12% 9
i 25% 14% e 22% |g >15 min. B Other(n=10)
36%
- 14% 45% (n=387) o 38% 32% @ Motorcycle(n=7)
30% 0 >10, <15 min b
T ; W Walk(n=759
36% | (n=611) 83% 11% _ (n=759)
. 39% m >5, <10 min. O Drive(n=317)
38% 27% % . 40%
(n=607) T 31% O Bus(n=446)
43% O < 5 min. @ Board(n=12)
33% 18% 1
23% n=278 21% 19% 19% .
21% 20% - . | (28 12% @ Bike(n=327)
1, i 1 1 i 1 3, i 3, i
Walk Board Motorcycle Bike Other Bus Drive <¥a mile Ve, e mile >%, <% mile >%: mile
(n=543) (n=305) (n=187) (n=843)

(n=759) (n=12) (n=7) (n=328) (n=11) (n=448) (n=318)
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FOCUS GROUP NOTES

UNIVERSITY OF OREGON = HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE Il

Group Cohort:  First Year Residence Hall Residents (FG 1)

Participants:  9; 5 female, 4 male
6 freshmen, 3 sophomores
4 live in Walton, 4 in Hamilton, 1 in Bean
3 live alone, 6 with roommates

Session Moderator:  Michael Oliphant
Session Date:  April 16, 2007
Session Location:  LLC Classroom 123
Voice File:  Focus Group Recordings\LCO\DM-10140 04 16 1st Year Res1.DSS
Notes File:  UO 1 First Year Resident Res Hall Students.doc

Advantages of living on campus:

" Good location relative to class

®  Ability to leave 10 minutes, and on some occasions two minutes, before class starts

®  No concerns with cooking food

®  Ability to go back to the room between classes (if classes are not scheduled back to back)

®  No concerns with commuting

®  Ability to meet other students:
0 Students live in the residence halls their first year in order to meet other students.
o0 Participants agree that they would not change their first-year living experience.

®  Transition from living at home to living on own

Disadvantages of living on campus:

®  Lack of activities on weekends — “weekends are really dead”

" Department of Public Safety (campus police) likes to issue “MIPs”. Participants think it is a significant way to
raise revenue for the state.

®  Restrictive RAs and rules and regulations — Participants understand the need for rules such as noise restrictions,
no candles, etc. because of the close living quarters, but many would appreciate having more space within hous-
ing so that rules like this were not necessary. Participants would like to have items such as candles, toasters, and
microwaves.

®  Thin walls transmit noise

®  Laundry facilities:

0 The location of laundry facilities in the basement is inconvenient, especially for students living on
the top floors of housing.

o0 The machines are frequently all in use, so students will go to another hall to do laundry, but some-
times those machines are full as well. Then, does the student wait for a machine or carry their laun-
dry back up the steps? If someone’s clothes are finished drying, what does a student do? Take them
out? Several participants have had their clothes removed from a machine, and while it upset them,
they understood.

o Dryers do not work efficiently. Many participants have had to put their clothes through two cycles
to get them to dry.

o0 Card machines are inconvenient having a $5 minimum, and machines should be located in laundry
facilities. Several participants agree that using quarters for laundry machines would be easier. One
participant had a machine scratch her card and make it unusable; because there was still money on

Page 1 of 5 ANDERSON STRICKLER, LLC 2 8/31/2007



FOCUS GROUP NOTES

UNIVERSITY OF OREGON = HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE Il

it, the card had to be sent away to retrieve the money, but that never happened. She had to buy a
new card.

Popularity of buildings or communities on campus:

®  The residence halls with dining facilities (Carson and Hamilton) on the main level are most popular.
®  TheLLC is popular because it is new and the “rooms are really nice” but it costs more to live there.

"  Participants agree that Bean Hall is the least popular residence hall.

Ceilings have cracked and pieces fall off.

Halls and rooms are narrow and small.

o

0 Some rooms do not have carpet.
0 There is poor lighting in the rooms.

Common spaces offered in campus housing:

®  One hall lounge is located next to the pizza place and residents of the hall can smell the pizza and hear the noise.
As a result residents do not use the lounge much.

® A participant generalizes that with the exception of LLC, students do not use the lounges in the residence halls.

®  Another participant notes that the lounge in her residence is used frequently for study groups, but comments that
“it is not very nice.” She describes it as a “big, empty room with couches thrown in it.” The lounges could look
nicer and have better furniture.

Common spaces desired in campus housing:

®  Community kitchens:

0 Although they are offered in the International Hall, a participant has heard that it is difficult to use
the kitchens because students have to get permission. Kitchens should be available for resident’s
use.

0 One kitchen per residence hall would be sufficient.

Plans for housing next year:

®  One participant plans to apply to be an RA.

®  Another participant is considering living on campus for convenience and proximity; her friends are moving to
Chase Village which she considers far from campus.

®  The majority of the remaining participants plan to move off campus next year.

Popular off-campus housing complexes or neighborhoods:

®  Chase Village

®  Duck Village

®  Smaller apartment buildings on the side of campus where the bookstore is located
®  Houses for rent in local neighborhoods

Reasons students plan to move off campus next year:

®  Participation in a fraternity or sorority

" Less expensive to live off campus than on campus

®  To avoid RAs and have fewer people looking over students
=  Ability to cook food

Page 2 of 5 ANDERSON STRICKLER, LLC é 8/31/2007



FOCUS GROUP NOTES

UNIVERSITY OF OREGON = HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE Il

Comments on campus food service:

= “ltgetsold.”

" “Jtisterrible.”

®  Some participants have seen food at other schools that is better than what is offered at UO, while others have
seen food at other schools that is worse.

®  There is little variety, compared to other schools, and there is not much meat offered (only chicken).

= All food service locations that accept “points” are located on one side of campus; this is inconvenient for those
with classes on the opposite side of campus.

®  Point system is “engineered to rip off students.” The meal plan should be run on dollars.

®  Points are not carried over from one semester to the next, but only one week to the next.

®  One participant would like to have the term allotment for points. If she has friends visit on the weekend, she uses
her points for the week, but if there was a term allotment she thinks she could budget her points better.

®  Hours of operation are convenient for some participants but not for others. Having one food service location
open until 2PM is convenient.

Comments on residence life programming:

®  One participant admits that he has attended a few “good” programs.

® A participant thinks programs are held on controversial topics to lure students in, but it is not always successful.
Another argues that the programs are intended to keep students informed on important issues.

" |none participant’s hall (substance free hall), there is a program every week to every two to three weeks.

® A participant “would be really happy” if the money put toward programming was put back into housing to make
the cost of housing less for students; several others agree with this.

®  Programs are beneficial the first week of school to help students get to know others.

®  Some programs are more popular than others: dances are less popular than masseuses brought in at the end of
the term.

®  Grouping students of similar academic backgrounds together in a residence hall is helpful; one participant lives
in the hall for Honors Chemistry students and it helps students study together.

Quality of housing relative to price — on-campus housing:

®  Participants believe that students living on campus are over-charged for housing.
®  One participant lives as least expensive as she can. She has the smallest meal plan and lives in Bean Hall.

What the University could offer students to keep them living on campus:

" Abetter deal
®  Fewer rules and regulations
®  Aliving situation “between” the residence halls and the apartments

Floor plan review:

®  (A) Traditional double:
o For freshmen, having a roommate is “occasionally” a positive
experience. Most agree that there are positive aspects of the
experience, and no one thinks the experience is strictly
negative.
o0 The roommate experience depends on the students living
together. The University could do a better job of pairing students in rooms.

Page 3 of 5 ANDERSON STRICKLER, LLC é 8/31/2007



FOCUS GROUP NOTES

UNIVERSITY OF OREGON = HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE Il

®  (B) Two-double bedroom semi-suite:

(0}

(0]

All participants agree that community bathrooms are . =T
acceptable. - .'
One shower and one toilet for four students would be a
concern; one participant describes it as being worse

than a community bathroom. If a student gets sick in

the bathroom, that is the unit’s only toilet, whereas in a
community bathroom there are several.

No participants would prefer this unit over existing housing.

®  (C) Two-double bedroom suite:

(0}

This “is pretty cool” and is similar to the
apartments offered at the Commons. o
Four students sharing a unit is a concern for one

.4

(9

Ik

participant; it is hard enough sharing a room with : ‘
one other student. _
An advantage to this unit is that one roommate : ‘
can go to bed early and the other can be in the

living area studying or watching TV.

Several participants would prefer this unit type to existing housing, but several would not pay more
than the current housing cost (because they consider the current prices expensive). Others would be
willing to pay $50 to $100 more per month than the current housing cost.

If this unit was offered and residents could pick their roommates, it would make participants con-
sider staying on campus for sophomore year. If the entire residence hall was for sophomores it
would be appealing, but there is still the issue of ability to cook food and rules and regulations, spe-
cifically RAs.

® (D) Four-single bedroom suite:

(0]

The private bedrooms are attractive be-
cause residents have more privacy and
personal space than in a shared bed-
room situation.

Three participants would live on campus
as a sophomore if this unit was offered.
Another participant would consider it;
she prefers a unit with a kitchen.

®  (E) Two-single bedroom suite:

Page 4 of 5

(0]

One bathroom in the unit would be acceptable for

two residents.

Price is a driving factor for most participants; their

decision would depend on price. Price should be

comparable to off-campus housing options.

A few participants do not see a problem offering

this unit to freshmen. Others think freshmen

should have to “suffer through” traditional-style

housing and that this would be a good option for second year students. After living in traditional-
style housing, a student would appreciate this unit type more.

ANDERSON STRICKLER, LLC é 8/31/2007



FOCUS GROUP NOTES

UNIVERSITY OF OREGON = HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE Il

UO Housing compared to other schools’:

®  Washington State had a long 50-question questionnaire for housing residents to complete before roommates
were paired. UO should have a more intensive questionnaire (more than 5 questions).

®  OSU has housing similar to (C) Two-double bedroom suite and the residents have lived with each other for con-
secutive years because it was a positive living experience.

®  Stanford has an “open door policy” that UO should adopt. Students can drink in the residence halls as long as the
doors remain open.

“If the University provided in new housing, | would definitely live there.”

"  “Free housing”

" “Abar”

®  Living space in the unit

®  Healthy food

= Better laundry facilities

®  Private bedrooms (mentioned by two participants)
" Thicker walls

“If the University provided in new housing, | would definitely NOT live there.”

®  No changes to existing housing
®  More RAs per hall
®  Only one food service option

Additional comments:

®  Participants are not interested in having faculty live in the residence halls.

Page 5 of 5 ANDERSON STRICKLER, LLC 2 8/31/2007



FOCUS GROUP NOTES

UNIVERSITY OF OREGON = HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE Il

Group Cohort:  First Year Resident Residence Hall Residents (FG 2)

Participants:  6; 3 female, 3 male
All freshmen
1 lives in Bean, 2 in Walton, 1 in Hamilton, 1 in LLC, 1 in Earl
All live with roommates

Session Moderator:  Michael Oliphant
Session Date:  April 16, 2007
Session Location:  LLC Classroom 123
Voice File:  Focus Group Recordings\LCO\DM-10141 04 16 1st Year Res2.DSS
Notes File:  UO 2 First Year Resident Res Hall Students.doc

Advantages of living on campus:

®  Convenience

®  Ability to get to class in a short amount of time
®  No concerns with cooking food

" Ability to meet other students

Disadvantages of living on campus:

®  Lack of food choices

®  Small living space

®  No kitchens in the buildings

®  Curtains separate showers; walls are preferred

®  Noise from plumbing and heaters

®  Lack of hot water and high water pressure in showers
®  Thin walls transmit noise

®  Chaotic living environment creates stress

Popularity of buildings or communities on campus:

®  Barnhardt Hall is popular because rooms are larger and have semi-private bathrooms. The disadvantage is its
location; participants consider it to be “far away.”

®  TheLLC is popular because it is new and rooms are larger and have more storage space. There are walls between
the showers. One downside is the bathroom to student ratio; some residents have to walk “a ways” to use the
bathroom.

Common spaces offered in campus housing:

®  The common spaces should be made more attractive so students want to hang out in them. A participant suggests
putting a mural on the wall, and providing more comfortable furniture.

®  Residents in one hall use common areas for studying, but it would be helpful to have more tables in the common
areas.

®  There are three lounges on each floor in LLC each with couches, tables, and chairs. There are also laundry facili-
ties (2 washers and 2 dryers) on each floor. More laundry machines would be helpful; 72 students share 2 wash-
ers and 2 dryers.
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There is no connection between LLC residents and the classes held in the classrooms in the building.
Participants would welcome more community kitchens in housing. Although one participant lives in Earl where
there is a community kitchen, there are a lot of rules that students have to go through to use it, such as having an
RA present the entire time, providing supplies and utensils, etc.

Comments on residence life programming:

The generalization from one participant is that the students that become RAs are those that like to go on power
trips, and are mainly sophomores telling freshmen what to do “about the little things.”

Another participant has had a positive experience with her RA; there are a lot of programs offered. There is a
balance that needs to be maintained between rule enforcement and befriending students, and some maintain this
balance better than others. The participant plans to be an RA next year.

Comments on Freshmen Interest Groups (FIG):

A participant had a positive experience with her FIG. There were several students living on the same hall and
they were able to help one another with homework. It was socially rewarding as well as academically rewarding.
She is still close friends with several students that were in her FIG.

The program works for freshmen because it helps them develop social relationships. The class associated with the
program is “not the most stimulating or necessary” class and might not be appropriate for the entire year, or for
other class levels.

Quality of housing relative to price — on-campus housing:

Participants agree that the cost for on-campus housing is expensive for what students get.

Plans for housing next year:

One participant plans to be an RA. If she was not going to be an RA she would live off campus. However, she
thinks that adding a sink to the unit and more living space would make the current on-campus housing units
more appealing. Access to a kitchen would entice her to stay living on campus.

Most others plan to live off campus because it is less expensive than living on campus. One participant is going to
live at the apartment complex where her sister lived (Chase Village). Two participants plan to rent houses with
friends.

Popular off-campus housing complexes or neighborhoods:

Chase Village
Duck Village
Local houses

Factors considered when choosing off-campus housing:

Location — less than 10 minute bike ride to campus
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Floor plan review:

®  (B) Two-double bedroom semi-suite:

o Thisis similar to housing seen at OSU, but the sinks
are in the room. “It is pretty cool.”

0 For some, this is “definitely” an improvement over
what is offered now.

0 Afew do not like this floor plan better than current
housing. A few would prefer the current housing with _
more living space over this floor plan with less space =~ ‘== s wmeel
than is in current housing.

o0 Four residents sharing one shower stall and toilet is a concern for some participants.

o If this unit was offered on campus a few would consider staying on campus, depending on the price.

®  (C) Two-double bedroom suite:

0 Most participants agree that this unit type is 51 o =10 1o |

0 One participant is concerned about the sense of | e ' :
community; units without common spaces =3 ‘ = | _f

better than current housing offered. L. O

|
force students to go elsewhere to meet people I ' _
and socialize. ; ' |‘ N = : I
® (D) Four-single bedroom suite: ' o
0 This unitis very attractive to partici-

a

of=r Mo [T

| | ) » F
this type of unit on campus. | : ('! = ©

pants and many would choose to live in

o0 Participants would like to have commu- )
nity kitchens in a building with this unit [ . | .
type.
o If this unit had been available for next

fall most participants would consider

living on campus for another year. One participant would still move off campus to a house.

Desired amenities in new housing:

®  Sinks in the bedroom
®  Balcony

®"  Nicer common areas
"  More electrical outlets
" Wireless internet

®  Co-ed floors

UO Housing compared to other schools’:

® A participant has seen attractive housing at several other schools.
® A participant thinks the housing at the University of Hawaii is attractive. The units were two-stories.
® A participant has seen cluster-style housing with single and double bedrooms, and thinks it is appealing.
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Living preferences:

®  Four students per unit is acceptable, especially when each resident has a private bedroom.
" Four students per bathroom is acceptable.
= All participants prefer an academic-year lease over a 12-month lease.

= All participants prefer furnished units over unfurnished units. One participant would like a larger bed.

“If the University provided in new housing, | would definitely live there.”

"  Fewer rules and regulations (no RASs)

®  Community kitchens with no rules for use (mentioned by two participants)
®  Parking incentive for on-campus residents

"  Lower cost

®  Sinks in the rooms

®  Larger windows with screens

“If the University provided in new housing, | would definitely NOT live there.”

®  Less living space
® Insufficient lighting
"  More than 72 students per floor

Additional comments:

® A participant has heard that UO has the “third worst rated dorms in the country.”

®  The University could to more to help students find housing off campus. Offering an on-line resource would be
helpful. There is a website, but the links go to the newspaper and there are few advertisements in the newspaper.

®  Housing was not a factor in participants’ decision to attend UO.
®  Participants appreciate not having any visitation restrictions in UO housing.

®  Parking is a problem on campus, and is expensive. One participant is moving to an eight-person house that has

enough parking for ten people.

=,
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Group Cohort:  First Year Non-Resident Residence Hall Students (FG 3)

Participants:  9; 3 female, 6 male
8 freshmen, 1 sophomore
4 live in Hamilton, 4 in Walton, 1 in LLC
All live with roommates

Session Moderator:  Linda Anderson
Session Date:  April 16, 2007
Session Location:  LLC Classroom 125
Voice File:  Focus Group Recordings\LGA\DM-10011 04 16 1st Year Non Res Res Hall.DSS
Notes File:  UO 3 First Year Non-Resident Res Hall Students.doc

Reasons students chose to live on campus and advantages of living on campus:

"  Parental influence

®  Close proximity to campus facilities, such as Rec Center and class
®  Availability of food service

" Ability to meet other students

" Ability to be involved in campus activities

®  No concerns with monthly bills — all utilities included

Disadvantages of living on campus:

"  Old buildings
®  Small room size
®  Community bathrooms
®  Lack of healthy food options
®  Inequity in that residents of the LLC and other housing pay the same price, but have different living accommoda-
tions — residents of LLC should either pay more, or those living in the older buildings should pay less.
®  Thin walls transmit noise — residents can also hear lawn mowers and garbage trucks.
®  Poor maintenance service:
0 Maintenance has to be “pestered” to get them to fix anything.
o0 Awater fountain in one of the halls broke in October or November and it was just fixed over Spring
break.
®  Residents get charged for problems they might not be responsible for
®  Wing restrictions in Walton Hall — residents of certain wings are restricted to common areas within their wing,
prohibiting community.
®  Lack of activities between residence halls — residents of one hall only get to know the students they live around;
there is little interaction between residence halls.

Popularity of buildings or communities on campus:

" The residence halls with dining facilities (LLC, Carson, and Hamilton) are most popular.

®  The residence halls with dining facilities have more interaction among students in the building as opposed to
only on a hall.

®  Walton Hall is “the worst” because the layout is “the most divided” and there is no food service in the building.

®  The LLC building is a great location in the center of everything.
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Comments on campus food service:

The LLC only offers one type of food; if a student wants more variety, he or she has to go to Hamilton. There
should be another food option in the LLC.

There is no need for the sandwich place Hammy’s Deli; one participant suggests turning it into a McDonald’s or a
hot dog stand.

Eating the same food three times a day, every day of the week is repetitive. One participant was under the im-
pression that the menus would change each term, but this is not the case.

The food quality at Carson is poor, but at least the menu changes occasionally.

Common spaces offered in campus housing:

The community lounge in Walton Hall is not used much; it is located in the basement and “is kind of creepy.”
There is nothing to do in the lounge; the TV is small and there is no DVD player. Another participant agrees that
he has never seen residents spend time in the community spaces.

Microwaves and toaster ovens are needed in community lounges.

The third floor lounge in the LLC is used frequently. One participant sees students reading, doing homework,
studying, etc. in the lounge. The room is also used for meetings with the RAs, but it is not used much for social
activities.

A resident of Hamilton does not use the lounge on the first floor because she lives on the fourth floor. The room is
dark and not very appealing; there is no TV, only a piano.

The lounges in LLC are “brighter” and have chalk boards that students can use for study groups.

The patio at LLC is utilized, especially when the weather is nice.

The “cubby spaces” for studying in the LLC are not used because of their location in high-traffic hallways that
easily echo noise.

Common spaces desired in campus housing:

One participant’s friends’ residence halls at other schools have common areas on each floor, making it more con-
venient for residents.

Participants would like game rooms with ping pong, pool tables, etc.

Community kitchens would be utilized, especially in residence halls without dining facilities.

Classrooms in the building would be convenient; residents would only have to walk downstairs for class. This
would be most appropriate for freshmen as opposed to other class levels. There are classrooms in the LLC and a
resident of the LLC experienced this convenience. He thinks the classrooms should be able to be “rented out” for
study groups.

Comments on residence life programming:

Programming is most important at the beginning of the year to allow students to get to know one another.
Popular programs are those where students “go out and do stuff,” such as a trip to the “Saturday market” or to
play paint ball. A participant also liked the hall dinner held in her hall, and another participant liked the video
game contest held on his hall.

Not all programs are well-advertised, so some programs are not well-attended. However, one participant’s RA
does advertise well for programs.

Movies are not as popular because the movies have to be appropriate, and most students have seen those types of
movies before. Friday night dances are not popular.

Professors are not seen in any of the residence halls.

Page 2 of 5 ANDERSON STRICKLER, LLC é 8/31/2007



FOCUS GROUP NOTES

UNIVERSITY OF OREGON = HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE Il

Popular off-campus housing complexes or neighborhoods:

®  Anything within walking distance to campus (within five blocks from campus), although these apartments are not
as nice as others in the area

" Duck Village, but residents have to drive to campus

®"  The residential area near Agate Apartments and 215t and 22nd Streets is appealing. If an apartment complex was
built in this area, it would be attractive.

Plans for housing next year:

®  One participant plans to be an RA.
®  The remainder of the participants plan to move off campus. One participant would not mind living on campus
again for its simplicity.

Reasons students plan to move off campus next year:

" “Jtis not the norm” — sophomores living on campus would still live around freshmen and it would be comparable
to “reliving freshman year.”

" Less expensive to live off campus than on campus

®  Social aspect and the ability to have friends over

"  Ability to cook food

®  Fewer noise distractions and regulations

®"  No authority figure watching over them — this is important as students get older.

®  To experience of living on one’s own — one year of living on campus was sufficient for most participants.

Quality of housing relative to price — on-campus housing:

®  Participants do not know what to compare the price they pay for their housing to.

® A participant thinks that for the price paid, the furniture quality should be better and the furniture should be
moveable. Some residence halls have bunk beds, while others do not; all residence halls should have bunk beds
because it creates more space in the unit.

®  Another participant thinks that students pay more for housing than they should because of the small room size.

Floor plan review:

®  (B) Two-double bedroom semi-suite:

o This unit is attractive to participants.

0 Residents have their roommate, but also get to know
the others sharing the bathroom. - Le_©

o Ifaresident does not like their roommate they can
interact with other suite-mates.
Large windows are important to one participant.
This unit would be most appropriate for freshmen and
sophomores. Offering this unit might encourage more students to live on campus after freshman
year.
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®  (C) Two-double bedroom suite:

(0}

Cost is an initial concern from several =10 =
participants with this unit. A participant o ‘
estimates that this unit would be 1.5 times the Ll ©
current cost of housing because it is about 1.5 ‘
times larger than current units. ;
The living area in the unit could be smaller. ! ‘
This would be more appropriate for juniors and '

seniors.

3

A participant suggests having a building with (B) Two-double bedroom semi-suites on the first few

floors and this unit type on the top floors.

® (D) Four-single bedroom suite:

(0]
(0]

Participants like this floor plan. I . Tl Gf
The bedrooms are smaller, but residents b | <]
have their privacy. ;
Sharing a bathroom with one other stu- L _ ' ' i
dent is attractive. '
Cost is a concern from participants, but if

this was offered on campus, many par-

ticipants would be interested in living on campus after freshman year.

UO Housing compared to other schools’:

®  San Diego State University has a new housing complex. The units have a small kitchen (with stove and refrigera-

tor), a living room, two bathrooms, and single bedrooms. This unit type is attractive.

® A participant visited a friend at another school who lived in apartment-style housing close to campus for sopho-
mores, juniors, and seniors. There are RAs in the buildings of junior standing. It was a convenient living style. It
was “a bigger dorm room” because of the community of upperclass students.
®  For one participant, the majority of his friends attending other schools plan to live in campus housing for their
sophomore years.
® A participant’s friend attends Pomona and she is able to stay in her housing over breaks. UO should allow for this

without changing the locks as is done now.

Living preferences:

®  The interest level in on-campus student apartments depends on the level of rules and regulations associated with
them. Upperclassmen do not want to live in a complex with a lot of rules and regulations.

®  Most participants think the University should focus on improving the residence halls on campus and not offer
apartment-style housing on campus.

What the University could offer students to keep them living on campus:

"  More living space in rooms
= Better quality of housing
®  Abuilding designated for sophomores, with no required meal plan, fewer RAs, more privacy in the unit, common

kitchens, etc.
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Additional comments:

The nicer the residence halls are at UO, the more expensive they will be, however, more students will be inter-
ested in staying on campus.

The University should do more to help students find housing off campus. Students currently have to do it all on
their own, and it is more difficult of a process than students expect.

The residence halls should open more than one day prior to the start of classes at the beginning of the year, espe-
cially for students coming from across the country. The same is true at the end of the year; the residence halls
should remain open longer after the last day of class. One participant had to unlock his window and climb in
through it because the building closed on Friday and his flight home was not until Sunday; there should be spe-
cial exceptions made for students based on the price they pay for housing.

There should be some type of transportation from Portland to Eugene and back. It is costly to get to the UO cam-
pus. If there was some type of transportation it might attract more out-of-state students to attend UO.

Mailboxes should be more conveniently located.
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Group Cohort:  Upperclassmen Residence Hall Residents (FG 5)

Participants:  8; 6 female, 2 male

3 sophomores, 3 juniors, 2 senior
3 live in Riley, 2 in Carson, 2 in Hamilton, 1 in Barnhart
5 live alone, 3 with roommates

Session Moderator:  Michael Oliphant

Session Date:  April 16, 2007

Session Location:  LLC Classroom 123

Voice File:  Focus Group Recordings\LCO\DM-10142 04 16 Upperclass Res Hall.DSS

Notes File:  UO 5 Upperclass Res Hall Students.doc

Advantages of living on campus:

= Atmosphere conducive to meeting people

®  Similar to apartment-style living (Carson) with common toilets and showers

®  Community atmosphere in upperclassmen housing

®  Ability for returning students to sign up early and choose their housing building (unlike freshmen who are as-
signed to rooms)
®  No concerns with cleaning the bathroom in the residence halls (although if a mess is made in the bathroom it has

to be cleaned up or the entire hall is charged extra to have someone come in special to clean)
®  No concerns with cooking food
®  Convenient location on campus

Disadvantages of living on campus:

" “Paper-thin” walls transmit noise (especially in Hamilton, Bean, and Barnhart)

Popularity of buildings or communities on campus:

" Bean Hall:

(0]
(0]

Bean Hall “has a reputation” (of not being a popular residence hall).

There is less living space compared to other halls; participants describe it as “small” and “compact.”
Hallways are narrow; it is similar to “a prison.”

A participant’s friend lives in a single in Bean Hall and it is a less expensive way to have a single
room surrounded by other upperclassmen; however, the resident would prefer to live elsewhere for
more of a community atmosphere.

Residents in the rooms can hear other students in the courtyard.

A participant has heard that Bean Hall residents are more satisfied with the community atmosphere
because the rooms are so small and oppressive that residents have to make friends on the hallway
to get out of their rooms. This is compared to larger residence halls where it is easier to isolate one-
self, such as Barnhart.

®  Carson Hall:

Page 1 of 5

(0]

The building is different because it is divided into wings separated by gender. Each community in
each wing on each floor has about 12 students.

There is an open space in the middle with a study lounge, laundry facilities, vending machines, etc.
Having sinks in the rooms is convenient.

Upperclassmen like the solitude and already have established groups of friends. Those that want to
be social can be and those that want privacy can have that too.
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Riley Hall:
o]

(0}
(0}

Co-ed living is welcomed by one participant after her bad experience of living with five other fe-
males (even though everyone had their own bedroom).

The rooms are large.

There is a good sense of community even though there are sinks in the rooms.

Barnhart Hall:

(0}

LLC:

Units have private bathrooms which are convenient, but a resident thinks there is less community
because residents see less of their hall-mates by not regularly going to a community bathroom. He
never sees “half the people on his wing,” possibly because they are either in their room or at athletic
practice (there is a large percentage of athletes that live in Barnhart).

New construction is appealing.

All the furniture is on wheels and there is no carpet so residents can easily rearrange their rooms.
The rooms are not very “homey” because there is no carpet in the rooms and the shelves are incon-
veniently located.

Common spaces offered in campus housing:

Lounges:
o]

Kitchens:
o

Classrooms:
o)

The centrally located lounges such as in Carson are used more than lounges not centrally located,
such as in Hamilton where the lounge is located on the bottom floor of the building.

The TV lounge with pool table and ping pong table in Riley, even though it is located downstairs, is
used “all the time.”

The kitchen in Riley is also used frequently; residents have to provide their own utensils and cook-
ing supplies.

There is a large community refrigerator as well. In Barnhart residents have to have an RA present to
open the kitchen.

A participant dislikes having classrooms in the residence halls (LLC). The residence halls are close
enough to academic buildings that classrooms do not need to be in the residence halls. She under-
stands the concept and thinks it is more appropriate for larger institutions. She also argues that
students do not want to go to a residence hall for class if they do not live in that particular hall.
Another participant thinks that having one building like the LLC is “good” because there are stu-
dents that value the experience, but having more would be “overkill.”

Comments on residence life programming:

There are many activities offered for freshmen.

Participants are not interested in much programming as upperclassmen, although one participants’ hall has at-
tended some programs.
The main difference between freshman and upperclassmen programming is that many upperclassmen are of le-

gal drinking age. Upperclassmen want to go out to a bar. A participant has had a “margarita night” on her upper-

classmen floor.
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®  One participant did better academically when he participated in his Freshman Interest Group (FIG). He suggests

considering offering some academic programs for sophomores and up.

® A participant argues that there are not many students who want to be RAs, so Housing and Residence Life do not

have many people to choose from when assigning RAs. There is also a significant amount of training that an RA
has to go through that is not appealing.

Reasons students plan to move off campus next year:

®  One participant is thankful for her on-campus living experience, but is excited to move out of the residence halls

so she can clean her own bathroom and cook her own food. She thinks it is important to her development to have

to clean up after herself.

®  Freshmen do not like having RAs and many look to move off campus after their first year for more freedom from

rules and regulations.

General comments about renting housing off campus:

®  |tis not difficult to find housing off campus, especially compared to other cities.

®  Duck Village and Chase Village are apartment complexes off campus where students live. They are within walk-

ing distance, but it would be about a 20-minute walk and participants consider that to be far.

Floor plan review:

®  (B) Two-double bedroom semi-suite:

(0}
(0}

Several participants have seen housing similar to this. ] =7
Four residents per bathroom is a concern for some, |
especially if a resident has a friend over to the unit; 5 0
there is a suggestion to have a community bathroom '

in addition.

This type of housing enables students to stay in the

unit more as opposed to traditional-style living where

residents have to leave the unit to use the bathroom.

Participants agree that this unit is not appropriate for most freshmen. It would be more appropriate

for sophomores, juniors, and seniors.

®  (C) Two-double bedroom suite:

(0]
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This unit type is attractive to participants, more
so than the semi-suite.

The living area provides students with a place ]
to “hang out” and have friends over. It also j ‘
allows one roommate to watch TV while

another studies. 5 ‘ !

The additional living space gives residents

room to spread out. Residents can control the noise level in the unit as well.
Price is a concern with this unit. This unit “is essentially an apartment on campus with an RA.”

As the units become more apartment-like, what incentives do students have to live on campus as
opposed to an apartment off-campus where rent is lower and there are fewer rules and regulations?
Price is a driving factor for students; housing has to be “cheap” and “decent” or students will move
off campus.
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= (D) Four-single bedroom suite: | . =l o me [T
0 The single bedrooms in this unit are at- i O+ ©
tractive because they provide privacy.
0 Again, cost is a concern for a unit like this.
Participants anticipate that a unit like this
would be “really expensive.”
®  (E) Two-single bedroom suite:
o0 The additional cost is a concern.
0 Not having a meal plan would defray some of the
cost of living on campus.
0 One participant likes cooking her own meals.
®  (F) Four-single bedroom apartment:
o If the University tore down Walton and built an
apartment complex with units like this, participants
agree that more students would want to stay .' i e
on campus. i ' |
0  Rules would not be too much of a concern | P ©
because the unit types would prevent much . '
policing from RAs. } - | | ‘ | ‘ | ;
o This unit is not appropriate for freshmen.
This unit is most appropriate for upper-
classmen.
0 A participant suggests having some apartment-style housing with shared bedrooms for those more
cost-conscious.
0 Apartment-style housing on campus would be attractive for out-of-state students because they
would not have to sign a 12-month lease as in most off-campus apartments.

Desired amenities in new housing:

"  Moveable furniture
®  Meeting rooms but no classrooms

UO Housing compared to other schools’:

® A participants’ cousin lives in a quad at his school; he compared the living environment in Carson when he saw it
to his quad because residents can associate with those they want to and still live in a small community without
having to meet new people all of the time.

® A participant lived in the residence halls her freshman year at Reed College in Portland, OR. Two bedrooms
(large for residence halls) were connected; one resident had to walk through the other’s room to get to the bed-
room. The participant and her roommate put the desks in one room and the beds in the other because one
roommate could study in one room while the other slept.

Additional floor plan ideas:

® A participant suggests taking out the bathrooms and adding two bedrooms so six students would share a living
area, kitchen, and one larger bathroom.

® A participant suggests having a “quad idea” in upperclassmen housing, where there is a central living space with
kitchen and two to four students share a bathroom. Sharing a bathroom would allow for some social interaction.
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Living preferences:

®  Bathrooms:
0 Some participants do not mind community bathrooms, although most would prefer to have a pri-
vate bathroom.
Cleanliness of community bathrooms is a concern for some.
Those in favor of community bathrooms such bathrooms help promote a community atmosphere in
housing.
0 The bathrooms in LLC are very attractive because everything is new.
0 Bathtubs are preferred by some over shower stalls.
®  Most participants prefer an academic-year lease over a 12-month lease, but they think some students would be
interested in a 12-month lease.

“If the University provided in new housing, | would definitely live there.”

®  Fewer rules and regulations (no RAs) (mentioned by two participants)
®  Swimming pool

®  Single bedrooms

®  No required meal plan

®  Kitchens on every floor

®  Healthier and more environmentally friendly food

“If the University provided in new housing, | would definitely NOT live there.”

" Less “homey” living environment than LLC
®  Windows that do not open very far
" Upperclassmen required to live with underclassmen

Additional comments:

® A participant thinks more students would want to live in campus housing if they did not feel like they were living
in a prison. For example, having to have an RA open a kitchen is prison-like.

®  Housing complexes on campus are needed where students feel welcome, like they have rights, and that they want
to remain living there. Independence is important and more attractive to sophomores, juniors, and seniors.

®  Students tend to move off campus for their sophomore year, as opposed to senior year at other campuses, be-
cause there are affordable rental units off campus. Eugene, OR is a college town.

Page 5 of 5 ANDERSON STRICKLER, LLC é 8/31/2007



FOCUS GROUP NOTES

UNIVERSITY OF OREGON = HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE Il

Group Cohort:  Upperclassmen LLC Students (FG 6)

Participants:  5; 3 female, 2 male
2 freshmen, 2 sophomores, 1 junior
All live LLC
2 live alone, 3 with roommates

Session Moderator:  Linda Anderson
Session Date:  April 16, 2007
Session Location:  LLC Classroom 125
Voice File:  Focus Group Recordings\LGA\DM-10012 04 16 Upper LLC Students.DSS
Notes File:  UO 6 Upperclass LLC Students.doc

Advantages of living in the LLC:

®  The building is newer and rooms are larger than other residence hall buildings.

®  High ceilings allow for lofting beds.

®  Lounges and rooms have a lot of natural light due to large windows.

®  Having classrooms located in the building is convenient.

" Wireless Internet in the rooms is an attractive feature; it should be in all residence halls.

®  Co-ed by room is nicer than co-ed by floor because it allows students to meet more people.

®  Residents like that the bathroom faucets, dryers, and lights have motion sensors in them. It conserves water and
is more sanitary.

®  Participants welcome having free cable TV.

®  The lawn in the middle of the two buildings outside of the Bistro provides a social spot for residents, especially
during nice weather.

Disadvantages of living in the LLC:

= All study rooms should have doors on them to keep out noise.

®  Two washers and two dryers are not enough machines for an entire floor; three machines would be helpful. It is
hard to do laundry on Sunday afternoon because the machines are always full.

®  Loft beds do not have guard rails on them.

Comments on campus food service:

®  The overall food quality served is “good” and “better than expected.” One participant considers it a “step up from
high school cafeterias.”

®  There is always a line at the Bistro in the LLC at lunch and dinner. One participant does not bother trying to get
food there during these times because the line is so long. Another agrees that during lunch “it is a mad house.”

®  The Bistro-style food service is not logical for freshmen food service because of the time it takes to “create your
own” meal.

®  Jtisdifficult to eat three meals a day on one of the common meal plans. A student could eat three meals a day if
he or she eats the unhealthy food because unhealthy options are less expensive than healthier options. The meal
plans do not make it easy for students to eat healthy foods.

= Asmaller, commuter meal plan for students living off campus should be offered so students do not have to go
back to their apartment to eat.
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Popularity of buildings or communities on campus:

Participants agree that Bean Hall is the least popular.

Participants agree that the LLC is most popular because of the new construction.

After the LLC, Hamilton is also popular. It is popular because of its location near food services, the larger room

size, and ability to meet more people (because of the large number of students that live there).

Barnhart, even though it is considered off campus, is popular because residents have their own bathroom. How-
ever, some students from Barnhart do not know many of the people living on their floor because they never have
to leave their room.

Common spaces offered in campus housing:

Having laundry facilities on the floor is very convenient because residents do not have to take their laundry up
and down the stairs.

There are three lounges on each floor. It would be nice for social reasons if one of the lounges had a TV in it.
Study rooms are quiet and easy to use for studying.

With all the amenities offered, the lounges, the laundry facilities, the basketball and volleyball courts, the class-
rooms, etc., there is not much of a need for any other common spaces.

Comments on residence life programming:

Freshmen programs and classes are held in the large auditorium in the LLC building.

Educational programming is interesting, as students do not know where else they would learn about such topics.
Social programs are fun, but there is less of a need for social events because students know how to socialize on
their own.

Campus life programs, for example the pancake study break, allow a lot of students from different complexes to
get together.

A participant liked the program where students got to dress up and go to dinner.

Different activities/ideas are popular; campus-wide or housing complex-wide programs are preferred because
they draw more students.

Hall meetings are held every month. The first few meetings were productive, and after that there is not much to
talk about, though the meetings are still required.

The program held pertaining to choosing a major was very beneficial. More academic programming would be
welcomed, such as eating meals with professors.

Programs on controversial topics or issues that students talk about anyway are also of interest. There are posters
displayed about these, such as “9-11 controversies.” People from the community come to some of these kinds of
programs.

Reasons students chose to live on campus as sophomores:

One participant chose to live on campus as a sophomore because she received housing in the LLC. If she would
not have gotten housing in the building she would have moved off campus. She lived in Bean Hall for her fresh-
man year.

The other sophomore participant is an RA. If he was not an RA he would not have lived in the residence halls as a
sophomore.

Popular off-campus housing complexes or neighborhoods:

Duck’s Village
Chase Village
Commons
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Collegiate Apartments
Emerald Street Apartments
Campus Court (behind the library)

General comments about renting housing off campus:

A reasonable walking distance to off-campus housing is 10 to 15 minutes.

Duck’s Village and Chase Village have a shuttle bus to campus that runs every 30 minutes. A more frequent shut-
tle would be better.

A participant’s friends living off campus can make it through a year for $5,500 to $6,000. This is a better deal
than living on campus.

What the University could offer students to keep them living on campus:

If UO offered a residence hall specifically for upperclassmen, participants think more students would want to live
on campus for the convenience. Students have made upperclassmen hallways but there is not a designated resi-
dence hall for them.

Suite-style housing would be an attractive option for students after freshman year. Students have established
their friends and want to live together with them.

Having more new residence halls would also create additional interest in on-campus housing. Students are ex-
cited to live in the new residence hall building (LLC) and if there were more new buildings available, more stu-
dents would live on campus.

Quality of housing relative to price — on-campus housing:

Participants agree that the current cost of housing is too much for what students get, especially factoring in the
meal plan costs.

Living in the LLC is an acceptable value to some participants, but a resident of the older halls is paying too much
for living in an older building.

Floor plan review:

(B) Two-double bedroom semi-suite:

0 The bathroom in the unit is attractive, but there is
concern that having a bathroom in the unit would
enable students to stay in the unit. This is a complaint
from students living in Barnhart where units have
private bathrooms.

[c o

The closet space depicted is appealing.
There is concern about security in this unit with - : e
roommates in one room having access to the other room through the bathroom.

o Participants would not be interested in paying much more for this unit than traditional-style hous-
ing, especially if residents would be responsible for cleaning their own bathroom. However, they
think some students would prefer this over traditional-style housing.

0 A participant suggests making the bathroom a common room and having the bathroom down the
hall.
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(C) Two-double bedroom suite:
o This unit would be appealing to upperclassmen
students and attract more upperclassmen to
live on campus because units have a livingarea |~ 7

and bathroom in the unit. [ ‘ !

0 Several participants would like access to a | 5
community kitchen, and the option to choose a = ‘ : =it ‘
smaller meal plan. : : !

0 Unless the price is comparable to the off-campus market, a participant does not think many upper-
classmen would want to live on campus. He thinks that money is more of a concern for the average
college student than proximity to campus.

(D) Four-single bedroom suite:

0 Having a private bedroom is “a luxury.”
One participant would like this better
than the two-double bedroom suite, es-
pecially as an upperclassman.

0 Private bedrooms might prevent room-
mates from passing colds and sickness
back and forth to one another.

o This unit would be attractive if offered
on campus, especially with the right price.

o0 Participants think more upperclassmen would be interested in living on campus if there was hous-
ing with private bedrooms offered; they have already experienced shared bedrooms.

Desired amenities in new student housing:

Free laundry facilities

Community kitchens, with reduced meal plan

Wireless internet

Small, rentable refrigerators — a participant bought her refrigerator and she does not know what she is going to
do with it after this year.

Vacuums on each floor

Plans for housing next year:

One participant plans to live in Chase Village because she wants “to live somewhere nice” or with similar quality
to the LLC. The unit cost is $830 per month for two people. If housing on campus similar to the two-double bed-
room suite, was offered for a similar price to what she is going to pay at Chase Village, the participant would
choose to live on campus.

Another participant plans to live at Duck’s Village.

One participant plans to be an RA.

UO Housing and Food Service compared to other schools’:

UW has suite-style housing with a common area with a stove where students can cook meals or make cookies.
A participants’ sister lived in housing at UW. The room was smaller than the participant’s room in the LLC and
three students shared the room. The building was old and the closest cafeteria was a walk from the building.
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®  Syracuse University only offers cafeteria-style dining; students are thankful for the a la carte options and the gro-
cery store on campus at UO.
®  Pacific Lutheran has “horrible” food.

Living preferences:

®  Four students per unit is the maximum that should share a unit, but some argue that it depends on what type of
unit the students share.

®  Community bathrooms are not a problem for most participants. However, four students per bathroom is also
acceptable, especially if there are two sinks in the bathroom and compartmentalization.

" Co-ed floors are preferred over single-sex floors because it helps students develop relationships.

®  |f students had access to a community kitchen within suite-style housing, participants agree that there is not a
need for apartment-style living on campus.

“If the University provided in new housing, | would definitely live there.”

" Exercise rooms

" Less expensive cost

®  Sinks in the rooms, especially if there are community bathrooms
" Small refrigerators

“If the University provided in new housing, | would definitely NOT live there.”

= Small hallways
" Poor lighting (natural light is important)
"  Small room size

Additional comments:

®  Furniture in most residence halls should be more functional than what is offered.

®  The University does do a good job with upkeep to their housing, as opposed to off-campus landlords. For exam-
ple, Bean Hall has been around since the 1960s and although it is old, it is “in pretty darn good condition for be-
ing that old.” However, Campus Court is newer but is in “disgusting” condition.

®  Housing was not a factor in participants’ decision to attend UO. When one participant saw housing at UO she
remembers thinking, “it is not that bad.” Another participant compared it to her sister’s living experience at UW;
she thought anything was better than what her sister lived in at UW.

= “Parking (on campus) is a joke.” Finding a parking spot is difficult. Parking is expensive as well.
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Group Cohort: International Students (FG 7)

Participants: 9; 6 female, 3 male
1 freshman, 4 juniors, 3 seniors, 1 graduate student
3 live on campus, 6 off campus
4 live alone, 2 with roommates, 3 with spouse/partner, 1 with children

Session Moderator:  Michael Oliphant
Session Date:  April 16, 2007
Session Location:  Earl Classroom 1
Voice File:  Focus Group Recordings\LCO\DM-10139 04 16 Int.DSS

Notes File:  UQO 7 International Students.doc

Current living situation:

One participant lives off campus in Patterson Tower; he has lived there since December. He lived on campus but
moved off campus for more living space.

Another participant lives off campus with a roommate at the Hilyard House in a two-bedroom, two-bathroom
apartment. She has lived here two years.

A participant rents a three-bedroom house off campus with her partner; she has lived in the house for seven
months and it is located approximately 45 minutes by bus or 25 minutes by car from campus. Prior to that she
rented a two-bedroom house as well as an apartment.

A participant has lived in Earl Hall for two years; prior to that she lived in Walton Hall. Another participant is a
freshman living in Earl Hall; she had a roommate but the roommate moved out and now she is living alone.

A participant transferred to UO from Seattle; she lives off campus, alone, in a one-bedroom apartment. When her
parents come to visit her it is helpful that they can stay with her.

Another participant is a senior living on campus alone in a one-bedroom unit. She lived off campus for two years
prior.

A participant lives off campus with his family. He does not think that UO housing is affordable.

The graduate student in the group lives with roommates in Spencer View in a two-bedroom apartment. Individ-
ual leases are not offered.

How students coming from other countries determine where to live:

A participant chose to attend UO for the academics and not for the housing offered, but when he came to campus
he was “lost.” He did not have a vehicle and did not know where to rent housing. The University should offer
more assistance finding housing for international students.

Another participant knew she did not want to live in the residence halls because she prefers a quiet living envi-
ronment and privacy. She looked to rent a house near campus, but those houses were expensive, small, and not
wheelchair accessible. The houses that “look nice” and located close to campus are even more expensive than the
“run-down” houses close to campus. She rents a house farther from campus for a more affordable cost and more
living space. When she came to the country she lived with someone else and was able to look for houses during
this time.

Once international students get to campus, they can ask other students for suggestions on places to live.

Advantages of living on campus:

Comfortable living environment
Ability to live near other friends
Ability to wake up immediately before class and get there on time
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®  No concerns with cooking meals

®  Easy access to the dining hall, library, and other campus buildings

®  Ability to seek help with class work from other students

®  No concerns with commuting, especially on days with inclement weather
=  Ability to pay one bill

Disadvantages of living on campus:

"  Noise level
®  Lack of privacy
"  Expensive cost

Desired common spaces not offered in housing:

®  Designated study spaces (Earl Hall) — students welcome the TV lounges but there are no quiet areas where stu-
dents can go to study. The study rooms in LLC are used as a positive comparison.

Comments on residence life programming:

®  Aresident assistant in the group has to put on a designated number of programs per term.
®  Students do not attend unless there is food offered.

®  Having programs at an off-campus location is difficult.

®  The programming offered in LLC is beneficial for freshmen.

Popularity of residence halls:

®  Most popular:
0 LLC — newer construction, amenities
®  Least popular:
0 Bean Hall — Small room size
0 Riley Hall — Located far from the center of campus; “it is like living off campus.”

Comments about living off campus:

®  The rates and security deposits for rental houses are expensive, and this can be problematic for international
students.

®  Rental houses are not hard to find off campus.

®  An acceptable walking distance to the campus is a 10-minute walk.

®  Units located close to campus are more expensive than units located farther from campus.

Popular off-campus housing complexes or neighborhoods:
®  Campus Village
Quality of housing relative to price:

®  On-campus housing:
0 Anadvantage to living on campus is the ability for residents to pay for housing in one bill, including
meal costs; they do not have concerns with monthly bills for cable TV, Internet, phone, etc.
The convenience of the location is worth the price.
0 Residents of LLC pay more than other on-campus residents but the quality is worth the added cost.
The difference between the quality of housing in LLC and the rest of the campus housing is too sig-
nificant; the University should improve the quality in the rest of campus housing.
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= Off-campus housing:

0 One participant pays $900 per month for a three-bedroom house with garage, living room, and two
bathrooms. If the participant lived on campus she would spend $1,000 for a shared room. She has
also lived in a two-bedroom apartment relatively close to campus with washer/dryer and parking
space included for $750 per month.

Floor plan review:

®  (A) Traditional double:
o0 A few participants would not want to live in this type of
housing, especially if there were other options.
0 A participant thinks a year is too long to live in housing
like this; she suggests living there two terms, or long
enough to get to know other students and then move to a
unit with more privacy.
®  (B) Two-double bedroom semi-suite:
0 A participant has seen a floor plan similar to this at

J

another institution. '

o0 Community bathrooms are not a problem for one par- l
ticipant. Another participant, who is an RA, prefers L0
community bathrooms because it makes it easier for
her to “see and connect” with the students on her hall.
Bathrooms in the unit would enable students to stay - r  —— e
in the unit and never come out.

®  (C) Two-double bedroom suite:
0 This unit would not entice most students & &

currently living off campus to live on campus.
One participant thinks it would depend on the =)
price of the unit. j ‘ !

0 A participant living off campus would not pay | _ 5
more than $200 per person month for this unit 2 ‘ : s ‘

(without the cost of food). : !

o If this unit was available to participants now, a few would have been interested in living in this
housing but most participants probably would not have lived in this housing (most are upper class
students). If this housing would have been available when they came to UO as a freshman, several
would have been interested in living in this type of unit over what they lived in.

The RA in the group thinks this unit has too much privacy for freshmen.

If an international student lived in this unit, it would be “no different” than living in traditional-
style housing; one participant does not “hang out” much with other students living on her hall be-
cause her friends live in other residence halls.
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® (D) Four-single bedroom suite:

0 The private bedrooms are attractive to '_ | =1 ol e o
participants, especially for upper class L el ©
students who value their privacy.

o0 Students living off campus would be in-
terested in living on campus in a unit
like this.

o0 For students living on campus, this unit
would be preferable to current living arrangements.

UO Housing compared to other schools’:

® A participant has seen housing at another major state institution that is very similar to housing offered at UO. It
is traditional-style housing with small, crowded rooms, but she thinks the residence halls at UO are better.

Living preferences:

®  Four students per unit is an acceptable number to share a unit.

®  Some participants prefer a community bathroom over a semi-private bathroom because they would not be re-
sponsible for cleaning it. An RA prefers a community bathroom for social interaction among her residents.

® International students want to be able to live in campus housing during breaks and have access to dining facili-
ties; many breaks are not long enough for them to travel back to their home country and they do not have any-
where else to go. The campus is “dead” during breaks.

“If the University provided in new housing, | would definitely live there.”

®  Low cost or no cost for housing (mentioned by six participants)
®  Laundry

®  Sufficient number of community rooms

= Ample living space

"  Privacy

®  More variety and healthier food options

“If the University provided in new housing, | would definitely NOT live there.”
®  More than two students per room (mentioned by two participants)
Additional comments:

® A participant was under the impression that freshmen live on campus in campus housing for the first year but
after that students “are on their own” after having the “dorm experience.”

®  Participants chose the University based on academics; no participants chose to attend because of the housing
offered.

Page 4 of 4 ANDERSON STRICKLER, LLC é 8/31/2007



FOCUS GROUP NOTES

UNIVERSITY OF OREGON = HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE Il

Group Cohort:  Graduate Students (FG 8)

Participants:  7; 4 female, 3 male
All graduate students
1 lives on campus, 6 live off campus
1 lives alone, 3 with roommates, 3 with spouse/partner

Session Moderator:  Linda Anderson
Session Date:  April 16, 2007
Session Location:  Earl Classroom 2
Voice File:  Focus Group Recordings\LGA\DM-10010 04 16 Grad Students.DSS
Notes File:  UO 8 Graduate Students.doc

Current living situation:

®  One participant living off campus has lived on campus at her undergraduate school (Gonzaga University). She
lived two years in residence halls (one year in an on-campus apartment and another in an all-female residence
hall) and two years in rental housing.

®  Another participant lives off campus at a complex called Campus Twins. He did not know that students living in
University housing do not have to participate in a meal plan (depending on where they live); he dislikes “sched-
uled eating habits.” He was not aware of the option for apartment-style housing and that residents of Spencer
View Apartments do not have to be on a meal plan.

Reasons students chose to live off campus:

® It never occurred to one participant to live in University housing; he lived on campus during his undergraduate
years. He came to campus from Colorado and did not know much about University housing options, although he
was aware of University-owned houses. The participant stayed at “The Spot” for the first part of the summer that
he came here; it reminded him of what it was like to live in campus housing.

®  There are rumors that University housing is very noisy.

®  |tisnot “prestigious” for graduate students to live on campus.

® A participant chose not to live in University housing in order to live with a significant other not attending the
University. In addition, for two years prior to her going back to school, she was living in an apartment and did
not want to move back into University housing.

Advantages of living off campus:

®  Quiet living environment
®  No required meal plan
®  Amenities offered

Disadvantages of living off campus:

®  Concerns with commuting, bus schedules, and parking — this is an advantage and a disadvantage for one partici-
pant; it is inconvenient at times, but it forces her to work her schedule around it.

Ways students find rental housing:

®  Newspapers:
0 One participant had a positive experience with the newspaper.
0 Another participant did not like talking to real estate agents on the phone; he had “a frustrating ex-
perience” with finding housing.
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= “Walking around the city”

®  Word of mouth

= Apartment guide — a participant used an apartment guide and went from place to place visiting. They were ac-
cepted into an apartment about a week before moving to the city. She describes finding housing as “a stressful
situation.”

Factors considered when choosing housing:

®  Cost (mentioned by several participants)
" Proximity to campus
"  Proximity to downtown

Ability to find housing off campus:

®  Some participants did not think finding housing was difficult. Others think that finding housing off campus is
rather difficult, especially depending on when a student looks for housing.

® A participant found her unit in July and when she was looking she thought that there were a lot of available units
at that time. Another international student had difficulty finding housing right before school started; she had
more to choose from when she looked in the following December.

®  One participant had more trouble than others finding an available unit in her price range.

®  One week is not enough time to find an apartment in Eugene.

® A participant suggests better advertising about what is available off campus and when students need to look for
and apply for rental housing.

General comments about renting housing off campus:

®  Looking at maps on-line makes it difficult for students to judge how far from campus the unit really is.
"  Acceptable walking distance:

0 An acceptable walking distance to the campus is within a mile. Another participant describes a rea-
sonable distance to be less than a 20-minute walk.

0 A participant says this depends on the student, and the weather; she knows students that would not
ride their bike a mile.

o If there was a reliable bus service with buses coming every 10 minutes, students would not mind liv-
ing 5 miles from campus. 1t would not be appealing to students if the bus only came once an hour
and the only option was to walk after missing a bus.

®  Some complexes only rent a certain percentage of their units to University students. This was problematic for one
participant finding a unit.

Popular off-campus housing complexes or neighborhoods:

" Spencer View and Agate Apartments (University Housing) — one participant thinks Spencer View is “much nicer”
than Agate Apartments.
"  Duck Village:
0 Less affordable than other complexes
o Very dark at night walking from campus to the complex
®  Chase Village
" Houses for rent
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Advantages of living in Spencer View Apartments:

= Affordable cost

®  Quiet living environment

®  Caters to graduate students and students with families

®  Open space

®  Appearance of the buildings

®  Unfurnished apartments:

0 Advantage for some but a disadvantage for others
=  One participant would not have wanted to put all of her furniture (acquired over the past
few years) into storage to live in a furnished apartment.
= Another participant had more difficulty furnishing the unit; she looked on line at furniture
and then went to stores and bought “simple things” for the unit. The stores typically trans-
ported the furniture for her.
0 Allows residents to personalize the apartment
®  Well-maintained complex — maintenance staff have a quick response time, often the same day, especially com-
pared to maintenance at a commercial apartment complex where it takes a long time and multiple phone calls to
get service.

"  Ability to recycle

"  Free Internet service

®  Close proximity to the bus route, although not impossible to walk and especially not to bike to campus

" Ability to have a month-to-month lease

Disadvantages of living in Spencer View Apartments:

®  Lack of security in the parking lot:
o Afew participants have had their cars broken into.
0 Some argue that the problem is not specific to Spencer View but that there it is a problem all over
Eugene.
®  Mold problem by the windows in the living room and kitchen in one participants’ apartment — the resident
scrubs the mold and it reappears the next day.
®  Having to pick up packages in the main office — if a package is not delivered by Friday afternoon at 5PM residents
have to wait until Monday to get their delivery. Residents would like to have access to their mail on the weekends
as well.
®  No pets allowed:
0 One participant argues that children are harder on apartments than a cat or a dog. Pets should be
allowed, even if a deposit is required.
0 Another participant knows of residents that have cats despite the policy. If the rule is going to be
broken anyway, why not allow pets with additional fees?

Advantages of living in Agate Apartments:

®  Quick maintenance response time - despite the quick turnaround, more notice for fixing problems would be ap-
preciated. One participant’s roommate’s name is on the lease and apparently the maintenance office called the
roommate when a window in the unit needed to be fixed because it was causing a leak in the apartment below.
The participant was in the living area and she heard a noise in her room; the maintenance worker was outside her
window taking the window out. She would have appreciated more notice for such a major item.

®  Ability to have a month-to-month lease
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Disadvantages of living in Agate Apartments:

®  Noise from pipes when a resident takes a shower or flushes the toilet

"  Noise from fan in the bathrooms

®  Lack of water pressure

®  Two-bedroom unit has uneven bedroom sizes, and unit is charged as a three-bedroom unit

Common spaces offered at Spencer View and Agate Apartments:

®  Community center (Spencer View) — one participant has rented out the community center for study groups or
potluck dinners.

®  Laundry room (Agate and Spencer View) — the laundry room in Agate Apartments is kept clean and has working
machines. The cost to do laundry is reasonable.

What the University could offer for students living off campus to move to campus housing:

®  One participant cannot think of anything that would entice him to move to campus housing although he likes the
idea of having free Internet service (offered in campus housing).
®  Another participant is “content with (her) living situation.”

Plans for housing next year:

®  One participant dislikes moving so she plans to stay where she is until she graduates.
®  Another participant currently living at Spencer View is looking for an apartment that allows pets.
® A participant living alone would like to live somewhere with a roommate.

UO graduate & family housing compared to other schools’:

®  The housing for families and graduate students at UO is “pretty decent for what is offered.”
® A participant moved to Eugene from San Diego, CA. The price of housing in San Diego is very expensive but she
did not find as much of a price drop as she expected when moving to Eugene.

Additional comments:

®  The University should be more flexible with the occupancy policy. Students moving into a two-bedroom apart-
ment have to have two adults living there. Students would like the option to live alone in a two-bedroom apart-
ment, especially if a roommate moves out mid-year.

®  The University could do a better job of matching roommates especially at Spencer View Apartments. One partici-
pant likes living with strangers rather than friends; he does not want to spend the time to look for a roommate.

®  The University should build more housing and stop saying that there is not enough space. One participant thinks
there is more demand “out there” for housing.

®  Respondents agree that they are all satisfied with their current housing arrangements.

®  Graduate student apartments are expensive and do not allow pets. Spencer View residents have more freedom.

®  Participants chose the University based on academics; no participants chose to attend because of the housing
offered.
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Group Cohort:  Married & Family Students (FG 9)

Participants:  7; 5 female, 2 male
1 junior, 1 senior, 3 graduate students, 2 other
5 live in University housing (2 in Spencer View, 1 in Agate, 2 unknown), 2 off campus
1 lives with roommates, 3 with spouse/partner, 5 with children, 1 with parents/relatives

Session Moderator:  Michael Oliphant and Linda Anderson
Session Date:  April 17, 2007
Session Location:  Spencer View Common Room
Voice File:  Focus Group Recordings\LCO\DM-10144 04 17 Married and Fam.DSS
Notes File:  UO 9 Married and Fam Students.doc

Current living situation:

A participant is a post-bac student and lives in a 4-bedroom house with her three children and spouse.
A graduate student in the group lives with his family in a duplex.
Two participants live in Spencer View Apartments and one participant lives in Agate Apartments with her son.

Advantages of living in University housing (primarily Spencer View):

Less expensive than market apartments — one participant pays around $600 per month for a two-bedroom apart-
ment and she does not think she would be able to get a two-bedroom off-campus apartment close to campus for
that price.

Ability to live near other students — those living in the housing complex are “in the same boat” as other residents.
Quiet neighborhood with nice play area for children

Ability to live near students of different nationalities

Relatively low move-in fees

Ability to rent month-to-month

Great school district for children of students

Access to child care center

Close proximity to campus — the distance between Spencer View and campus is about as far as students would
want to travel to campus (less than 30-minute walk).

Internet included in the cost

Disadvantages of living in University housing:

Inability to have pets — a participant that lives off campus was impressed by the comments he heard from those
living in University housing; he wishes he was in a campus facility. He cannot live in campus housing because he
has a pet.

Not living near other students with children — one participant lives with her son and there are no others in the
complex with children; she suggests for the future that the University house residents with children near one an-
other.

Decrease in the number of activities at Spencer View — when one participant first moved into Spencer View there
was a community coordinator that planned more events than now (such as breakfasts, Easter activities, movie
nights, etc.) that were beneficial to the participant and her children. The events helped create a community envi-
ronment and were convenient for the children (parents did not have to take children anywhere to participate in
events). However, the position is no longer held and there are fewer events for residents.

Some University houses cannot be rented to students with children because of issues with lead paint
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Concerns about security and safety:

0 One participant specifically requested a second floor unit because she was concerned that someone
could break into her unit; she is a single mother with children.

0 The participant also dislikes that the parking spaces are numbered the same as the apartment
numbers because it is easy to tell if a resident is home or not.

0 A participant had her bicycle stolen.

o0 Anyone from the street can walk into the complex.

Noise transmits easily, possibly because there is no padding in the carpets.
Poor response to maintenance requests:

0 When one participant moved into her unit part of a semi-detached garage had been removed (it was
attached to the porch roof); a temporary beam was put in to hold up the porch roof and three years
later the temporary beam is still there and not secured in the ground.

0 Arequest for a furnace not working properly took four days for someone to come out and assess the
problem.

0 Gutters are falling off.

Maintenance response at Spencer View is “OK.”
A participant thinks it is obvious how the University cut corners building Spencer View Apartments
because of structural and maintenance issues.

0 Maintenance staff is “nice” but speedier work would be appreciated.

No linen closets for storage of towels and sheets
Laundry facilities:

0 Carrying laundry up and down the stairs to the laundry facilities is inconvenient.

o0 The laundry facilities are not taken care of.

0 There are not enough laundry machines in each facility.

Inability to move into units before family arrives — one participant was not allowed to move into her unit until
her family arrived. Participants do not understand this policy, especially for international students or those com-
ing from out of state.

Units are not “set up” for students before moving in — one participant came from another country and did not
have anything for her family to sleep on when they moved in. A friend gave her family some sleeping bags that
they used for about four days. It would be helpful if the units had items such as mattresses and toilet paper when
students move in.

Yearly rent increases — one participant has seen rents increase $15 to $20 per year for the past five years. Even if
this coincides with market rent increases, it does not mean that it is still affordable for students.

Common spaces offered in campus housing:

The Spencer View community room is used frequently by residents for group meetings and events. One partici-
pant tried to rent the room out but it was booked for another event.

The focus group was the first time one participant has ever been in the Spencer View community room.
Spencer View is the newest family housing complex and offers the nicest amenities of all the complexes.

Ways students get to campus:

One participant walks to campus every day; it “is a nice walk.” It takes about the same amount of time to walk to
campus as it does for her to take the bus.

Another participant rides her bike to campus.

Another participant drives to campus because she has to take her son to daycare.
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Impact of housing on decision to attend UO:

®  For one participant “housing was a bonus”; she chose to attend UO for the academic program offered. However,
she is impressed with the amount of support the University provides for students with families.

®  QOther participants agree that they chose to attend UO because of academic reasons and not because of the hous-
ing offered.

Comments about living in off-campus housing:

" Aparticipant has had difficulties with neighbors, who are not necessarily students.

®  Maintenance service from off-campus landlords is adequate; off-campus maintenance services are to be easier to
contact than on-campus maintenance services. The campus maintenance office is located at Spencer View so
those living in other complexes have to go to that complex to visit the office.

Ability to find housing off campus:

®  One participant thinks it is difficult to find housing in Eugene. He found his housing on Craig’s List. If he had
waited another day or so he would not have gotten the housing. He had hoped to live in a University house, but
there is a long waiting list for those units.

Desired amenities in housing:

®  Washer/dryer in the unit

®  Cable TV included in the rent

®  Community garden

®  Afence facing the main road — a participant’s friend lived in a house on the main road and her son kept running
into the road. She was moved to a house not on the main road.

Living preferences:

" Some participants prefer units to be unfurnished for the reduced cost; one participant would prefer to have her
own furniture. Others think it might be helpful to have some furnishings in the unit.

®  Four-bedroom apartments would be of interest to students. A participant living in a four-bedroom house would
prefer to live in a four-bedroom apartment.

Additional comments:

® A participant was impressed that the University had sent her information specifically on family housing. She had
never visited the area to look for housing. She came for interviews but did not know the community. Having the
information eased her transition to the area.

® A participant thinks those living in Spencer View are “lucky” because of the amount of space in the units.

® A participant that moved to Eugene from Hawaii brought an air mattress with her until she was able to go to local
stores and garage sales to gather furniture.

®  Participants agree that more housing would be welcomed especially with the waiting lists. A participant thinks
there are more single students that want to live at Spencer View in two-bedroom units, but there are not enough
units available.

® A participant heard that the University would be tearing down some of the University houses and using the land
for new residence halls. If this happens the University needs to be creative with designs to incorporate the build-
ings into the neighborhood.

®  There was a lot of controversy when the University decided to sell Westmoreland, because students were con-
cerned about finding affordable housing.
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Group Cohort:  Multi-cultural Students (FG 10)

Participants:  7; 6 female, 1 male
3 freshmen, 3 sophomores, 1 senior
6 live on campus (3 in Walton, 2 in Hamilton, 1 in Barnhart), 1 lives off campus
2 live alone, 5 with roommates

Session Moderator:  Linda Anderson
Session Date:  April 17, 2007
Session Location:  LLC Classroom 125
Voice File:  Focus Group Recordings\LGA\DM-10015 04 17 Multi-cultural.DSS
Notes File:  UO 10 Multi-cultural.doc

Advantages of living on campus:

®  Maintenance staff “cleans up after” students

" Ability to live near other students

" Ability to make friends

" Access to computers and the library

®  Short walking distance to class (compared to walking two miles from Duck’s Village)
" Access to people if a student has a question

Disadvantages of living on campus:

®  Noise concerns — some students stay up late or play their music loud.
®  Small room size
®  Lack of privacy and personal space
®  Quiet hours not enforced
®  Living around disrespectful students:
o0 Students make a lot of noise without concern for their neighbors.
0 Students have little care for their environment, leaving trash around, and others on the hall are
charged.
®  Noisy heaters (click in the middle of the night)
®  Poor shower pressure in some residence halls; (The shower pressure in Hamilton was better than in other halls.)
®  Lack of paper towels in the bathroom — a participant thinks her hall uses more toilet paper since there are no
paper towels; there are several rolls of toilet paper out because students keep opening them.
®  High cost —itis less expensive to live off campus than on campus.
®  Shower curtains in some halls do not cover enough area and offer little privacy.
®  Lack of hot water if more than one person is showering at the same time — participants know what times to
shower in order to get hot water.

Popularity of buildings or communities on campus:

®  Most upperclassmen that want to live on campus request to live in Riley Hall.
®  The most popular residence hall on campus is the LLC because the rooms are larger and the building has more
amenities. The location is right in the center of campus and everything is accessible.
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®  Carson and Barnhart are the next most popular residence halls. The previous year, Carson was known as where
upperclassmen lived, the rooms were larger, and each room has a sink. Carson has laundry rooms on every other
floor. The rooms in Barnhart are “huge” but the drawback is the off-campus location.

®  Participants agree that the least popular residence hall is Bean Hall. It is “depressing.” The architect that de-
signed the residence hall designed a jail.

Common spaces offered in campus housing:

®  The bathrooms in the LLC have fixtures that operate on sensors. This is an attractive feature. The bathrooms are
also larger than those in other halls. Residents welcome having shelving in the showers for personal belongings
like shampoo and conditioner.
®  The lounges in residence halls are utilized. Even though they are out of tune sometimes, one student likes it when
others play the pianos in the lounge. It would be helpful to have microwaves in the lounges.
" One participant likes the basement common area with a large TV in Walton. Another likes the basement in Ham-
ilton.
® A participant that has lived in Hamilton and Barnhart has never had a problem finding somewhere to go if she
did not want to be around her roommate. Barnhart has a small lounge with a TV on every floor.
®  The downstairs lounge in Riley is spacious and has a large TV and pool table.
®  Laundry facilities:
0 Students dislike having to carry their laundry down to the basement.
o0 There are not enough machines in the laundry facilities, and it is frustrating when students carry
their laundry down to the basement and cannot use a machine.

Common spaces desired in campus housing:

®  Community kitchens
®  Laundry rooms on each floor (or every other floor)
®  Lounge on every floor

Desired amenities in new housing:

"  More electrical outlets
" Wireless Internet or Internet ports on both sides of the room
"  Moveable furniture

Comments on residence life programming:

®  Participants like movie night programs.

®  One participants’ RA is interactive with residents and holds a lot of programs.

®  Walton Hall consists mainly of Honors students while McAllister Hall is mainly music students. Barnhart Hall is
mainly athletes.

®  Freshmen Interest Groups (FIGs) are helpful for freshmen. Several participants participated in FIGs and all
found it beneficial. It was easy to make friends with people with similar interests.

Comments on campus food services:

®  The food served is repetitive and unhealthy.

®  The produce is not appetizing and not fresh at “Grab N’ Go”.

®  Food at Carson or Barnhart costs more points than at other venues.

®  |tiseasy to get tired of the food served, but freshmen do not realize the convenience of not having to cook food
and having it ready when wanted.
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Quality of housing relative to price — on-campus housing:

Participants agree that the cost to live on campus is high in comparison to what students get. The LLC residents
have better living accommodations than other residence hall students but the cost is the same.

Plans for housing next year:

One participant plans to be an RA next year.

A participant is moving off campus to Duck’s Village.

A participant plans to move to an apartment.

A participant is undecided about her plans for housing next year.
One participant is graduating.

Popular off-campus housing complexes or neighborhoods:

Chase Village

Duck’s Village

Commons

Rental houses near campus — “close to campus” is considered within five blocks of campus.
Springfield — apartments are less expensive in Springfield

General comments about renting housing off campus:

There is a lot of housing off campus that is still close to campus and not that far of a distance where students can
walk or ride their bike to campus.

Many students do not live on campus after freshman year because of the availability of rental housing in Eugene
and the lower cost. Living on campus is “the freshman thing” and what is expected of freshmen to meet friends
and adapt to living on their own.

Popular apartment complexes such as Duck’s Village and Chase Village are located far from campus. These com-
plexes have living environments that are similar to the residence halls, and are referred to as the “sophomore
dorms.” A participants’ friend lived at one of the complexes and transportation to and from campus is an issue.

Floor plan review:

(B) Two-double bedroom semi-suite:

0 Some participants would prefer to have the
bathrooms cleaned for them, but would not want to
pay extra for this service. Others would prefer to clean _

their own bathroom, as seen at other institutions. L0

0 Having a bathroom and shower in the unit “makes life
so much easier” according to one participant that lives
in a unit like this. e

0 Moveable furniture is important; a participant points out the difference in furniture arrangement

between the two bedrooms.

The closets are attractive features.

This unit would be appropriate for all students.

Many participants think this should be “the base line” as opposed to traditional-style housing.

One toilet and shower for four residents is a concern. Ideally there should be two toilets and two

O O O O

sinks in the unit.
0 There is concern about theft in this unit with residents of one bedroom having access to the other
through the bathroom.
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®  (C) Two-double bedroom suite:

o0 This “is so nice.” e

=T o T
0 The common area is an attractive addition to o ‘ PN ‘ o
the unit. If a resident has a friend over, he or e M oy |
she can sleep on the couch. : ‘ - I ‘
0 Itappears that there would be more desk space ! . |
for studying. m ‘ ‘
o This unit would be appropriate for students
willing to pay for it. Upperclassmen would prefer to have a single bedroom.
® (D) Four-single bedroom suite:
0 Some participants like the single bed- i i Tl o A6 1l
rooms. :
0 One participant thinks there is a waste of
space in the unit. ! . | .
o Price isaconcern but this is “the ideal” be-
cause of the privacy.
o This unit would not be appropriate for freshmen because it would not promote community. It

would be appropriate for upperclassmen or graduate students.
UO Housing compared to other schools’:

®  OSU has housing where four double bedrooms share a living area.

" Rooms at UW are large with walk-in closets and large desks. The rooms are odd shapes because the building is
configured oddly.

®  Some campuses have to offer apartment-style housing on campus because of their location in cities that do not
have housing accessible to students. This is not the case in Eugene where it is “a campus town.”

Living preferences:

®  Four students is the appropriate number to share a unit.
= Apartment-style housing on campus is not needed; if a student wants to rent an apartment there are plenty avail-
able off campus. Access to community kitchens would be sufficient.

“If the University provided in new housing, | would definitely live there.”

®  More washers/dryers

®  Sinks in the room

®  More thorough roommate questionnaire — one participant only answered a few questions about herself before
being matched with a roommate. If the questionnaire was more in-depth it would allow for better roommate
matching and hall-mate matching.

“If the University provided in new housing, | would definitely NOT live there.”

®  Students that smoke

®  Small windows

®  [|nsufficient lighting

®  No elevators in a building with many floors
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Additional comments:

®  If the University made all of the double rooms into singles, the living environment would be more bearable than
living with another student in the unit. If the beds were not lofted, there would be even less space. If a student
likes his or her roommate, the living environment works better than in units where students do not like their
roommates.

® A participant wishes the University made it easier for students to recycle. The recycling bin takes up a lot of space
in the rooms.

®  Housing was not a factor in participants’ decision to attend UO. A participant who came from another country
did not have a choice with housing; she had to live on campus because she did not much about the area.
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Group Cohort:  Undergrad Renters (FG 11)

Participants:  14; 8 female, 6 male
2 sophomores, 7 juniors, 3 seniors, 2 other
All live off campus
11 live with roommates, 1 with spouse/partner, 2 with parents/relatives

Session Moderator:  Michael Oliphant
Session Date:  April 17, 2007
Session Location: EMU Century Room E
Voice File:  Focus Group Recordings\LCO\DM-10145 04 17 Undergrad renters.DSS
Notes File:  UO 11 Undergrad Renters.doc

Current living situation:

A junior lives in the Pearl Street Houses (on 18t and Pearl Streets) in a 2.5-bedroom house with three room-
mates.

Two participants live at home with parents/relatives; they are high school seniors. Neither plan to live on campus
if they attend UO.

A senior lives off campus in a two-bedroom apartment with her boyfriend.

A junior lives in the Students’ Cooperative Association’s housing on Alder Street. There are 21 rooms in the house
and 24 people live there; there are mostly single bedrooms, but there are a few shared bedrooms. The Association
owns the house and all residents pay $400 per month.

A senior lives in a house converted into two apartments; she shares a three-bedroom apartment with another
person.

A sophomore lives in a four-bedroom apartment with three other students at Campus Commons.

A sophomore lives in a four-bedroom apartment at Duck’s Village.

Two juniors live in two-bedroom apartments at Chase Village.

A junior lives off campus in a fraternity.

A junior rents a room in a house on the corner of 20 and Onyx Streets. The owner lives on the first floor and three
rooms downstairs are rented out.

A junior lives in a two-bedroom apartment with her sister. She has no campus living experience.

Reasons students chose to live off campus:

It is expensive to live on campus, especially with room and board costs combined.
The ability to have a kitchen in the unit (mentioned by two participants) is a factor. A participant estimates that
he cooks dinner five times a week. Two other participants cook more than that each week.
The ability to have a personal bathroom in the unit is a draw.
On-campus living is geared toward freshmen. One participant would rather live on campus than off campus, but
on-campus living is “almost completely geared toward freshmen.”
Upperclassmen are disinterested in living in residence halls:
0 When one participant lived on campus there was an upperclassman living in her residence hall. She
never saw the person or knew them because there was no interaction.
0 Another participant has sophomore friends living on campus (one in the LLC and one in Hamilton)
and those students spend little time in their residence hall rooms; they do not want to spend time
with freshmen and their friends are living off campus.
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®  There is more living space in off-campus units
®  There is freedom from rules and regulations:
0 Students want to have their own place and make their own rules; this is especially important for
students over age 21.
o0 Students living off campus do not have to deal with RAs and have more independence.

Advantages of living on campus:

®  Close proximity to “everything”

®  Convenient for students coming to campus from overseas — a participant came to OU from overseas with one bag
and nothing else. Having a furnished room was helpful, but she eventually moved off campus. When her sister
came to the school the two of them lived off campus and her sister never experienced residence hall life.

=  Ability to meet other students — many participants currently live with students they met in the residence halls

®  Transition from living at home to living independently

®  Ability to be on a meal plan

Disadvantages of living on campus:

®  Small room size:

0 The bunk beds in some of the rooms take up a lot of space; a participant had bunk beds and they
made the room seem even smaller than they were because of the large frames.

®  Strict rules and regulations:

0 A participant and his friends were sitting in his room with the door open and they were written up
by RAs for having an empty beer can in the room, even though no one was drinking. It seems un-
necessary to do things like this.

0 Students can get in trouble for returning to their residence hall rooms intoxicated. This policy is
“ridiculous” and “makes no sense” to one participant.

Popularity of buildings or communities on campus:

= LLC:

o0 There is an attractive atmosphere to the building; it “is really nice” inside. Residents have more liv-
ing space in the unit than in other residence halls on campus.

0 A participant would like to live in the LLC. No participants have lived there because the building
was not available to them.

o Ifthe LLC had been available and participants could have lived there, several would have consid-
ered staying on campus for another year instead of moving off campus. A participant says that her
parents would have liked her to stay there.

®  Barnhart — The rooms are larger and residents have their own bathrooms, but the location of the residence is
“farther away.” The rooms “are not as nice” with cement walls inside.
®  Bean and Hamilton — rooms are “10 by 10 boxes.”

Comments on campus food service:

® A participant did not know of anyone that did not like the meal plan. “Everyone liked it to a certain degree.”

®  Another participant was “frustrated” with the meal plan. She is a vegetarian and found limited vegetarian op-
tions. She also did not have “rollover” and often at the end of the week had to go to the grocery store to spend her
meal money. She was also frustrated with not having anywhere to cook meals for herself.
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®  The repetition of meals gets tiring for students. Students appreciated having the meal plan for the convenience as
freshmen but eating the same food over and over became unappealing.
®  Students would like to have the ability to have a toaster or George Foreman grill in their rooms.

Popular off-campus housing complexes or neighborhoods:

®  Duck’s Village — referred to as the “sophomore dorms”; there are frequently parties on the weekends at the com-
plex

®  Campus Commons — also referred to as the “sophomore dorms”

®  Chase Village — the price is about $415 per month for each person in a two-bedroom/two-bathroom apartment
and amenities include fireplaces, volleyball court, basketball courts, tanning beds, swimming pool, etc. If the
complex was located on the other side of the river it would be even more popular than it is.

Disadvantages of living off campus:

®  Distance from campus:
0 Aparticipant lives across the river and finds it difficult to come back to the campus area to visit
other students.
o0 Even Duck’s Village and Campus Commons are located far from campus for some participants;
however, one participant rides his bike to campus every day and does not mind the ride.
o A walk to campus of more than 15 minutes is considered undesirable.
®  Lack of parking on campus creates parking problems — the University constrains students in where they can live
off campus because there is such little parking on campus for commuters. The University distributes more park-
ing passes than there are parking spots.

Important factors considered in decision of where to live:

®  Price was most important for several participants.
®  Proximity to campus was also important, often in conjunction with price. The closer housing is to campus the
more expensive it is.

Floor plan review:

"  (B) Two-double bedroom semi-suite:
o0 Sharing a bathroom with three other students is more
attractive than sharing it with 20 other students.
0 Residents have a roommate but also interact with _
other students because one bedroom is connected to L0
the other. “It is more like a quad, but can still be sepa-
rate.”

0 There is concern that the amount of floor space in this =~ Fe=== EE———
unit would be less than traditional-style housing; floor space is important to one participant. Space
in the unit is important to another participant as well; he does not care about the number of stu-
dents per room, but if each student has enough space.

o If abuilding of these units was available for sophomores some participants would have considered
staying on campus another year, especially if students could choose their roommates and the build-
ing was designated for only students of that class level.

o0 Participants agree that this unit would be appropriate for freshmen.
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(C) Two-double bedroom suite:

(0}

0o

As students get older, there is more of a need to
have a private bedroom, especially if they are in
serious relationships. Freshmen can

af 10|
compromise but after one year students are [ ‘
ready for more privacy. _
This unit is a step up from traditional-style m ‘
housing and would be appropriate for '

freshmen and sophomores.

One participant thinks this unit could be excessive for freshmen; freshmen have certain expecta-
tions of their living environment, and this unit might cut back on social interaction between stu-
dents because residents can shut themselves off from roommates and suite-mates.

A participant compares this to units seen on the television show “Saved by the Bell, College Years.”

(D) Four-single bedroom suite:

(0]

Participants agree that there is concern s = R —
about the cost of a unit like this; the cur- | ] o | 1) '
rent residence halls were expensive, and
participants cannot imagine how expen-
sive a unit like this would be. This would
be attractive if the cost of this unit was
only slightly more than the current hous-
ing cost. If this unit was available, why would students not just move out to a duplex or apartment?
If there was a kitchen in the unit it would be very similar to a few participants’ apartments off cam-
pus. Adding a kitchen or even just a kitchenette to the unit would make it more attractive.

If this unit was offered on campus, one participant thinks that her parents would want her to live in
it; her parents are helping pay for her expenses. If her parents were not paying she would be less in-
clined to live in a unit like this.

Comments on the idea of converting Carson to a sophomore residence hall:

If Carson Hall was converted to a sophomore residence hall there is skepticism about the popularity of that be-

cause living on campus as a sophomore is not the norm at UO.

Improvements that could make it more attractive include having a community kitchen on each floor and offering
a better market that works with meal points.

A sophomore residence hall would have to be physically differed from the freshmen residence halls for the con-
cept to work and attract students to live there. Because of this Carson Hall would not be an attractive sophomore
residence hall. Freshmen should live in less attractive accommodations their first year and “move up” to better

accommodations their sophomore year. For example, if the LLC was only for sophomores and there was a kitchen
on each floor, it would be a more attractive option for students.

Desired features of a sophomore residence hall:

Kitchen per floor
Ample space in the unit
Attractive from the outside
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Within walking distance of campus

Minimal rules and regulations — students would appreciate having RAs to go to if needed for problems or con-
cerns, but are not interested in living somewhere where a resident’s personal space can easily be invaded by the
RAs.

UO Housing compared to other schools’:

Many schools have apartments for students that the University owns.

Schools in cities where the housing off campus is extremely expensive tend to offer students more on-campus
options, because there is a need to provide students with alternatives. But in Eugene there is an abundance of af-
fordable off-campus housing. A participant describes this as an anomaly compared to other institutions.
Pomona College in CA has four-single bedroom apartment-style housing.

It is said that the residence halls at UO are the worst in the nation. One participant toured Bean Hall and “it
freaked her out”; she almost decided not attend UO because of it.

Campus housing at UO was not an option for a non-traditional student in the group.

A participant’s sister lived with three students per bedroom at William & Mary University and had an awful ex-
perience.

Living preferences:

The number of students per unit depends on if residents have a choice of with whom they live. Four per unit is
more acceptable if residents can choose their roommates. Three per unit is of interest as well; one participant
thinks that four students living together can be too much at times, while only two per unit would not be enough.
Four students per bathroom is acceptable.

On-campus units should be furnished; moveable furniture gives residents options.

“If the University provided in new housing, | would definitely live there.”

More independence (fewer rules and regulations)

Access to a kitchen

Affordable cost

Modern amenities

Sound-proofing

Designated housing by class level (e.g., division between freshmen and other class levels)
More living space

“If the University provided in new housing, | would definitely NOT live there.”

More security

Three students per room
More rules and regulations
Community bathrooms
High cost

Additional comments:

The University does not help students find housing off campus. A participant coming to UO from overseas had no
help from anyone finding housing.

Participants that lived on campus as freshmen are thankful for the experience they had. “It is the best way to start
college.”

One participant has a 10-month lease, while a few have a month-to-month lease and others have 12-month
leases.
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Group Cohort:  Prospective Students (FG 12)
Participants: 4 total; 2 male, 2 female
Session Moderator:  Michael Oliphant
Session Date:  April 17, 2007
Session Location:  EMU Coquille Room
Voice File:  Focus Group Recordings\LCO\DM-10143 04 17 Pros Students.DSS

Notes File:  UO 12 Prospective Students.doc

Impressions of campus housing:

One student said that they have seen reviews and UO has some of the lowest quality of residence halls.
Several students have never stayed on a campus before but have taken tours of other campus housing.
One participant has stayed over at other colleges and been inside UO residence halls, Barnhart in particular.

Thoughts about the campus:

“Very pretty”

Compact size causes everything to be close together
Variety of trees

Very good maintenance compared to other campuses
Appealing exterior appearance of the buildings

“Nice campus”

Other campuses looked at by students:

Lewis and Clark

Santa Clara

University of Colorado at Boulder
Evergreen State College

UO in comparison to other campuses:

Santa Clara is like a country club, very well manicured and taken care of, fairly new buildings, fresh paint, -
“could not ask for more”.

Lewis and Clark is compact but still feels open. Buildings are far away from each other and the grounds are well
manicured.

Importance of housing in college decision:

A participant said the decision is not only based on housing but the whole experience.

Others state that college choice is based on academics.

One student states housing is “pretty low on my scale of importance...the way you feel in the community of peo-
ple around you is more important because it's the place you're potentially going to spend the next four years of
your life and you can deal with living in a small environment but you need somewhere to branch out and spread
your roots.”

Another student believes that it would be nice for housing to be of good quality but that it is not a deciding factor.

Amenities students would like to have:

Student lounge with pool tables
Wi-Fi
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®  Microwave/stove

= TV

®  Cable set up included in room

®  Clean bathrooms with good accessibility

Concerns when thinking about undesirable housing:

"  None of the students want a poor roommate match; they all want a compatible roommate.
®  Students suggest making the roommate survey go more into depth about personal preferences and history.

Concerns when thinking about desirable housing:

®  One participant believes strongly that a central location is critical.

®  Students believe that they would like to be able to get from their residence hall to class in a 10 -15 minute walking
distance.

®  One student stated that walking would be ideal and does not want to spend time finding a place to lock up a bike
or take rain gear on and off.

The role parents play in the decision to stay on campus for sophomore year and on:

®  Astudent said that if they get in trouble or have bad grades, then their parents would probably not let them live
off campus and make them stay on campus. If students do well academically parents might be more inclined to
let their student live off campus.

®  One participant’s issue does not have to do with parents, but with not having enough money.

®  One student said that they do not live with their parents now anyway but they would respect what their parents
would want them to do.

Comments about being on a meal plan for freshman year:

®  Students believe this is a good idea because they are not ready to prepare food on their own yet.

®  One student said they like to cook so they want to live off campus from sophomore year on, but is looking for-
ward to not cooking freshman year so that they have more time to spend studying and socializing with friends.

®  One participant is concerned about not using all their meal plans for the week and would like some way to get the
unused meals back.

Parking/driving concerns:

®  Most students believe that parking and driving are not big concerns.

"  Participants are fine with a shuttle system.

® A participant said that if the University offered free or cheap parking to a limited number of freshmen who apply,
they would take advantage of that.

Floor plan review:

"  (B) Two-double bedroom semi-suite:
0 Students think the bathrooms are a big improvement over community i =
bathrooms and find this a desirable floor plan. - .I
0 Astudent said they would live here over living in traditional style if
there is not a big price difference.

(e o

o0 Students would give up some extra space in living areas just to have
this type of bathroom.

0 One student believes that having a community bathroom and even just
walking down the hallway to the bathroom creates a more social community.
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o If traditional housing was closer to campus than this style, a student said they would rather live in
traditional housing.
Students believe a downside is that they would have to clean the bathroom themselves.
Some students indicate this is a good next step up from traditional housing so they would live in
such a unit their sophomore year.
(C) Two-double bedroom suite:

0 One participant indicates this is the ideal 51 o A= 10
floorplan. b Lo @‘ ' ‘O

o  Students would find even one bathroom - b ] |
acceptable instead of two. ! ' ‘ = i f ‘

0 Astudent said this unit would have a i |
significance influence on living after : ‘ [] ‘ :
sophomore year. '

(D) Four-single bedroom suite:

o0 This unit is the most attractive to par- - . -

ticipants. ol of M® Io
€] (o)

0 Astudent says that it is important to
have a roommate for your first year and
gradually work up to this style of living.
0 Astudent believes that with more people
living with you that there is a better
chance of getting along and you can still
have privacy and a communal room.
(E) Two person unit, two bedroom, two bath, living area and kitchen-
ette:
The participants did not like this housing option.
A student said that they would feel distant with their
roommate because nothing but the communal room is
shared.

Housing progression plans:

A student stated that for their senior year they would like to live in an

apartment with some friends.

Another student said they would definitely live on campus for their freshman year and think that it should be
mandatory.

Another student said it depends on how things go after their freshman year as to whether they will continue to
live on campus.

A student thinks it is cheaper to find a place off campus to split with their friends after freshman year.

Perfect freshman housing design:

The group agrees that having a compatible roommate is their number one concern.

Students state clean bathrooms and a nice place to hang out are desirable.

A student hopes that there are enough laundry rooms.

A student wants their place to feel spacious but still feel like they have their own space even though they are shar-
ing with a roommate.
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“If the University provided in new housing, | would definitely live there.”

®  “An enjoyable place where kids would want to hang out and be attracted to”
®  Nice rec room with TV, couches and piano

" Lounge room

®  Fresh paint (makes it smell better)

“If the University provided in new housing, | would definitely NOT live there.”
" Rodents
" Triples

" “Super-limited space”
" Single-sex buildings

Additional comments:

®  Students are not concerned about housing rules and regulations.

®  The cost of housing is a little bit of a concern. The students said it would always be nice to not pay as much.

®  Participants would prefer having academic leases instead of 12-month leases because they plan to spend their
summers traveling and spending time with family.

" All participants felt that having a sink in the residence hall room would be ideal.
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Group Cohort:  Parents of Prospective Students (FG 13)
Participants:  2; 1 male, 1 female
Session Moderator:  Linda Anderson
Session Date:  April 17, 2007
Session Location:  EMU Rogue Room
Voice File:  Focus Group Recordings\LGA\DM-10013 04 Parents of Pros Stud.DSS

Notes File:  UO 13 Parents of Prospective Students.doc

First impression of campus:

®  Both participants have a positive view and believe the campus is attractive, well laid out, clean and that the build-
ings are interesting.

®  One parent commented on the beautiful trees.

®  One participant said that they have heard from students that they like the campus and the city of Eugene.

Other universities looked at:

®  University of Southern Oregon- one parent said that this campus is not very well maintained

®  University of Colorado at Boulder- a participant said this campus is the “most stunning” they’ve ever seen and
has beautiful architecture

®  Colorado State University in Fort Collins

®  Evergreen State University

® SantaClara

®  Lewisand Clark

®  One parent said his son believes that the Lewis and Clark campus is not as nice as UO; this gave his son a “favor-
able view to this (the UO) campus”.

Where UO stands in comparison with other colleges looked at:

®  One participant’s son has pretty much decided to attend UO based on academics, the attractive student to facility
ratio, and finances.

®  One parent is concerned about how much academic support their child will get. Colorado State has full time ad-
visors who work with the students.

®  Both participants believe that the many activities, especially outdoor activities, that are available to participate in
outside of academics encourages the students to pick UO.

Next most important university selection criteria after academics:

®  Both participants agree that the urban setting is important.
®  The accessibility to outdoor activities and overseas programs are important.

Quality of campus and housing facilities:

®  One parent said that there are great workout facilities.

®  One parent said that having quiet rooms, computer labs, and lounges in the residence halls are nice.
®  One parent said that they have never heard anything negative about the facilities.

®  One participant likes the Living Learning Center.
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UO housing compared to housing seen elsewhere:

®  Both participants believe that the housing is the same as other campuses.
®  One parent commented that the roommate matching system should be more extensive and elaborate more on the
guestions asked.

Biggest concerns of students living on campus:

®  Both participants are concerned about alcohol abuse. They want their child to be placed into an environment
where academics come first.

®  One participant is concerned about their child’s focus and wants the student to be in an uplifting environment.

®  Both parents are concerned about safety in how people get into the residence halls. They both believe electronic
entries should be used.

Thoughts about living on campus after freshman year:

" One participant’s son is interested in becoming an RA because RA’s get free room and board, making going to
college less expensive.
®  Another participant said their child has expressed interest in living in an apartment with a few friends.

Attractive style of housing for students who continue to live on campus after freshman year:

®  Both parents believe that apartment style and suite style units would be useful housing by the time students get
to be juniors and seniors.

® A participant said that living in the halls and moving up to apartment style would be a good transition for stu-
dents.

® A participant said that one incentive for students to live off campus is that it is cheaper.

®  Both participants believe that a reasonable number of students living in a unit is four students. With more peo-
ple it is hard to have a nice, more private, quiet space to live in.

®  One participant said, “maturity, privacy and wanting your own space more and more comes into play” as stu-
dents get older.

Comments on how new housing should be designed:

" Both participants believe that having a Living Learning community in all the halls would be helpful to all stu-
dents to make connections with others.

®  One parent suggests having big common areas in the halls.

® A participant said that having a faculty member available in the hall would be helpful to students.

® A participant believes that all freshmen should take a freshman seminar class.

Advice to the university about renovations and new housing:

®  One participant likes uniformity in design and likes to see buildings blend in with their surroundings. New build-
ings should not stick out, not matching any other buildings.

®  One parent said the inside should look like home in a sense but also a learning environment.

®  One participant believes that there should be designated quiet hours enforced during the week.

®  Both parents believe that there should be living tool classes such as how to balance a check book or how to man-
age time.
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Group Cohort:  Top Student Scholars (FG 14)

Participants:  11; 7 female, 4 male
1 freshman, 4 sophomores, 5 seniors, 1 other

8 live in University housing (1 in Carson, 1 in LLC, 2 in Spencer View, 3 in Walton, 1 in
Hamilton), 3 off campus

2 live alone, 5 with roommates, 2 with spouse/partner, 2 unknown
Session Moderator:  Linda Anderson
Session Date:  April 17, 2007
Session Location:  EMU Century Room D
Voice File:  Focus Group Recordings\LGA\DM-10014 04 17 Scholars.DSS
Notes File:  UO 14 Top Student Scholars.doc

Advantages of living on campus:

Close proximity to classes and the library
Ability to be involved in campus activities
Sufficient transportation options, specifically “great” bus service around Spencer View — there are at least five
buses per hour and a lot of bike storage.
Inexpensive cost
Internet/Ethernet access included
Ability to meet other students:
0 A participant has lived every year with students that he met during his freshman year.
0 Another agrees; all of her closest friends are those she met in the residence halls.
0 Meeting students in class is not the same as meeting them in the residence halls.
Close proximity to athletic facilities
Access to laundry facilities
Community and safe living environment (Spencer View)

Comments on Honors College:

A participant lived with Honors College students during her first year. She thinks she would have dropped out of
Honors College if it had not been for living near others also in Honors College. She was having a hard time and
thought everyone else was not. However, living with others and seeing that they were in the same situation was
helpful.

Another participant found it helpful to have classes with the Honors students she lived around.

A participant has lived on campus for four years and lived in the Honors College for one year. She had a very
positive experience, and it helped her with her study habits. She also lived in halls around other music students,
and it was helpful to live near others with similar interests. She currently lives in a “normal collegiate-type hall”
and she is surprised with the amount of time students waste. If she had her current experience as a freshman she
“probably would have transferred.”

A participant lived in a non-Honors College hall for his freshman year and found it difficult to study.

One participant lives in a “creative arts hall” in the LLC and although it is not an honors hall, it seems like one
because of the quiet living environment. He admits that noise is not a problem for him when he studies; he has
been to the library about three times.

Page 1 of 6 ANDERSON STRICKLER, LLC 2 8/31/2007




FOCUS GROUP NOTES

UNIVERSITY OF OREGON = HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE Il

Disadvantages of living on campus:

Thin walls transmit noise — a participant found it difficult to study and had to sleep with ear plugs. Another par-
ticipant also sleeps with ear plugs.

Small room size (in Hamilton, especially in comparison to LLC rooms) — one participant has had a standard dou-
ble as a single room for three years and she thinks she has sufficient living space.

Small desks — a participant studies in the library because his desk is so small and his hall is noisy.

Difficult to personalize living space

Restrictive rules and regulations — participants do not like being “written up” by RAs.

Loft beds decrease the living space in rooms

Lack of character in housing — there are no hardwood floors, woodwork, or padding under carpet.

Popularity of buildings or communities on campus:

The LLC is considered the most popular followed by Barnhart, although there are some places in Barnhart that
are nicer than in the LLC.

Despite its popularity for room type, the location of Barnhart is a drawback, as is the increased cost.

The preconceived notion about the Honors Hall is that it is quiet and mellow. It sounds like students living in
other halls cannot get homework done because of the noise.

Participants agree that Bean Hall is the least popular residence hall because of the small room size and building
location. The rooms are slightly “worse” than those in Hamilton and Walton, and the building has a “jail feel” to
it.

Common spaces offered in campus housing:

Spencer View is “really nice.” The grounds are well-maintained and landscaped. For resident use there are grills,
playgrounds for children, storage units, garden space, and bike racks. The common spaces build a sense of com-
munity. The complex is nicer than other apartment complexes in which students live.

The LLC has “general lounges” with chairs and couches; a participant uses the lounges for studying.

Lounges in other halls are used for activities such as poker tournaments. There are some designated homework
hours on Sunday afternoons. There is tension between residents that want to use the lounges for social space and
those that want to use the lounges for study space.

Residents use practice rooms and basements (specifically in Walton but all halls have such rooms). The basement
in Hamilton is not as nice as the basement in Walton.

Common spaces desired in campus housing:

Designated study lounges to avoid conflict in residence halls
Community kitchens:
o Community kitchens would be “amazing,” especially in residence halls that do not have food ser-
vices in the building.
Residents in one hall currently use the janitor’s closet to wash out dishes.
Having a community kitchen would be a welcomed alternative to the campus food service.
A participant chose to live in an apartment and not in the residence halls because she wanted the
option of making her own food.
o Community kitchens would be beneficial for vegetarians and vegans.

Comments on campus food service:

The food served is repetitive.
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Comments on residence life programming:

Any programs having to do with poker, “mock tails,” Nintendo games, or movies are popular. Programs that offer
food are also popular. Karaoke was another popular program when one participant worked in the residence halls.
It is often easy to get students to the programs but more difficult to get them to stay.

Some programs make students feel like they are in high school again.

Residents do not attend hall meetings because there are no repercussions for not attending.

An isolated event that was popular was a Peace Corp presentation where the speaker was dynamic and students
passing by stayed to listen.

One participant anticipates that the resume writing workshop that she has planned will be well-attended because
students are applying for summer jobs.

Academic advising workshops are held before registration for classes and are well attended.

A participant is in a residential academic position and she is required to have programs with a living /learning
component. There are about 20 students of this title positioned throughout the housing system and each is as-
signed to a Freshman Interest Group to work with during fall term. The programming with these students is typi-
cally successful. Programs include lunches with professors, academic-type field trips, etc. After the first term, the
group is disbanded, unless there is a really strong connection in the group.

Reasons students chose to live off campus:

More living space and the ability to decorate that space

More privacy

Ability to live with significant other

Close proximity to campus — an acceptable walking distance to campus for most participants is 10 to 15 minutes.
Ability to cook meals

Comparable cost — some students have heard it is less expensive to live off campus than on campus, while others
have heard it is more expensive to live off campus. Those in the group that have lived on and off campus agree
that it is less expensive to live off campus than on campus.

Ability to have a private bedroom

Independent lifestyle that prepares students for life after graduation

Plans for housing next year:

A participant is moving to Minnesota to attend graduate school. Another participant is moving to New Haven and
will live in an apartment to attend graduate school. A third participant who is graduating is undecided about the
graduate school she will attend.

Two participants plan to be an RA next year.

A participant is looking to rent a house with three friends; their “back up” is Duck’s Village.

Another participant is looking to rent a house with four other students; it has been difficult to find housing be-
cause of the size of the group.

A participant who will be a sophomore is also looking to rent a house off campus with three other students. The
University could do more to help students find rental housing.

A participant plans to live in Spencer View again. Maintenance is responsive and the cost is reasonable.
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General comments about renting housing off campus:

® A participant that lives off campus does not have any common spaces in her complex. Another participant has a
courtyard in her apartment complex that is useful. It is nice to have green space in a complex where residents can
congregate.

®  Corporate management companies leasing apartments tend to take advantage of students. One participant’s lease
had an “ant clause” in it, and another’s had a similar situation regarding mold. A participant ended up in Campus
Legal Services to get protection from her landlord.

®  The landlords do not respond to maintenance problems.

" Landlords know that if they do not rent a unit to one student, there will be another student interested in renting
the unit. Landlords can treat students poorly and get away with it.

Quality of housing and meal plan relative to price — on-campus housing:

®  Participants think the cost to live in campus housing is “exorbitant” and “ridiculous.”

"  For one participant, the cost to live on campus was $1,000 less four years ago than it is this year.

" Another thinks that it is expensive but the quality of campus housing is better than the quality of housing she was
living in off campus. She also ate a more balanced diet when she lived on campus.

®  The price to live on campus is high for those living in the older residence halls compared to students living in the
LLC who pay the same price.

Floor plan review:

"  (B) Two-double bedroom semi-suite:

0 “Thisis neat.”

o0 Four students sharing one bathroom is a concern for
some students; these students would prefer a community _

bathroom because there is never a problem with waiting L©
to use the facilities. Other participants believe a semi-
private bathroom is better than a community bathroom.

o0 This unit type would be conducive to building a - A
community.

o This unit type would be appropriate for freshmen. There is not enough privacy in the unit for
sophomores or upperclassmen; if one participant was going to live on campus as a sophomore, he
would need his own bedroom.

0 A participant would base her decision to live on campus on what her friends were doing; the trend
is to move off campus after freshman year.

®  (C) Two-double bedroom suite:
o0 “Thatiscool.” =T T
o0 This unit would be very attractive for freshmen ' O‘ >N ‘O '

and might entice more sophomores to live on
campus. Participants know sophomores that 3 ‘ I
would live in this unit. ! '
0 The living area allows one roommate to entertain = ‘ I !
guests or watch TV while the other goes to sleep. :
o Asmall kitchenette would be sufficient; the ability to cook food is important for older students.
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® (D) Four-single bedroom suite:
o Participants like the private bedrooms shown r———— JEE———r
in this unit. 7am el SMle
o Two bathrooms for four students is a better : ! '
ratio.
0 Having the toilet separate from the sinks is
an attractive arrangement.

Living preferences:

®  Four students per unit is the appropriate number to share a unit.

®  Two students per bathroom is preferred over four per bathroom. There is preference for a compartmentalized
bathroom.

®  Participants believe the University would benefit from having apartment-style housing on- or close to campus.
More upperclassmen would live on campus and stay involved in campus activities. If the apartments on campus
were more expensive than those off campus, the initial reaction from participants is that several would choose to
live off campus to save money. When asked where students would live if the apartments on campus were 10%
more expensive than those off campus, most agree they would prefer to live on campus. If the cost was 20% more
expensive, there would be some drop-off in interest.

" “New” and “nice” will draw students to campus housing.

UO Housing compared to other schools’:

®  Whitman College has housing where two students have private bedrooms and share a common room. The resi-
dent that lives there enjoys the living situation. There are also empty rooms for students to allow visiting friends
to use over night.

®  Reed College housing has a large lounge with several couches and a full kitchen (with refrigerator, stove, shelves,
etc.). However, the tuition at small private schools like this is much higher than the cost of UO.

® A participant will be attending Yale University next year and living in a residential college. The room sizes are not
that much larger that rooms at UO but the housing is effective with the community environment.

“If the University provided in new housing, | would definitely live there.”

®  Community kitchen with stove
®  Convenient location
"  Private bedrooms (mentioned by two participants)

“If the University provided in new housing, | would definitely NOT live there.”

®  Florescent lights (several participants agree)
®  One bathroom for four students

®  Lofted beds

®  Small living space
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Additional comments:

®  One of the main problems with current housing is the small room size, so participants think this problem would
be difficult to fix with renovations. A participant suggests knocking down the oldest building first (Bean Hall) and
replacing it, working the way through the residence halls.

®  Housing did not have an impact on students’ decision to attend the University. The housing “is not that bad.” But
it was discouraging that the cost of housing and the cost of tuition were almost the same.

®  The University should make family housing more accessible to students with a partner who are not married and
do not have children.
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OFF CAMPUS MARKET ANALYSIS
Property Listing

Unit Types and Rents

Efficiency One Bedroom Two Bedroom Three Bedroom Four Bedroom
Apartment Complex Address Phone
(541) Rent SF | Rent/SF| Rent SF | Rent/SF| Rent SF | Rent/SF| Rent SF | Rent/SF| Rent SF | Rent/SF
250 $1.70 425 $1.24 600 $1.08 $1,100 $1.05
Alderwood Manor 1860 Alder St # 11 686-0743
400 $1.24 525 $1.05
Blackstone Manor 1750 Alder St 687-0684 567 $1.10 $725 $1.04
Campus Quads 1544 Alder St # 21 344-2816
Emerald Apartments 1950 2nd St 683-6579 $750
Flintridge Apartments 500 E 18th Ave 485-0060 $625 $1,100
$586 $1.25 | $800 $0.97 | $820 $1,163
Forest Hills 3951 Goodpasture Loop 687-6800 $955 $1,200
$1,160
Four Seasons Town Homes 1280 W 15th Ave # 2 343-8746
Harris House Apartments 1825 Harris Street 343-6000 $1,500 1,325 $1.13
Hideaway Apartments 710 E 15th Alley 485-7776
Hill House Apartments 4001 Potter St # 71 687-8768 $640
Hilyard House Apartments 725 E 14th Street 302-9088 $1,095
. $683
Lane Towers 1601 Olive St. 485-0916
$875
A~ $905
Pairadice Apartments 640 E 15th Street 284-8110
River Terrace Apartments 1150 Darlene Ln 344-3536
Stone Ridge Apartments 4175 Quest Dr 461-2100 $820 $990 1,200 $0.83
$645
Student Manor Apartments 1442 East 18th 689-4887
$675
Count 6 13 15 6 2
High $695 525 $1.80 $840 822 $1.56 $1,095 1,400 $1.33 | $1,200 1,293  $1.05 | $1,500 1,325 $1.41
Low $425 250 $0.81 $475 350 $0.79 $600 600 $0.63 $745 1,050 $0.62 $1,350 960 $1.13
Median $458 400 $1.24 $625 624  $0.99 $738 824  $0.92 $1,100 1,199 $0.93 | $1,425 1,143 $1.27
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University of Oregon

HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE I

OFF CAMPUS MARKET ANALYSIS

Property Listing

Policies Amenities
Lease Terms . Utilities Included Unit Amenities Community Amenities Miles May
Apartment Complex 6/9 | M-M M-M Pets S[;eecurlt‘i/ Basic Club- Play- | Fitness . from 2007 ;ei{ lj# Otf
YR | o, orig. | Renew POSIt | Elec | Gas | Heat | W/S | Internet Cable | FUrn- | DW | AC | WDC | WD | Pool | = ground | ctr Volley | Tennis | Laundry | campus | Occ. ut nits

Alderwood Manor N Y N N No $350 N N N Y N N Y Y N N N N N N N N N Y 1.0 100% 1972 54
Blackstone Manor N Y N N No $350 N N N Y N N Y N [N N N N N N N N N Y 1.7 100% 1984 40
Campus Quads N Y N N Cats$ $200 Y N Y Y N N Y N Y N N N N N N N N Y 1.4 98% 1974 224
Canterbury Court N Y N N Cats$ $300 N N N Y N N N N Y N N N N N N N N Y 1.2 100% 1970 34
Emerald Apartments N Y N N Cats$ $350 N N N Y N N N Y | N N N N N N N N N Y 4.1 98% 46
Flintridge Apartments N Y N N Cats$ $350 N N N Y N N N Y | N N N N N N N N N Y 1.1 100% 16
Forest Hills Y Y Y N Y $450 N N N Y N N N Y N Y Y N N N N N N N 5.1 96% 1982 248
Four Seasons Town Homes N N Y N N $250 N N N Y N N N Y Y N N N N N N N N Y 2.7 100% 1972 152
Harris House Apartments Y N N N N $150 N N N Y Y Y N Y | N N N N Y N N N N Y 1.7 73% 1981 15
Hideaway Apartments N Y N N Cats$ $450 N N N Y N N N N [N N N N N N N N N Y 1.5 100% 12
Hill House Apartments N N Y N N OMR N N N Y N N N Y Y N N N N N N N N Y 3.2 95% 1972 74
Hilyard House Apartments Y N N N N $400-$600 N N N Y N N N Y Y Y Y N N N Y N N N 1.5 100% 1998 53
Lane Towers Y N N N N $150 Y N Y Y Y Y N Y Y N N N N N N N N Y 1.7 95% 1985 85
Pairadice Apartments N Y N N N OMR N N N N N N N Y N Y Y N N N N N N N 1.3 100% 1999 32
River Terrace Apartments Y Y Y N Cats $250 N N N N N N Y Y |Y Y Y N N N Y N N N 5.1
Stone Ridge Apartments Y N Y$ N Y $400 N N N Y N N N Y | N Y Y Y Y Y Y N N N 6.3 98% 2005 84
Student Manor Apartments N Y N N N $400 N N N Y N N Y N N N N N N N N N N Y 0.4 100% 1954 24
20f2 ANDERSON STRICKLER, LLC & 8/31/2007
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE 11

Housing Data - Beds and Occupancy

NOTES:

Trad. # of Beds = the number of spaces rented by the bed in suite-style or traditional-style (community bath) residence halls.

Apt. # of Beds = the number of spaces rented by the bed (typically rented to upperclass and graduate students).

Apt. # of Units = the number of apartments rented by the unit (typically rented to students with families).

Enrollment is based on data from the 2007 Higher Education Directory.

Beds/units as % of enrollment understates the % of students housed to the extent apartments rented by the unit contain more than one student.

Estimated occupancy and other data is based on the results of a telephone survey conducted in April, 2007.

Occupanc
. . Trad. # of [Semi-Suite #| Suite # of Apt. # of Apt. # of Beds/Units as % pancy .
College/University . Enrollment Trends Newest Housing / Plans
Beds of beds Beds Beds Units Enrollment Fall 06 Wtr/Spr 07
. - O d 386-bed Living/Lt ing Center in fall 2006; ducti hensive housil
University of Oregon 3,068 432 0 0 470 20,394 19% 98% 96% Stable penef ed Living/L.earning Center in Tal conducting comprehensive housing

plan

No plans at this time
Indiana University, Bloomington 11,000 1,200 37,958 32% 101% 100% Stable Bed/unit count is a total; could not get breakdown of different unit types. Res halls are
predominantly traditional.

Two complexes renovated in 2006; 972 beds of apt-style housing for single graduate
University of California Santa Barbara 2,957 1,318 609 858 592 21,016 30% 99% 94% Increasing  [students opening in 2008; 151 units of family housing opening in 2009; 15-year plan for
additional housing

Beginning long-term housing assessment; anticipate building two new buildings; renovating

University of Colorado, Boulder 5,047 321 0 1,252 792 28,624 26% Increasing two halls per year for 10 years until all are renovated

University of lowa 4,239 0 1,031 137 694 29,642 21% 100% 98% Stable Constructing a 100-bed addition to be completed for fall 2009 semester

University of Michigan, Ann Arbor 7,769 1,122 87 902 930 39,993 2% 96% Decreasing |Renovating 480-bed residence hall; building new suite-style hall

University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 2,565 4,847 287 1,138 400 27,276 34% 9a% 0% Stable S&T;:gﬂ;gn ;'::Vj:due':;fazg‘;bs;Ihgéye"; E:'\:VZ&(Z;I;Zzgffr:eligzgezeezsisfzzz:nme"t'
University of Washington 3,843 87 1,016 1,028 741 42,974 16% 101% Increasing  [Comprehensive housing plan underway

Oregon State University 2,823 495 200 245 107 19,442 20% 95% 84% Stable Privatized apartments opened May 2006; no plans for additional housing

University of Arizona 4,326 1,123 0 540 0 37,036 16% 99% 98% Increasing  [Beginning design for 1,200 new beds of residence hall space

University of California, Davis 2.030 960 1,510 1.012 476 20,637 2% Developing West Village with faculty/staff housing, commercial space, and apartment-style

housing for up to 1,980 students

Opening 800 beds and 800 parking spaces for graduate students next month. Breaking
University of California, San Diego 0 0 3,079 3,820 1,602 26,140 33% 113% 105% Increasing  [ground on 1,100 apt style beds for single UG transfer students this summer. University just
approved moving forward with 2,000 more beds plus additional dining.

Master plan includes new housing, but not in the immediate future. Current preference is for|

University of Puget Sound 751 74 183 303 0 2,887 45% 96% 91% Stable .
town houses or apartments for upper division students.

Additional Notes:
Oregon State University also has cooperatives in which students have assigned study rooms, but share group sleeping rooms, referred to as "sleeping porches". Room and board rates are lower than standard halls.
1U Bloomington was unable to break down numbers of beds/units into different categories. Most of the res halls are traditional. Apartments are only counted by the unit, not by the number of beds.
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE Il

Housing Data - Room Rates

Notes:

*The University of Puget Sound has beds in on-campus houses with a variety of capacities that have a room rate of $5,300/AY.

*Information is for the 2007 - 2008 academic year. If rents are quoted on a monthly basis, the rents have been multiplied by nine months.

I:l = Do not have the unit type

= High and Low of a range

italics

Traditional/Comm BA | Semi-Suites/RM w/ BA| Suites Studio Apts 1-BR Apts 2-BR Apts 3-BR Apts 4-BR Apts
College/University
Singles Doubles Singles Doubles Singles Doubles |Private BR| Shared BR|Private BR| Shared BR|Private BR| Shared BR|Private BR| Shared BR|Private BR| Shared BR
. . $4,348 $3,623 $7,608 $5,072
University of Oregon
$6,177 $4,166 $8,876 $7,246
. . . . $4,180 $3,634
Indiana University, Bloomington $5,538 $5,816 $5,424 $5,452 $5,452 $3,090 $5,858
$4,800 $4,172
University of California Santa Barbara $8,987 $7,699 $8,987 $7,699 $8,987 $7,699 $9,126 $5,184 $6,804 $4,005
4,886 5,985 3,600
University of Colorado, Boulder $6,134 $4,750 $6,962 $ $8,505 $9,585 $ $ $5,040
$5,440 $7,785 $5,216
5,271 4,325
University of lowa $ $ $7,254 $5,316 $5,991 $5,335
$5,904 $4,642
4,980 3,692 5,500 4,732 4,732 7,536 4,437 4,790 3,447
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor $ $ $ $ $5,562 $ $ $4,758 $ $ $
$6,900 $5,380 $8,006 $6,888 $5,398 $8,090 $6,876 $4,980 $3,627
. i . ) $4,800 $3,960 $4,800 $3,960 $5,250 $5,250 $5,934
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill $5,200 $5,670
$5,566 $4,830 $5,566 $4,830 $5,934 $5,934
3,990 3,590 4,800
University of Virginia $ $ $4,680 $4,800 $4,400 $4,290 $
$4,930 $4,500 $5,600
. . . $5,346
University of Washington $5,010 $4,077 $5,010 $4,077 $5,010 $4,077 $7,155 $7,020 P
6,165
7,281 5,562 7,572 4,257 6,525 5,175 4,932
Oregon State University $ $ $7,641 $5,739 $ $6,195 $ $ $ $
$7,914 $6,195 $7,914 $6,750 $7,245 $5,400 $5,625
6,570 4,189 6,264 4,189
University of Arizona $ $ $ $ $7,800 $6,187 $5,800 $5,261 $5,200
$7,489 $5,006 $7,489 $5,006
6,075 6,705 4,455 4,389 4,545
University of California, Davis $8,097 $6,990 $8,097 $6,990 $8,097 $6,990 $ $ $ $ $
$6,435 $8,505 $6,210 $5,655 $5,085
. . . . . $4,023
University of California, San Diego $7,466 $6,756 $6,756 $7,466 $6,756 o7 466 $6,756
University of Puget Sound $5,300 $4,610 $5,300 $4,610 $5,300
Low| $3,990 $3,590 $4,800 $3,960 $5,010 $4,077 $4,257 $5,991 $4,800 $4,758 $4,437 $3,600 $3,447 $3,090 $4,023 $5,040
High] $8,987 $7,699 $8,987 $7,699 $8,987 $7,699 $9,126 $5,991 $9,585 $6,187 $7,785 $7,020 $7,466 $6,756 $7,466 $6,756
Median| $5,566 $4,500 $6,962 $4,946 $7,360 $5,411 $6,750 $5,991 $6,975 $5,184 $5,800 $5,098 $4,932 $4,980 $5,346 $5,898
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE Il

Housing Data - Median Unfurnished Monthly Apartment Rates

Notes:

*University of Oregon rates do not include the 6 units in Moon Court.

University Studio 1BR 2 BR 3BR
University of Oregon $494 $570 $595 $709
Indiana University, Bloomington $611 $661 $766 $1,038
University of California Santa Barbara $677 $941
University of Colorado, Boulder $575 $741 $865 $1,042
University of lowa $418 $508
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor $845 $1,024 $1,148
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill $768 $835
University of Virginia $657 $791 $872
University of Washington $810 $1,025 $1,408 $1,138
Oregon State University $475 $500 $590
University of Arizona
University of California, Davis $595 $694
University of California, San Diego $699 $995 $1,167 $963
University of Puget Sound
Low| $494 $418 $500 $590
High $810 $1,025 $1,408 $1,148
Median $611 $669 $813 $1,001
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University of Oregon

HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE Il

Policies, Ut es, & Amenities

Policies Utilities in Rent Food Recreation Other
g c @
c g 2 § % g g £ ] 2
2|3 2 g8 e|E|2518|5|S|5l]5]5]% £
College / University 5 i % % g -§ g "‘E 2 % EE g ; g % .E E E £ : Notes
§| 5 s g|¢ 51° PR 213
< = e} ©
o
University of Oregon
Residence Halls Y Y Y Y Y S S S S N Y Y N N S N S Y Y AY
Graduate Student Apartments N N S Y N Y N N N N N N N N N N N N N Y 12m0
Family Apartments N S N N M N N S S N N S N N N N S N Y M-M
Indiana University, Bloomington
Residence Halls Y Y Y Y Y M S Y Y Y Y S S N N N M Y Y AY
Single Student Apartments FR N Y Y Y Y M N Y Y S N Y N N N N N N Y AY
Family Apartments N Y Y Y Y N N Y Y S N Y N N N N N N Y AY, 12MO
UC Santa Barbara
Residence Halls Y Y N N Y S N Y Y S Y Y S S S S S Y Y AY
Single Student Apartments N N M N N Y N N Y Y S Y Y S M Y N N Y Y AY, 12MO
Family Apartments N Y N N Y N N Y N N Y Y S N Y N Y N Y M-M
University of Colorado, Boulder
Residence Halls Y Y Y Y Y S S M N N S N S Y Y AY
Single Student Apartments FR N Y Y Y Y S S M S Y Y Y Y N Y N Y Y Y AY, 12MO0
Family Apartments N M M Y Y N N N N N N N N N N N N S Y Indef
University of lowa
Residence Halls M Y Y Y Y S S Y S M M M S N S N S Y Y AY No meal plan requirement for Mayflower
Single Student Apartments N N Y Y Y Y N N Y N N Y N N N N N N Y Y AY Parklawn Hall
Family Apartments N S Y Y Y N N N N N N N N N N N N N S End 6/1
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor
Residence Halls Y Y Y Y Y M S Y S Y Y Y N N S N S Y Y AY
Single Student Apartments N N Y Y N Y N N N N N N N N N Y N Y Y [wbC AY
Family Apartments N Y Y N Y N N N N N N N N N Y N Y S [ wbC 12m0
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill
Residence Halls N Y Y Y Y N N Y Y Y Y Y N N N N Y Y Y AY
Single Student Apartments N N Y Y Y Y N N Y N Y Y Y N N N N N Y Y AY
Family Apartments N Y Y Y Y N N N Y N Y Y N N Y N Y W?(C’
University of Virginia
Residence Halls 15t vr Y Y $ Y N S Y S S Y Y N N M N S Y Y AY
Single Student Apartments FR stud- Y Y $ Y N S Y N S Y N N N S N S Y Y AY
Family Apartments ents Y N Y Y N N N N N N N N N N N N $ Y 12MO
University of Washington
Residence Halls Y Y Y Y Y S S Y Y Y Y Y S N S N S Y Y AY
Single Student Apartments N Y Y N Y Y N N N Y Y N N N N N S Y AY, 12MO
Family Apartments N N N N N N N Y N Y Y S N N N N N (WD, Y
Oregon State University
Residence Halls Y Y Y Y Y M M Y Y S Y Y N N N N S Y Y AY
Single Student Apts (Gem) N N Y Y Y Y |CAFE[ N Y N Y N Y Y N N N N Y Y 10+12MO
Family Apartments N N N Y N N N Y N N N Y N N N N N N Y No lease
University of Arizona
Residence Halls Y Y Y Y N N Y Y N Y S N 1 N N N Y Y AY
Undergrad Sgl Student Apts Y Y Y Y N N Y N N N N N Y N N N Y Y AY Community clubhouse closed due to damages
N N Min-
Grad Single Student Apts Y Y Y Y N N N N N Y Y Y N N N N Y | unit, 10MO
Y
University of California, Davis
Residence Halls Y Y N Y Y S N Y Y S Y Y N N N N N Y Y AY
Single Student Apartments N N N N S M N N Y M N Y M S N S N N N Y 12 MO
Family Apartments N N N N N N N N Y N N Y N N N N N N Y Ends 7/31 |45-day notice for move-out
University of California, San Diego
Residence Halls A'Jég' YN Y| Y] Y| Y|Y|]Y]Ss|Y|[N|Y|[N|S|S|M]Y]Y AY
Single Student Apartments N livingon| Y N Y Y N N Y N S N N N N S S M Y Y AY, 12MO
Family Apartments N S N Y S N N Y N N N N N N M S S N Y 1I2\AM90M’\OA
University of Puget Sound
Residence Halls Y Y Y N Y N N Y Y Y Y Y N N N N N Y Y AY
FR n
Houses N Y Y N Y N N N unit N N N N N N N N Y Y AY
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE Il

Additional Information

% Housed
Estimate of students living within a 10
University minute walk or 1/2 mile of campus Freshmen Sophomores Juniors Seniors Grad Students
University of Oregon 17.50% 69% 10% 3% 1% 10%
don't know; small town so many live within
Indiana University, Bloomington W . W . y live withi 86% 20% 8% 5% 1%
walking distance

8,500 (40% of total enroliment including
University of California Santa Barbara University-owned housing and a portion of the 83% 23% 6% 3% 24%

student community adjacent to campus:
University of Colorado, Boulder 8,000 (28% of total enroliment) 95% 15% 3% 1% 0%

5,000 undergrads (or 25% of undergraduate
University of lowa undergrads (or 25% of undergradu 80% 17% 2% <1% <1%
population)
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor 85% 98% 46% 0% 0% 0%
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill
University of Virginia 4,000 (17% of total enroliment) 100% 50% 30% 20% 7%
University of Washington 57% 24% 12% 9% 10%
Oregon State University
University of Arizona
University of California, Davis 90% Overall, including Freshmen, is 22%
Very few since the area is expensive; 78% live
University of California, San Diego y Tew since >8 1S EXpEnSIve, f8% fiv 93% 80% 3% 1% 38%
within 10 miles of campus

University of Puget Sound
Page 5 of 7 ANDERSON STRICKLER, LLC 8/31/2007



University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE I

Newest/Planned Housing - 2006 and Beyond

NOTES:

Trad. # of Beds = the number of spaces rented by the bed in traditional-style halls (community bath).

Apt. # of Units = the number of apartments rented by the unit (typically rented to students with families).

Semi-Suite # of Beds = the number of spaces rented by the bed in semi-suite-style halls (rooms with shared bath but no other shared living space).
Suite # of Beds = the number of spaces rented by the bed in suite-style halls (rooms with shared bath and living space, but no kitchen).

Apt. # of Beds = the number of spaces rented by the bed (typically rented to upperclass and graduate students).

University of California, San Diego

1,100 (2008)

. . Trad. # of |Semi-Suite #| Suite # of Apt. # of Apt. # of .
College/University ra 0 emi-sulte uite #0 P ° P . ° Newest Housing / Plans
Beds of Beds Beds Beds Units
University of Oregon 386
4 9 (2006)
University of California Santa Barbara 972 151
Y (2008) (2009)
. 5 450 Beginning long-term housing assessment; anticipate building two new buildings; renovating
u ity of Colorado, Bould! .
niversity of Lolorado, Boulder (2014) two halls per year for 10 years until all are renovated. No approval for the plan as of yet.
University of lowa 100
Y (2009)
Uni ity of Michi Ann Arb 460
niversity of Michigan, Ann Arbor 010)
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill 913
Y p (2006)
University of Virginia 208
y orvirg (2008)
Oregon State Universi 245
g ty (2006)
University of Arizona 1,180
Y (2010)
University of California, Davis 1,980
Y ’ (2008)
800 (2007)
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE Il

Housing Data - Annual Cost

College/University Room Board Tuition & Fees Total Board Plan
University of Oregon $3,623 $4,226 $5,838 $13,687 Standard Meal Plan
Indiana University, Bloomington $3,634 $3,064 $7,460 $14,158 Meal Plan A

UC Santa Barbara $7,699 $3,594 $7,007 $18,300 14 Meals
University of Colorado, Boulder $4,750 $4,338 $5,643 $14,731 15 Meal Plan
University of lowa $4,325 $2,265 $6,135 $12,725 Any 14 meals
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor $3,692 $3,210 $9,723 $16,625 13 meals per week
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill $3,960 $2,400 $5,033 $11,393 Value - 14 Meals/Week
University of Virginia $3,590 $3,420 $8,035 $15,045 Plus 15
University of Washington $4,077 $3,060 $6,003 $13,140 Gold Level
Oregon State University $5,562 $2,145 $5,643 $13,350 Premium
University of Arizona $4,189 $3,000 $4,754 $11,943 plus10

UC Davis $6,990 $3,357 $8,323 $18,670 Used price of "Club 150" plan
UC San Diego $6,756 $2,100 $7,317 $16,173 All debit plan
University of Puget Sound $4,610 $3,655 $28,870 $37,135 Medium meal plan
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE II

Non-Univ.
Owned Univ. Owned Total
SURVEY TABULATIONS # % # % # %
Tell Us About Yourself
1. What is your academic class level now (for the Spring 2007 quarter)?
1 Freshman (0 - 44.99 credits) 71 3% 433  48% | 504  16%
2 Sophomore (45 - 89.99 credits) 289  13% | 240 26% | 529 < 17%
3 Junior (90 - 134.99 credits) 584  26% 93 10% | 677 21%
4 Senior (135 credits or more) 872 3% 53 6% 925  29%
5 Graduate student 430  19% 89 10% | 519  16%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

2. What is your attendance status now?

1 Full-time (12 credits or more for undergrads; 9 credits or more for grad students) 2,074 92% | 892  98% | 2,966 94%

2 Part-time (fewer than 12 credits for undergrads; fewer than 9 credits for grad 172 8% 16 2% 188 6%
students)
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100% |3,154 100%

3. Where did you live prior to coming to the UO?

1 Eugene 390 17% 57 6% 447 14%
2 Elsewhere in Lane County 94 4% 17 2% 111 4%
3 In Multnomah County 214 10% 90 10% | 304  10%
4 In Washington County 202 9% 117 13% | 319  10%
5 In Clackamas County 136 6% 69 8% 205 6%
6 Elsewhere in Oregon 458  20% | 201 22% | 659  21%
7 In California 236 11% 107 12% | 343 11%
8 Elsewhere in the US 419  19% | 190 21% | 609  19%
9 In another country 95 4% 60 7% 155 5%
(blank) 2 0% 2 0%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

4. What is your date of birth (please use the MM/DD/YYYY format)? ASL calculated respondents' age as of Sept. 1, 2006.

Median = 21 years 18 years 20 years
17 9 0% 55 6% 64 2%
18 93 4% 548 60% | 641 20%
19 362 16% | 97 11% | 459  15%
20 465  21% 40 4% 505 16%
21 433 19% | 32 4% | 465  15%
22 179 8% 18 2% 197 6%
23 84 4% 8 1% 92 3%
24 70 3% 16 2% 86 3%
25 78 3% 10 1% 88 3%
26 71 3% 13 1% 84 3%
27 51 2% 9 1% 60 2%
28 41 2% 4 0% 45 1%
29 41 2% 5 1% 46 1%
30 31 1% 5 1% 36 1%
31 32 1% 3 0% 35 1%
32 26 1% 4 0% 30 1%
33 19 1% 7 1% 26 1%
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE II

Non-Univ.
Owned Univ. Owned Total

SURVEY TABULATIONS # % # % # %
34 19 1% 2 0% 21 1%
35 13 1% 2 0% 15 0%
36 11 0% 2 0% 13 0%
37 10 0% 4 0% 14 0%
38 7 0% 3 0% 10 0%
39 7 0% 1 0% 8 0%
40 11 0% 2 0% 13 0%
41 4 0% 2 0% 6 0%
42 2 0% 2 0%
43 5 0% 5 0%
44 7 0% 7 0%
45 2 0% 2 0%
46 3 0% 3 0%
47 1 0% 1 0%
48 4 0% 2 0% 6 0%
49 3 0% 1 0% 4 0%
50 6 0% 6 0%
51 5 0% 5 0%
54 2 0% 2 0%
55 3 0% 3 0%
56 1 0% 1 0%
57 1 0% 1 0%
59 1 0% 1 0%
60 1 0% 1 0%
74 1 0% 1 0%
(blank) 32 1% 12 1% 44 1%

Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

5. What is your gender?

1 Female 1,429 64% | 565 62% | 1,994 63%
2 Male 808 36% | 342 38% | 1,150 36%
(blank) 9 0% 1 0% 10 0%

Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

6. What is your ethnic identity?
1 Asian, Pacific Islander 131 6% 101 11% | 232 %
2 African-American 13 1% 7 1% 20 1%
3 Hispanic 58 3% 31 3% 89 3%
4 Native American 20 1% 11 1% 31 1%
5 Multi-ethnic 120 5% 38 4% 158 5%
6 White, non-Hispanic 1,822 81% | 675 74% | 2,497 7%
7 International student (hon-US citizen and non-immigrant students with F1/J1 visa 69 3% 40 4% 109 3%
types)

(blank) 13 1% 5 1% 18 1%

Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE II

182 8% 15 2% 197 6%

Non-Univ.
Owned Univ. Owned Total
SURVEY TABULATIONS # % # % # %
7. With whom do you live during this academic year?

a. Noone, | live alone 327 15% | 165 18% | 492  16%
b.  Roommates and/or apartment-mates 1,328 59% | 689  76% | 2,017 64%
C. My children 90 4% 34 4% 124 4%
d. Parents, guardians, or other family members 147 7% 9 1% 156 5%
e.  Spouse or partner 340  15% 49 5% 389  12%
f.

Significant other

8. Are you employed during the academic year?

1 Yes, | am employed during the academic year 1,356 60% | 302 33% |[1,658 53%
2 No, | am not employed during the academic year (Skip to Q11.) 878 39% | 602 66% | 1,480 47%
(blank) 12 1% 4 0% 16 1%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

9. How many hours per week do you typically work during the school year?

Median = 16 hours 15 hours 15 hours

8 hours or less 167 7% 64 7% 231 7%
9 to 16 hours 514  23% | 137 15% | 651  21%
17 to 24 hours 357 16% 58 6% 415 13%
25 to 32 hours 192 9% 28 3% 220 7%
33 to 40 hours 94 4% 5 1% 99 3%
41 to 48 hours 5 0% 5 0%
49 hours or more 19 1% 8 1% 27 1%

(blank) 898 40% | 608 67% | 1,506 48%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

10. Question intentionally left blank

11. How did the quality of student housing affect your selection of the UO over other colleges and universities?

1 Never visited the UO housing before deciding to attend 860  38% | 287  32% |1,147 36%
2 Strong positive impact 30 1% 38 4% 68 2%
3 Slight positive impact 142 6% 95 10% | 237 8%
4 No impact 730  33% | 277  31% | 1,007 32%
5 Slight negative impact 377 17% | 175 19% | 552  18%
6 Strong negative impact 84 4% 22 2% 106 3%

(blank) 23 1% 14 2% 37 1%

Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

12. How important is it for the University to provide housing to the following types of students?

Freshmen
1 Extremely important 2,081 93% | 830 91% 2,911 92%
2 Somewhat important 125 6% 63 7% 188 6%
3 Not very important 6 0% 0% 10 0%
4 Not important 10 0% 3 0% 13 0%
(blank) 24 1% 8 1% 32 1%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
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University of Oregon
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Non-Univ.
Owned Univ. Owned Total
SURVEY TABULATIONS # % # % # %
Sophomores
1 Extremely important 524  23% | 156 17% | 680  22%
2 Somewhat important 1,290 57% | 589  65% |[1,879 60%
3 Not very important 305 14% | 127  14% | 432  14%
4 Not important 89 4% 24 3% 113 4%
(blank) 38 2% 12 1% 50 2%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
Juniors
1 Extremely important 213 9% 61 7% 274 9%
2 Somewhat important 843 38% | 326  36% | 1,169 37%
3 Not very important 821 37% | 366  40% | 1,187 38%
4 Not important 329 15% | 141  16% | 470  15%
(blank) 40 2% 14 2% 54 2%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
Seniors
1 Extremely important 202 9% 60 7% 262 8%
2 Somewhat important 676 30% | 248 27% | 924  29%
3 Not very important 774  34% | 326  36% | 1,100 35%
4 Not important 557  25% | 261 29% | 818  26%
(blank) 37 2% 13 1% 50 2%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
Graduate students
1 Extremely important 470 21% | 140 15% | 610 19%
2 Somewhat important 944 42% | 303  33% | 1,247 40%
3 Not very important 481  21% | 231  25% | 712 @ 23%
4 Not important 328 15% | 225 25% | 553  18%
(blank) 23 1% 9 1% 32 1%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
Transfer students
1 Extremely important 926  41% | 412  45% | 1,338 42%
2 Somewhat important 1,070 48% | 410 45% | 1,480 47%
3 Not very important 140 6% 44 5% 184 6%
4 Not important 66 3% 24 3% 90 3%
(blank) 44 2% 18 2% 62 2%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
Out-of-state (Non-Resident) students
1 Extremely important 1,174 52% | 558 61% |[1,732 55%
2 Somewhat important 846  38% | 298  33% | 1,144 36%
3 Not very important 121 5% 21 2% 142 5%
4 Not important 64 3% 15 2% 79 3%
(blank) 41 2% 16 2% 57 2%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
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HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE II

Non-Univ.
Owned Univ. Owned Total
SURVEY TABULATIONS # % # % # %
International students
1 Extremely important 1,889 84% | 773  85% |2,662 84%
2 Somewhat important 279  12% | 105 12% | 384  12%
3 Not very important 26 1% 7 1% 33 1%
4 Not important 22 1% 9 1% 31 1%
(blank) 30 1% 14 2% 44 1%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
Students with a spouse/partner and/or children
1 Extremely important 728  32% | 245 < 27% | 973  31%
2 Somewhat important 883 39% | 341  38% | 1,224 39%
3 Not very important 372 17% | 191 21% | 563  18%
4 Not important 223 10% | 115 13% | 338 11%
(blank) 40 2% 16 2% 56 2%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

13. If you were able to choose over again, knowing what you know now, what would have been your first choice preference for
where you would like to be living now?

University-Owned Housing
Residence Halls

1 Barnhart Hall 57 3% 42 5% 99 3%
2 Bean Hall 13 1% 19 2% 32 1%
3 Carson Hall 47 2% 51 6% 98 3%
4 Earl Hall 2 0% 13 1% 15 0%
5 Hamilton Hall 48 2% 60 7% 108 3%
6 LLC (Living-Learning Center) 234  10% | 354 39% | 588  19%
7 Riley Hall 10 0% 9 1% 19 1%
8 Walton Hall 14 1% 40 4% 54 2%
Family Housing & University Apartments
9 Agate Apartments 51 2% 15 2% 66 2%
10 East Campus Graduate Village Apartments 34 2% 13 1% 47 1%
11 Moon Court Apartments 3 0% 5 1% 8 0%
12 Spencer View Apartments 56 2% 45 5% 101 3%
13 One of the East Campus Houses 147 7% 36 4% 183 6%
Non-University-Owned Housing
14 Non-University-owned rental housing off campus 1,106 49% | 169  19% [ 1,275 40%
15 A home | own 360  16% 32 4% 392 12%
16 With my parents/relative in their home 59 3% 3 0% 62 2%
(blank) 5 0% 2 0% 7 0%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
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Non-Univ.
Owned Univ. Owned Total
SURVEY TABULATIONS # % # % # %
14. Which best describes what your actual living situation is during the spring 2007 term?
University-Owned Housing
Residence Halls
1 Barnhart Hall 76 8% 76 2%
2 Bean Hall 131 14% | 131 4%
3 Carson Hall 63 7% 63 2%
4 Earl Hall 58 6% 58 2%
5 Hamilton Hall 178 20% | 178 6%
6 LLC (Living-Learning Center) 106  12% | 106 3%
7 Riley Hall 19 2% 19 1%
8 Walton Hall 134 15% | 134 4%
Family Housing & University Apartments
9 Agate Apartments 11 1% 11 0%
10 East Campus Graduate Village Apartments 23 3% 23 1%
11 Moon Court Apartments
12 Spencer View Apartments 77 8% 77 2%
13 One of the East Campus Houses 32 4% 32 1%
Non-University-Owned Housing
14 Non-University-owned rental housing off campus 1,914 85% 1,914 61%
15 | live with my parents/relatives, but considered living on campus (Skip to Q33.) 51 20% 51 20%
16 | live with my parents/relatives and never considered living on campus (Skip to 88 4% 88 3%
Q43.)
17 1 own my home, but considered living on campus (Skip to Q33.) 51 2% 51 2%
18 | own my home and never considered living on campus (Skip to Q43.) 142 6% 142 5%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

Students who rent non-University-owned housing answered Q15 - Q30 based on where they live during this term (spring
2007). All other students, including students living in University-owned housing, skipped to Q33.

Tell Us About the Off-Campus Housing You rent
15. What is your ZIP Code?

07402
13901
65251
94025
94061
97004
97034
97041
97123
97124
97202
97203
97210
97215
97217
97219
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE II

Non-Univ.
Owned Univ. Owned Total
SURVEY TABULATIONS # % # % # %

97225 1 0% 1 0%
97301 1 0% 1 0%
97305 1 0% 1 0%
97322 2 0% 2 0%
97333 2 0% 2 0%
97401 973  43% 973  31%
97402 164 % 164 5%
97403 288  13% 288 9%
97404 24 1% 24 1%
97405 303  13% 303  10%
97406 1 0% 1 0%
97407 1 0% 1 0%
97408 8 0% 8 0%
97410 1 0% 1 0%
97413 1 0% 1 0%
97419 1 0% 1 0%
97420 1 0% 1 0%
97424 1 0% 1 0%
97426 1 0% 1 0%
97438 1 0% 1 0%
97439 1 0% 1 0%
97448 3 0% 3 0%
97456 1 0% 1 0%
97470 1 0% 1 0%
97477 57 3% 57 2%
97478 15 1% 15 0%
97499 1 0% 1 0%
97501 1 0% 1 0%
97504 1 0% 1 0%
97701 2 0% 2 0%
97702 1 0% 1 0%
97756 2 0% 2 0%
98144 1 0% 1 0%
99801 1 0% 1 0%
(blank) 364 16% | 908 100% | 1,271 40%

Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

16. What type of housing unit do you live in this term?

1 Apartment (in an apartment complex/building) 966  43% 966  31%
2 Apartment (in a house or converted house with more than one apartment) 166 % 166 5%
3 Apartment (in a space above a retail establishment) 7 0% 7 0%
4 House (where the whole building is rented by yourself or a group) 571  25% 571  18%
5 Room in a house (where the house is owned or rented by others) 77 3% 77 2%
6 Fraternity or sorority house 72 3% 72 2%
7 Co-op house 28 1% 28 1%
(blank) 359 908 100% | 1,267 40%

Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
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Non-Univ.
Owned Univ. Owned Total
SURVEY TABULATIONS # % # % # %
17. What is the name of your apartment complex (if applicable)?
1 Duck's Village 88 4% 88 3%
2 Chase Village Apartments 82 4% 82 3%
3 Campus Commons 64 3% 64 2%
4 Other 938 42% 938 30%
(blank) 1,074 48% | 908 100% | 1,982 63%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

Other, please specify:

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
1%

1025 Almaden

1238 Patterson Alley
12th Ave

1340 Mill St.

1365 Ferry St.

1390 Alder

13th & Mill

1414 Alder St.

14th & Mill

1515 Hilyard

1630 Ferry St.

1648 Patterson

1695 Hilyard (Principle Property Mgmt)
1711 Patterson

174 E 16th Ave., Apt #1
1840 Agate St.

1893 Garden Ave.

18th & Ferry

18th & Onyx

1939 Agate Alley

2770 University St.

361 E 13th (Bell Real Estate)
405 E 14th Ave

431 W 13th

535 E 14th Alley

599 Coburg

630 16th Aly

710 E 15th Aly

733 E 15th

736 E 18th Ave.

971 Lawrence St.

Above Carmichael Group
Adam's house

Alder St Quads & Apts
Aldersgate

Aldersgate Quads
Alderstreet Apts & Quads
Alderwood

Alderwood Manor
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Non-Univ.
Owned Univ. Owned Total
SURVEY TABULATIONS # % # % # %

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

All Around Town Realty
Applewood Apts

Apts at 19th

Bailey Hill Meadows
Barbara Ann

Bell Realty

Better Properties, LLC
Birtch Manor
Blackstone Manor Apts
Brentwood Estates
Broadway Apts
Broadway Center Apts
Broadway Place Apts
Brookstone Apts
Brownstone complex on 13th Ave.
Cabana Apts

Camelot

Campus Apts

Campus Chateau
Campus Court

Campus Court Quads
Campus Courts
Campus Plaza

Campus Quads
Campus Quads Harris St.
Campus Twins

Campus Village
Canterbury Court
Castle Terrace
Catalpa Apts
Cedarwood Quads
Centennial Apts
Centennial Park Apts
Centre Court Village
Chalet Apts

Chataeu

Cherry Wood

Christus House
Churchill Estates

Clair Lu Apts

Clair Lu Terrace
Clairmont Kincaid Apts
Claremont Apts

Clark

Classic Apts
Cloverdale

Club Mill

Coburg Road Apts
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Non-Univ.
Owned Univ. Owned Total
SURVEY TABULATIONS # % # % # %

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

College Corner
Collegeside Apts
Colony Park

Corliss Lane

Country Club Place Apts
Creekside

Creekside Village
Crescent Park Apts
Crest Villa Apts
Devonshire Park Apts
Driftwood

Duplex

East Blair Housing Co-op
Echo Manor

EDCO owned

Edgewood Villa
Emerald Apts

Emerald Quad Plex
Emerald Terrace
Eugene Animal Hospital
Eugene Manor

Fir Crest

Fir Tree Apts

Fir Wood

Flintridge Apts

Forest Hills

Fountain Court Apts
Fountain Villa

Four Seasons

Four Seasons - Greentree Apts
Four Seasons Townhouses
Frontier Terrace
Garden Terrace Apts
Gateway Village
Glenbrook Apts
Glenwood Apts
Granada Village
Greenwood Apts

Ham House

Harris Apts

Harris House Apts
Harris St. Apts

Hayes Apts

Hayward House
Heritage Village

Heron Club Apts

Heron Meadows

Hess
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Non-Univ.
Owned Univ. Owned Total
SURVEY TABULATIONS # % # % # %
Hideaway Apts 7 0% 7 0%
High Alley Apts 1 0% 1 0%
High Oaks 1 0% 1 0%
High Street Terrace 2 0% 2 0%
Hildyard House 1 0% 1 0%
Hill House Apts 7 0% 7 0%
Hilyard Alley 1 0% 1 0%
Hilyard House Apts 10 0% 10 0%
Hi-Oakes 0% 0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

Hosanna Apts

Janet Smith Co-Op
Jenna Village

John Fox Apts
Jorgenson

Kambria Village
Kentfield

Kinsrow Apts (Across from Chase)
Kirkwood Apts

Lake Crest

Lakecrest

Lane Tower

Lewis

Lewis & Clark

Lincoln Apts

Mallard

Mallard Park

Mallard Properties
Maple Arms

Martlatt

McCornack Place
McCornack Townhomes
McKenna

McKenna Estates
McKenzie East
McKenzie Meadows
Meadow Park Apts
Meadowview Townhouses
Metco Investment Realty
Mill Garden Townhomes
Mill High Apts

Mill Manor

Mill Race

Millrace Apts

Millrace Gardens

Ming Tree

Mom Richart
Myrtlewood

Nick Roeh
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Non-Univ.
Owned Univ. Owned Total
SURVEY TABULATIONS # % # % # %

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

Noelane Court
Normandy

NorthGate Apts
Northgate Manor
Northgreen Apts
Northwood Apts
Nozama

Oak Creek

Oak Lane

Oak Leaf

Oak Terrace

Oak View Apts

OBO Realty

Obsidian Apts

Old Springfield Hospital
Olive Terrace

Olsen Townhouse
Olson Townhouses
Olympic Villa Apts
Onyx House

Onyx St. Apt

Oregon Chateau
Pacific Village
Pairadice Apts
Paloma

Park Grove Apts
Parkgrove Apts
Parkside Apts
Patterson Apts
Patterson Manor
Patterson Plaza
Patterson Tower
Pearl Apts

Pebble Beach Apts
Pengra Court (HACSA)
Pioneer Apts

Pioneer Property Mgmt
Plumtree Manor

Polk Plaza

Potter St. Apts
Property Management Concepts
Prospect Park
Providential Properties
Quadplex

Raleigh Hills Apts
Ridgeview

Ridgewood Apts

River Terrace Apts
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Non-Univ.
Owned Univ. Owned Total

SURVEY TABULATIONS # % # % # %

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

Rivers Edge Townhomes
Rivertowne Apts

Riviera Village
Roosevelt Gardens
Royal Terrace

Rustic Place

Selma

Senshin Dorms
Shannon's Apts
Shannon's Place
Sheldon Village

Silver Lace Apts

Sitka House

Sky Court, Tokyo Japan (lived in Barnhart until 4/07 before coming here to study
abroad)
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0%
0%
0%
0%
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0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

Sommerset Villas
South Crest
Southgate Apts
Southtowne

Spring Creek Apts
Springfield Manor
Springridge Village
Stewardship Properties
Stone Apts

Stone Ridge Apts
Stoneridge
Stoneridge, Talray Inc.
Student Manor Apts
Student Plaza
Sunset Meadows
Talisman

The Boulders

The Capri

The Collegian

The Crossings

The Elms

The Hide Away

The Kincaid

The Park At Emerald Village
The Plumb Tree Apts
The Royals

The Spot

The Tiki

The Victoria House
The Woodlands
Timber View
Tomseth House
Town & Campus
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HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE II

Non-Univ.
Owned Univ. Owned Total
SURVEY TABULATIONS # % # % # %

Trinity House 3 0% 3 0%
University Manor Apts 7 0% 7 0%
University Manor South 3 0% 3 0%
University South Apts 1 0% 1 0%
Valley Investment Properties 1 0% 1 0%
Valley River Court 3 0% 3 0%
Vicksburg 1 0% 1 0%
Village Inn Apts 1 0% 1 0%
Village Town Homes 1 0% 1 0%
Vitor Villa 1 0% 1 0%
Von Klein 1 0% 1 0%
Von Klein Property Mgmt 1 0% 1 0%
Von Klein's 354 E 14th 1 0% 1 0%
Washington Street Apts 1 0% 1 0%
Westfair 1 0% 1 0%
Westmoreland Apts 14 1% 14 0%
Westmoreland Village 10 0% 10 0%
Weston Manor 1 0% 1 0%
Willakenzie Townhouses 1 0% 1 0%
Willamette Gardens 5 0% 5 0%
Willamette housing 1 0% 1 0%
Willamette Towers 3 0% 3 0%
Willow Lane Apts 2 0% 2 0%
Wood Stone Apt 1 0% 1 0%
Woodland Apts 1 0% 1 0%
Woodland Creek Apts 2 0% 2 0%
Woodside Manor 13 1% 13 0%
Woodside Manor Quads 1 0% 1 0%
Woodtique 1 0% 1 0%
(blank) 1,556 69% | 908 100% | 2,464 78%

Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

18. How do you most often commute to campus?

1 Bike 329  15% 329  10%
2 Board 12 1% 12 0%
3 Bus / EmX Rapid Transit 449  20% 449  14%
4 Drive 318  14% 318  10%
5 Walk 765  34% 765  24%
6 Motorcycle / Moped / Scooter 7 0% 7 0%
7 Other 11 0% 11 0%
(blank) 355  16% | 908 100% | 1,263  40%

Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE II

Non-Univ.
Owned Univ. Owned Total
SURVEY TABULATIONS # % # % # %
19. How long is your commute (each way) to campus?
1 One-quarter mile or less 543  24% 543  17%
2 More than one-quarter mile, up to one-half mile 305  14% 305  10%
3 More than one-half mile, up to three-quarters of a mile 187 8% 187 6%
4 More than three-quarters of a mile 843  38% 843  27%
(blank) 368 16% | 908 100% | 1,276 40%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
20. How long does it take you to commute each way?
1 Five minutes or less 278 12% 278 9%
2 More than five minutes, up to ten minutes 607  27% 607  19%
3 More than ten minutes, up to fifteen minutes 611  27% 611  19%
4 More than fifteen minutes 387  17% 387  12%
(blank) 363 16% | 908 100% | 2,171 69%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
21. Including yourself, how many people live in your apartment/unit?
1 One 306  14% 306  10%
2 Two 673  30% 673  21%
3 Three 360 16% 360 11%
4 Four 291 13% 291 9%
5 More than four 253 11% 253 8%
(blank) 363  16% | 908 100% | 1,271 40%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
22. How many bedrooms are in your apartment/unit?
1 One 332 15% 332 11%
2 Two 652  29% 652  21%
3 Three 351  16% 351 11%
4 Four 288  13% 288 9%
5 More than four 234 10% 234 7%
6 None - an efficiency 27 1% 27 1%
(blank) 362 16% | 908 100% | 1,270 40%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
23. Do you share a bedroom?
1 Yes, | share a bedroom with my spouse/partner and/or child(ren) (Skip to Q25.) 212 9% 212 7%
2 Yes, | share a bedroom with my significant other (Skip to Q25.) 167 7% 167 5%
3 Yes, | share a bedroom with a roommate 97 4% 97 3%
4 No, | have a bedroom to myself (Skip to Q25.) 1,412 63% 1,412  45%
(blank) 358 16% | 908 100% | 1,266 40%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100% 3,154 100%
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE II

Non-Univ.
Owned Univ. Owned Total
SURVEY TABULATIONS # % # % # %
24. Why did you choose to share a bedroom?

a. Lower rent 35 2% 35 1%
b.  Wanted to live with friends 30 1% 30 1%
c.  Could not find housing with a private bedroom 9 0% 9 0%
d. Some other reason 41 2% 41 1%
Assigned 1 0% 1 0%
Co-op 1 0% 1 0%
Each room has roommates 1 0% 1 0%
Everyone is required to share a room 1 0% 1 0%
Fraternity sleeping porch 1 0% 1 0%
Girlfriend 1 0% 1 0%
Greek housing 1 0% 1 0%
It's how it works 1 0% 1 0%
It's the housing set up 1 0% 1 0%
Live in a sorority 20 1% 20 1%
Required 5 0% 5 0%
Required for Onyx House 1 0% 1 0%
Required in Co-Op 1 0% 1 0%
Sleeping porch 1 0% 1 0%
Someone had to share 1 0% 1 0%
Space purposes 1 0% 1 0%
Video gaming 1 0% 1 0%
Wanted to live at Onyx House, where there are 2 people per room 1 0% 1 0%

(blank) 2,205 98% | 908 100% | 3,113 99%

Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

25. How many bathrooms are in your apartment/unit?

1 One 1,038 46% 1,038 33%
2 One and a half 138 6% 138 4%
3 Two 452 20% 452 14%
4 Two and a half 83 4% 83 3%
5 Three 71 3% 71 2%
6 More than three 98 4% 98 3%
(blank) 366  16% | 908 100% | 1,274 40%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
26. What is your lease term?
1 Twelve months 601  27% 601  19%
2 Nine months / Academic year 555  25% 555  18%
3 Six months 60 3% 60 2%
4 Quarter or term 31 1% 31 1%
5 Month-to-month 313 14% 313 10%
6 Other 60 3% 60 2%
(blank) 626  28% | 908 100% | 1,534 49%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE II

Non-Univ.
Owned Univ. Owned Total
SURVEY TABULATIONS # % # % # %
27. How do you rent your unit?
1 Unfurnished 1,424 63% 1,424 45%
2 Partially furnished 184 8% 184 6%
3 Furnished 275 12% 275 9%
(blank) 363  16% | 908 100% | 1,271  40%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
28. Which of the following statements most accurately describes your living situation?
1 | live on my own or with roommates in a rented unit. 1,600 71% 1,600 51%
2 | live with my parent(s)/guardian in their home and contribute toward my living 6 0% 6 0%
expenses.
3 | live with my spouse/partner and/or child(ren) in a rented unit. (Skip to Q30.) 281  13% 281 9%
(blank) 359 16% | 908 100% | 1,267 40%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
29. What is your share of monthly housing costs?
Rent Total Other Expenses
n= Median n= Median
On own or with roommate(s) 1,571 $375 1,470 $66
With parent(s)/guardian(s) and contribute 6 $340 6 $69
30. What will be the monthly rental cost for the entire unit?
Rent Total Other Expenses
n= Median n= Median
With spouse/partner/child(ren) 278 $656 273 $160

31. Question intentionally left blank

32. Question intentionally left blank

33. For each of the following possible changes that might attract sophomores to living in University-owned housing for one more
year, please think of the time when, during your freshman year, you were deciding where to live for sophomore year, and
indicate whether the change would have increased your interest in living in University-owned housing.

Sophomore-only housing (separate building from freshmen)

1 Same interest as now 535 24% | 265 29% | 800  25%
2 Somewhat more interest 725 32% | 335 37% | 1,060 34%
3 Much more interest 351 16% | 169  19% | 520  16%
4 Not applicable 352 16% | 103  11% | 455 @ 14%
(blank) 283  13% 36 4% 319  10%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE II

Non-Univ.
Owned Univ. Owned Total
SURVEY TABULATIONS # % # % # %
Fewer or different (sophomore-appropriate) rules and/or policies

1 Same interest as now 386 17% | 202  22% | 588 19%

2 Somewhat more interest 680 30% | 369 41% | 1,049 33%

3 Much more interest 564 25% | 210 23% | 774  25%

4 Not applicable 332 15% 87 10% | 419  13%

(blank) 284  13% 40 4% 324 10%

Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

Ability to select all my own room/unit-mates

1 Same interest as now 249 11% 180 20% | 429 14%
2 Somewhat more interest 537 24% | 289 32% | 826  26%
3 Much more interest 884 39% | 322 35% | 1,206 38%
4 Not applicable 290 13% 82 9% 372 12%
(blank) 286  13% 35 4% 321 10%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
Bathroom in unit
1 Same interest as now 159 7% 111 12% | 270 9%
2 Somewhat more interest 413 18% | 251 28% | 664  21%
3 Much more interest 1,126 50% | 446  49% | 1,572 50%
4 Not applicable 270 12% 68 7% 338 11%
(blank) 278  12% 32 4% 310  10%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100% (3,154 100%
Kitchen in unit
1 Same interest as now 148 % 82 9% 230 7%
2 Somewhat more interest 400 18% | 197  22% | 597  19%
3 Much more interest 1,156 51% | 530 58% | 1,686 53%
4 Not applicable 263 12% 66 7% 329  10%
(blank) 279 12% 33 4% 312 10%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100% (3,154 100%
Larger bedroom
1 Same interest as now 171 8% 108 12% | 279 9%
2 Somewhat more interest 458  20% | 217 24% | 675 < 21%
3 Much more interest 1,065 47% | 487  54% | 1,552 49%
4 Not applicable 265  12% 65 7% 330 10%
(blank) 287  13% 31 3% 318 10%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100% (3,154 100%
Living area in unit (suite- or apartment-style)
1 Same interest as now 153 % 92 10% | 245 8%
2 Somewhat more interest 434 19% | 206 23% | 640 20%
3 Much more interest 1,109 49% | 511 56% | 1,620 51%
4 Not applicable 269  12% 66 7% 335 11%
(blank) 281  13% 33 4% 314 10%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100% (3,154 100%
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE II

Non-Univ.
Owned Univ. Owned Total
SURVEY TABULATIONS # % # % # %
Private bedroom (single)
1 Same interest as now 214 10% | 154 17% | 368 12%
2 Somewhat more interest 406 18% | 247 27% | 653 21%
3 Much more interest 1,077 48% | 400  44% | 1,477 4T%
4 Not applicable 269 12% 74 8% 343 11%
(blank) 280 12% 33 4% 313 10%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
No meal plan requirement
1 Same interest as now 435 19% | 288 32% | 723  23%
2 Somewhat more interest 542 24% | 257 28% | 799 25%
3 Much more interest 686 31% | 234 26% | 920 29%
4 Not applicable 300 13% 97 11% 397 13%
(blank) 283  13% 32 4% 315  10%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
New meal plan option with fewer meals per week
1 Same interest as now 574 26% | 372 41% | 946 30%
2 Somewhat more interest 621 28% | 233 26% | 854  27%
3 Much more interest 414  18% | 156 17% | 570  18%
4 Not applicable 354 16% 112 12% 466 15%
(blank) 283  13% 35 4% 318  10%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

Tell Us Your Thoughts on Housing

34. Single traditional students experience different housing needs over the course of their tenure at a campus. What unit type
is most appropriate for each year of study?

Freshman
1 Live at home with parents 153 7% 41 5% 194 6%
2 Live off campus on his/her own or with room/apartment-mates 77 3% 22 2% 99 3%
3 Traditional room 1,126 50% [ 590 65% | 1,716 54%
4 Semi-suite 279  12% | 126  14% | 405 13%
5 Suite 195 9% 73 8% 268 8%
6 Apartment 104 5% 32 4% 136 4%
(blank) 312 14% 24 3% 336 11%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
Sophomore
1 Live at home with parents 37 2% 6 1% 43 1%
2 Live off campus on his/her own or with room/apartment-mates 418 19% | 200 22% | 618 20%
3 Traditional room 98 4% 54 6% 152 5%
4 Semi-suite 467  21% | 225 25% | 692  22%
5 Suite 379  17% | 168  19% | 547  17%
6 Apartment 536  24% | 225 25% | 761  24%
(blank) 311 14% 30 3% 341 11%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE II

Non-Univ.
Owned Univ. Owned Total
SURVEY TABULATIONS # % # % # %
Junior
1 Live at home with parents 13 1% 5 1% 18 1%
2 Live off campus on his/her own or with room/apartment-mates 756  34% | 294  32% | 1,050 33%
3 Traditional room 34 2% 12 1% 46 1%
4 Semi-suite 73 3% 52 6% 125 4%
5 Suite 355 16% | 197  22% | 552  18%
6 Apartment 682 30% | 302 33% | 984 31%
(blank) 333  15% 46 5% 379 12%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
Senior
1 Live at home with parents 16 1% 7 1% 23 1%
2 Live off campus on his/her own or with room/apartment-mates 900 40% | 338 37% | 1,238 39%
3 Traditional room 12 1% 4 0% 16 1%
4 Semi-suite 30 1% 10 1% 40 1%
5 Suite 99 4% 64 % 163 5%
6 Apartment 803 36% | 400 44% | 1,203 38%
(blank) 386  17% 85 9% 471 15%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
Graduate student
1 Live at home with parents 57 3% 20 2% 77 2%
2 Live off campus on his/her own or with room/apartment-mates 892  40% | 360 40% | 1,252 40%
3 Traditional room 6 0% 6 1% 12 0%
4 Semi-suite 9 0% 7 1% 16 1%
5 Suite 32 1% 10 1% 42 1%
6 Apartment 744 33% | 393  43% |[1,137 36%
(blank) 506 23% | 112 12% | 618  20%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

35. The newest residence hall on campus, the LLC (Living-Learning Center), opened last fall. What is your opinion of the LLC
with respect to the following attributes? If you are not familiar with a particular attribute of the LLC, select the final "not

familiar" option in the row.

Bedroom furniture

1 Strongly negative 14 1% 4 0% 18 1%
2 Somewhat negative 20 1% 18 2% 38 1%
3 Neutral 88 4% 83 9% 171 5%
4 Somewhat positive 133 6% 179  20% | 312  10%
5 Strongly positive 93 4% 226 25% | 319  10%
6 Not familiar with LLC and/or this feature 1,629 73% | 388  43% | 2,017 64%
(blank) 269 12% 10 1% 279 9%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE II

Non-Univ.
Owned Univ. Owned Total
SURVEY TABULATIONS # % # % # %
Classroom space
1 Strongly negative 23 1% 6 1% 29 1%
2 Somewhat negative 57 3% 26 3% 83 3%
3 Neutral 113 5% 109 12% | 222 7%
4 Somewhat positive 192 9% 208 23% | 400 13%
5 Strongly positive 153 7% 197  22% | 350 11%
6 Not familiar with LLC and/or this feature 1,433 64% | 353 39% | 1,786 57%
(blank) 275  12% 9 1% 284 9%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
Co-ed by room assignments
1 Strongly negative 24 1% 13 1% 37 1%
2 Somewhat negative 31 1% 49 5% 80 3%
3 Neutral 79 4% 85 9% 164 5%
4 Somewhat positive 151 7% 130 14% | 281 9%
5 Strongly positive 198 9% 295  32% | 493 16%
6 Not familiar with LLC and/or this feature 1,485 66% | 327 36% | 1,812 57%
(blank) 278  12% 9 1% 287 9%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
Common area furnishings
1 Strongly negative 7 0% 8 1% 15 0%
2 Somewhat negative 12 1% 21 2% 33 1%
3 Neutral 84 4% 95 10% | 179 6%
4 Somewhat positive 186 8% 173 19% | 359  11%
5 Strongly positive 177 8% 230 25% | 407 13%
6 Not familiar with LLC and/or this feature 1,503 67% | 370 41% | 1,873 59%
(blank) 277 12% 11 1% 288 9%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
Community bathrooms
1 Strongly negative 26 1% 13 1% 39 1%
2 Somewhat negative 57 3% 43 5% 100 3%
3 Neutral 114 5% 112 12% | 226 %
4 Somewhat positive 115 5% 148  16% | 263 8%
5 Strongly positive 94 4% 192 21% | 286 9%
6 Not familiar with LLC and/or this feature 1,559 69% | 392  43% [1,951 62%
(blank) 281  13% 8 1% 289 9%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE II

Non-Univ.
Owned Univ. Owned Total

SURVEY TABULATIONS # % # % # %

Community kitchens

1 Strongly negative 10 0% 13 1% 23 1%
2 Somewhat negative 25 1% 16 2% 41 1%
3 Neutral 80 4% 75 8% 155 5%
4 Somewhat positive 122 5% 104  11% | 226 7%
5 Strongly positive 117 5% 159  18% | 276 9%
6 Not familiar with LLC and/or this feature 1,610 72% | 530 58% [2,140 68%
(blank) 282  13% 11 1% 293 9%

Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

Courtyard

1 Strongly negative 7 0% 3 0% 10 0%
2 Somewhat negative 13 1% 8 1% 21 1%
3 Neutral 100 4% 110 12% | 210 7%
4 Somewhat positive 262  12% | 223  25% | 485  15%
5 Strongly positive 353 16% | 309 34% | 662  21%
6 Not familiar with LLC and/or this feature 1,231 55% | 244 27% | 1,475 47%

(blank) 280 12% | 11 1% | 291 9%
2,246 100%| 908 100% (3,154 100%

Total

Dux Bistro dining venue

1 Strongly negative 11 0% 8
2 Somewhat negative 18 1%

1% 19 1%
25 3% 43 1%

3 Neutral 81 4% 72 8% 153 5%
4 Somewhat positive 232 10% | 239 26% | 471  15%
5 Strongly positive 288  13% | 392  43% | 680  22%
6 Not familiar with LLC and/or this feature 1,327 59% | 163  18% | 1,490 47%
(blank) 289  13% 9 1% 298 9%

Total

2,246 100%| 908 100% (3,154 100%

Environmentally responsible construction

1 Strongly negative 12 1% 6 1% 18 1%
2 Somewhat negative 9 0% 6 1% 15 0%
3 Neutral 69 3% 96 11% 165 5%
4 Somewhat positive 166 7% 158  17% | 324  10%
5 Strongly positive 508 23% | 366 40% | 874  28%
6 Not familiar with LLC and/or this feature 1,201 53% | 268 30% | 1,469 47%

(blank) 281 13% 8 1% 289 9%

Total

2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

Page 22 of 47 ANDERSON STRICKLER, LLC 8/31/2007



University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE II

Non-Univ.
Owned Univ. Owned Total
SURVEY TABULATIONS # % # % # %
Exterior appearance
1 Strongly negative 13 1% 6 1% 19 1%
2 Somewhat negative 47 2% 19 2% 66 2%
3 Neutral 149 7% 126 14% | 275 9%
4 Somewhat positive 367 16% | 249 27% | 616  20%
5 Strongly positive 393 17% | 349 38% | 742  24%
6 Not familiar with LLC and/or this feature 994  44% | 152  17% | 1,146 36%
(blank) 283  13% 7 1% 290 9%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
Floor lounges
1 Strongly negative 5 0% 5 1% 10 0%
2 Somewhat negative 15 1% 15 2% 30 1%
3 Neutral 77 3% 83 9% 160 5%
4 Somewhat positive 199 9% 176 19% | 375  12%
5 Strongly positive 193 9% 248  27% | 441 14%
6 Not familiar with LLC and/or this feature 1,476 66% | 372  41% | 1,848 59%
(blank) 281  13% 9 1% 290 9%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
General lounges
1 Strongly negative 6 0% 5 1% 11 0%
2 Somewhat negative 16 1% 16 2% 32 1%
3 Neutral 99 4% 92 10% | 191 6%
4 Somewhat positive 188 8% 189  21% | 377  12%
5 Strongly positive 183 8% 241 27% | 424  13%
6 Not familiar with LLC and/or this feature 1,471 65% | 356 39% |1,827 58%
(blank) 283  13% 9 1% 292 9%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
Interior artificial lighting
1 Strongly negative 13 1% 13 1% 26 1%
2 Somewhat negative 36 2% 27 3% 63 2%
3 Neutral 145 6% 158  17% | 303  10%
4 Somewhat positive 174 8% 200 22% | 374 12%
5 Strongly positive 145 6% 184 20% | 329  10%
6 Not familiar with LLC and/or this feature 1,453 65% | 314  35% | 1,767 56%
(blank) 280  12% 12 1% 292 9%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE II

Non-Univ.
Owned Univ. Owned Total
SURVEY TABULATIONS # % # % # %
Laundry facilities
1 Strongly negative 4 0% 11 1% 15 0%
2 Somewhat negative 10 0% 25 3% 35 1%
3 Neutral 68 3% 64 7% 132 4%
4 Somewhat positive 99 4% 121 13% | 220 7%
5 Strongly positive 105 5% 145  16% | 250 8%
6 Not familiar with LLC and/or this feature 1,678 75% | 532 59% |2,210 70%
(blank) 282  13% 10 1% 292 9%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
Location on campus
1 Strongly negative 5 0% 2 0% 7 0%
2 Somewhat negative 30 1% 8 1% 38 1%
3 Neutral 139 6% 69 8% 208 7%
4 Somewhat positive 314  14% | 221  24% | 535 < 17%
5 Strongly positive 444  20% | 428  47% | 872  28%
6 Not familiar with LLC and/or this feature 1,033 46% | 166  18% | 1,199 38%
(blank) 281  13% 14 2% 295 9%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
Natural lighting
1 Strongly negative 5 0% 4 0% 9 0%
2 Somewhat negative 8 0% 6 1% 14 0%
3 Neutral 90 4% 98 11% | 188 6%
4 Somewhat positive 176 8% 177  19% | 353  11%
5 Strongly positive 319 14% | 324 36% | 643  20%
6 Not familiar with LLC and/or this feature 1,369 61% | 287 32% | 1,656 53%
(blank) 279 12% 12 1% 291 9%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
Noise level
1 Strongly negative 21 1% 27 3% 48 2%
2 Somewhat negative 36 2% 56 6% 92 3%
3 Neutral 108 5% 132 15% | 240 8%
4 Somewhat positive 76 3% 116 13% | 192 6%
5 Strongly positive 68 3% 115  13% | 183 6%
6 Not familiar with LLC and/or this feature 1,655 74% | 450 50% [2,105 67%
(blank) 282  13% 12 1% 294 9%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE II

Non-Univ.
Owned Univ. Owned Total
SURVEY TABULATIONS # % # % # %
Overall level of amenities
1 Strongly negative 8 0% 3 0% 11 0%
2 Somewhat negative 10 0% 15 2% 25 1%
3 Neutral 81 4% 91 10% | 172 5%
4 Somewhat positive 140 6% 158  17% | 298 9%
5 Strongly positive 123 5% 206 23% | 329 10%
6 Not familiar with LLC and/or this feature 1,599 71% | 419  46% | 2,018 64%
(blank) 285  13% 16 2% 301  10%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
Quality compared to other residence halls
1 Strongly negative 7 0% 9 1% 16 1%
2 Somewhat negative 11 0% 6 1% 17 1%
3 Neutral 45 2% 52 6% 97 3%
4 Somewhat positive 155 7% 141 16% | 296 9%
5 Strongly positive 454  20% | 442  49% | 896  28%
6 Not familiar with LLC and/or this feature 1,294 58% | 249  27% | 1,543 49%
(blank) 280  12% 9 1% 289 9%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
Range of motion in window operation
1 Strongly negative 9 0% 23 3% 32 1%
2 Somewhat negative 17 1% 38 4% 55 2%
3 Neutral 55 2% 80 9% 135 4%
4 Somewhat positive 79 4% 87 10% | 166 5%
5 Strongly positive 68 3% 117 13% | 185 6%
6 Not familiar with LLC and/or this feature 1,736 77% | 550 61% 2,286 72%
(blank) 282 13% 13 1% 295 9%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
Room size (square footage)
1 Strongly negative 11 0% 3 0% 14 0%
2 Somewhat negative 14 1% 10 1% 24 1%
3 Neutral 60 3% 40 4% 100 3%
4 Somewhat positive 116 5% 126 14% | 242 8%
5 Strongly positive 188 8% 382 42% | 570  18%
6 Not familiar with LLC and/or this feature 1,578 70% | 336  37% | 1,914 61%
(blank) 279 12% 11 1% 290 9%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE II

Non-Univ.
Owned Univ. Owned Total
SURVEY TABULATIONS # % # % # %
Safety / security
1 Strongly negative 18 1% 9 1% 27 1%
2 Somewhat negative 17 1% 21 2% 38 1%
3 Neutral 75 3% 93 10% | 168 5%
4 Somewhat positive 91 4% 118  13% | 209 7%
5 Strongly positive 116 5% 204  22% | 320 10%
6 Not familiar with LLC and/or this feature 1,647 73% | 451 50% |2,098 67%
(blank) 282  13% 12 1% 294 9%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
Sound transmission through walls
1 Strongly negative 20 1% 28 3% 48 2%
2 Somewhat negative 32 1% 42 5% 74 2%
3 Neutral 64 3% 76 8% 140 4%
4 Somewhat positive 72 3% 75 8% 147 5%
5 Strongly positive 55 2% 90 10% | 145 5%
6 Not familiar with LLC and/or this feature 1,722 77% | 585  64% | 2,307 73%
(blank) 281  13% 12 1% 293 9%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
Storage space
1 Strongly negative 11 0% 6 1% 17 1%
2 Somewhat negative 21 1% 17 2% 38 1%
3 Neutral 61 3% 64 7% 125 4%
4 Somewhat positive 88 4% 107 12% | 195 6%
5 Strongly positive 90 4% 192 21% | 282 9%
6 Not familiar with LLC and/or this feature 1,696 76% | 509 56% [2,205 70%
(blank) 279 12% 13 1% 292 9%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
Study lounges / alcoves
1 Strongly negative 7 0% 5 1% 12 0%
2 Somewhat negative 5 0% 11 1% 16 1%
3 Neutral 71 3% 80 9% 151 5%
4 Somewhat positive 136 6% 156  17% | 292 9%
5 Strongly positive 150 7% 228  25% | 378  12%
6 Not familiar with LLC and/or this feature 1,592 71% | 413  45% | 2,005 64%
(blank) 285  13% 15 2% 300  10%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
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Volleyball and basketball courts
1 Strongly negative 9 0% 5 1% 14 0%
2 Somewhat negative 7 0% 17 2% 24 1%
3 Neutral 85 4% 111 12% | 196 6%
4 Somewhat positive 150 7% 166  18% | 316  10%
5 Strongly positive 227  10% | 262 29% | 489  16%
6 Not familiar with LLC and/or this feature 1,489 66% | 332 37% | 1,821 58%
(blank) 279 12% 15 2% 294 9%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
Wireless Internet
1 Strongly negative 5 0% 5 1% 10 0%
2 Somewhat negative 7 0% 8 1% 15 0%
3 Neutral 35 2% 41 5% 76 2%
4 Somewhat positive 98 4% 87 10% | 185 6%
5 Strongly positive 397 18% | 397 44% | 794  25%
6 Not familiar with LLC and/or this feature 1,421 63% | 358 39% | 1,779 56%
(blank) 283  13% 12 1% 295 9%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

36. Question intentionally left blank

37. How satisfied or dissatisfied are you with your current housing situation in terms of meeting the preferences for housing
factors listed above?

1 Very satisfied 538 24% | 144 16% | 682  22%
2 Satisfied 1,107 49% | 491 54% | 1,598 51%
3 Dissatisfied 264  12% | 197 22% | 461  15%
4 Very dissatisfied 49 2% 64 7% 113 4%
(blank) 288  13% 12 1% 300 10%

Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

Page 27 of 47 ANDERSON STRICKLER, LLC 8/31/2007



University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE II

Non-Univ.
Owned Univ. Owned Total
SURVEY TABULATIONS # % # % # %

38. What is most important to you about housing at the UO? The University is interested in how to improve existing UO Housing.
Keeping in mind that most improvements come at additional cost, what are the five most important areas for improvement,

in priority order, from the following lists (e.g., if having a private bedroom was the most important item from the first list,
select it as "Most Important")?

Basic necessities:

Most important

1 Improved plumbing 40 2% 33 4% 73 2%
2 Individual room temperature controls 71 3% 46 5% 117 4%
3 Larger bedrooms 707  31% | 373  41% | 1,080 34%
4 More electrical outlets in better locations 21 1% 25 3% 46 1%
5 More natural light 131 6% 29 3% 160 5%
6 Private bedroom 616  27% | 122  13% | 738  23%
7 Sound insulation 188 8% 144 16% | 332 11%
8 Storage space 39 2% 37 4% 76 2%
9 Wider hallways 1 0% 2 0% 3 0%
10 Wireless Internet 122 5% 90 10% | 212 7%
(blank) 310  14% 7 1% 317 10%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

Second most important

1 Improved plumbing 72 3% 34 4% 106 3%
2 Individual room temperature controls 196 9% 89 10% | 285 9%
3 Larger bedrooms 363 16% | 124  14% | 487  15%
4 More electrical outlets in better locations 73 3% 78 9% 151 5%
5 More natural light 195 9% 70 8% 265 8%
6 Private bedroom 220  10% 79 9% 299 9%
7 Sound insulation 311 14% | 158  17% | 469  15%
8 Storage space 215 10% | 100 11% | 315 10%
9 Wider hallways 15 1% 11 1% 26 1%
10 Wireless Internet 270  12% | 154 17% | 424  13%
(blank) 316 14% 11 1% 327  10%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

Third most important

1 Improved plumbing 86 4% 28 3% 114 4%
2 Individual room temperature controls 198 9% 87 10% | 285 9%
3 Larger bedrooms 155 7% 82 9% 237 8%
4 More electrical outlets in better locations 139 6% 90 10% | 229 7%
5 More natural light 254 11% 93 10% | 347  11%
6 Private bedroom 113 5% 63 7% 176 6%
7 Sound insulation 366 16% | 157 17% | 523  17%
8 Storage space 298  13% | 135 15% | 433 14%
9 Wider hallways 25 1% 24 3% 49 2%
10 Wireless Internet 289  13% | 135 15% | 424  13%
(blank) 323 14% 14 2% 337 11%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
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Fourth most important
1 Improved plumbing 96 4% 55 6% 151 5%
2 Individual room temperature controls 221 10% 85 9% 306  10%
3 Larger bedrooms 137 6% 66 7% 203 6%
4 More electrical outlets in better locations 198 9% 111 12% | 309  10%
5 More natural light 261 12% 75 8% 336 11%
6 Private bedroom 94 4% 46 5% 140 4%
7 Sound insulation 239  11% | 130 14% | 369 12%
8 Storage space 317  14% | 142  16% | 459  15%
9 Wider hallways 56 2% 34 4% 90 3%
10 Wireless Internet 302 13% | 148 16% | 450 14%
(blank) 325 14% 16 2% 341 11%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
Fifth most important
1 Improved plumbing 150 7% 65 7% 215 7%
2 Individual room temperature controls 225  10% 89 10% | 314  10%
3 Larger bedrooms 115 5% 59 6% 174 6%
4 More electrical outlets in better locations 202 9% 109  12% | 311  10%
5 More natural light 220  10% 99 11% | 319  10%
6 Private bedroom 106 5% 42 5% 148 5%
7 Sound insulation 179 8% 104 11% | 283 9%
8 Storage space 327 15% | 142  16% | 469  15%
9 Wider hallways 96 4% 64 7% 160 5%
10 Wireless Internet 294  13% | 116  13% | 410 13%
(blank) 332 15% 19 2% 351 11%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
Attractive enhancements:
Most important
1 Computer labs 156 7% 39 4% 195 6%
2 Convenience store in the hall 76 3% 55 6% 131 4%
3 Convenient parking 405  18% | 147  16% | 552  18%
4 Designated social / TV lounges 56 2% 26 3% 82 3%
5 Designated study lounges 96 4% 44 5% 140 4%
6 Game room (ping pong, pool table, etc.) 77 3% 52 6% 129 4%
7 Group meeting space 11 0% 3 0% 14 0%
8 Improved quality of common area spaces 84 4% 42 5% 126 4%
9 Late night food spots 171 8% 102 11% | 273 9%
10 Less centralized / more laundry facilities 67 3% 37 4% 104 3%
11 Microwaves and toaster ovens in community lounges 44 2% 33 4% 77 2%
12 More efficient washers/dryers 79 4% 31 3% 110 3%
13 More washers and dryers 97 4% 62 7% 159 5%
14 Outdoor social and recreation space 73 3% 25 3% 98 3%
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15 Sink in each bedroom 343 15% | 149  16% | 492  16%
16 Weight or aerobics rooms 80 4% 44 5% 124 4%
(blank) 331  15% 17 2% 348 11%

Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

Second most important

1 Computer labs 125 6% 36 4% 161 5%
2 Convenience store in the hall 104 5% 66 7% 170 5%
3 Convenient parking 197 9% 86 9% 283 9%
4 Designated social / TV lounges 80 4% 39 4% 119 4%
5 Designated study lounges 114 5% 45 5% 159 5%
6 Game room (ping pong, pool table, etc.) 116 5% 56 6% 172 5%
7 Group meeting space 37 2% 18 2% 55 2%
8 Improved quality of common area spaces 104 5% 48 5% 152 5%
9 Late night food spots 205 9% 105 12% | 310 10%
10 Less centralized / more laundry facilities 119 5% 50 6% 169 5%
11 Microwaves and toaster ovens in community lounges 79 4% 43 5% 122 4%
12 More efficient washers/dryers 109 5% 33 4% 142 5%
13 More washers and dryers 103 5% 67 7% 170 5%
14 Outdoor social and recreation space 79 4% 33 4% 112 4%
15 Sink in each bedroom 217  10% | 101  11% | 318  10%
16 Weight or aerobics rooms 117 5% 61 7% 178 6%
(blank) 341 15% 21 2% 362 11%

Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

Third most important

1 Computer labs 110 5% 24 3% 134 4%
2 Convenience store in the hall 91 4% 55 6% 146 5%
3 Convenient parking 138 6% 63 7% 201 6%
4 Designated social / TV lounges 94 4% 48 5% 142 5%
5 Designated study lounges 128 6% 51 6% 179 6%
6 Game room (ping pong, pool table, etc.) 124 6% 58 6% 182 6%
7 Group meeting space 58 3% 18 2% 76 2%
8 Improved quality of common area spaces 113 5% 58 6% 171 5%
9 Late night food spots 192 9% 96 11% | 288 9%
10 Less centralized / more laundry facilities 121 5% 46 5% 167 5%
11 Microwaves and toaster ovens in community lounges 104 5% 77 8% 181 6%
12 More efficient washers/dryers 127 6% 51 6% 178 6%
13 More washers and dryers 115 5% 69 8% 184 6%
14 Outdoor social and recreation space 107 5% 46 5% 153 5%
15 Sink in each bedroom 158 7% 58 6% 216 7%
16 Weight or aerobics rooms 115 5% 64 7% 179 6%
(blank) 351  16% 26 3% 377 12%

Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
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Fourth most important
1 Computer labs 112 5% 49 5% 161 5%
2 Convenience store in the hall 112 5% 52 6% 164 5%
3 Convenient parking 122 5% 56 6% 178 6%
4 Designated social / TV lounges 106 5% 51 6% 157 5%
5 Designated study lounges 125 6% 49 5% 174 6%
6 Game room (ping pong, pool table, etc.) 149 7% 38 4% 187 6%
7 Group meeting space 54 2% 18 2% 72 2%
8 Improved quality of common area spaces 136 6% 70 8% 206 7%
9 Late night food spots 167 7% 100 11% | 267 8%
10 Less centralized / more laundry facilities 106 5% 37 4% 143 5%
11 Microwaves and toaster ovens in community lounges 124 6% 67 7% 191 6%
12 More efficient washers/dryers 104 5% 43 5% 147 5%
13 More washers and dryers 112 5% 50 6% 162 5%
14 Outdoor social and recreation space 109 5% 58 6% 167 5%
15 Sink in each bedroom 144 6% 71 8% 215 7%
16 Weight or aerobics rooms 109 5% 71 8% 180 6%
(blank) 355  16% 28 3% 383  12%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
Fifth most important
1 Computer labs 109 5% 32 4% 141 4%
2 Convenience store in the hall 101 4% 63 % 164 5%
3 Convenient parking 117 5% 62 7% 179 6%
4 Designated social / TV lounges 89 4% 55 6% 144 5%
5 Designated study lounges 133 6% 51 6% 184 6%
6 Game room (ping pong, pool table, etc.) 126 6% 66 % 192 6%
7 Group meeting space 77 3% 33 4% 110 3%
8 Improved quality of common area spaces 158 7% 59 6% 217 7%
9 Late night food spots 174 8% 70 8% 244 8%
10 Less centralized / more laundry facilities 86 4% 40 4% 126 4%
11 Microwaves and toaster ovens in community lounges 120 5% 54 6% 174 6%
12 More efficient washers/dryers 77 3% 32 4% 109 3%
13 More washers and dryers 95 4% 42 5% 137 4%
14 Outdoor social and recreation space 130 6% 73 8% 203 6%
15 Sink in each bedroom 147 % 63 % 210 %
16 Weight or aerobics rooms 151 7% 84 9% 235 7%
(blank) 356  16% 29 3% 385  12%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
Student Life and Services:
Most important
1 Ability to live in a learning community 259  12% 94 10% | 353  11%
2 Ability to live in an interest group for sophomores 38 2% 21 2% 59 2%
3 Ability to live near child care 45 2% 18 2% 63 2%
4 Ability to live near other families 41 2% 19 2% 60 2%
5 Ability to live near others with interests or hobbies similar to mine 218  10% 90 10% | 308  10%
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6 Ability to live near those in my same academic year 223 10% 92 10% | 315 10%
7 Ability to live near public transportation 162 7% 68 7% 230 7%
8 Ability to live with students of the same major 126 6% 65 % 191 6%
9 Classrooms in the building 34 2% 21 2% 55 2%
10 In-hall academic advising 77 3% 53 6% 130 4%
11 In-hall review sessions 17 1% 15 2% 32 1%
12 In-hall tutoring services 85 4% 59 6% 144 5%
13 In-hall writing help center 16 1% 9 1% 25 1%
14 Opportunities for social interaction 459  20% | 229 25% | 688  22%
15 Opportunities to interact with faculty outside of classroom 55 2% 19 2% 74 2%
16 Programs to develop leadership skills 36 2% 11 1% 47 1%
(blank) 355  16% 25 3% 380 12%

Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

Second most important

1 Ability to live in a learning community 146 7% 65 7% 211 7%
2 Ability to live in an interest group for sophomores 52 2% 31 3% 83 3%
3 Ability to live near child care 41 2% 20 2% 61 2%
4 Ability to live near other families 46 2% 18 2% 64 2%
5 Ability to live near others with interests or hobbies similar to mine 231 10% | 109 12% | 340 11%
6 Ability to live near those in my same academic year 195 9% 82 9% 277 9%
7 Ability to live near public transportation 190 8% 88 10% | 278 9%
8 Ability to live with students of the same major 157 7% 51 6% 208 %
9 Classrooms in the building 56 2% 26 3% 82 3%
10 In-hall academic advising 84 4% 56 6% 140 4%
11 In-hall review sessions 54 2% 30 3% 84 3%
12 In-hall tutoring services 101 4% 54 6% 155 5%
13 In-hall writing help center 43 2% 27 3% 70 2%
14 Opportunities for social interaction 286  13% | 140 15% | 426  14%
15 Opportunities to interact with faculty outside of classroom 115 5% 44 5% 159 5%
16 Programs to develop leadership skills 82 4% 35 4% 117 4%
(blank) 367  16% 32 4% 399  13%

Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

Third most important

1 Ability to live in a learning community 121 5% 64 % 185 6%
2 Ability to live in an interest group for sophomores 48 2% 23 3% 71 2%
3 Ability to live near child care 39 2% 10 1% 49 2%
4 Ability to live near other families 28 1% 9 1% 37 1%
5 Ability to live near others with interests or hobbies similar to mine 220  10% 87 10% | 307  10%
6 Ability to live near those in my same academic year 191 9% 86 9% 277 9%
7 Ability to live near public transportation 200 9% 87 10% | 287 9%
8 Ability to live with students of the same major 172 8% 70 8% 242 8%
9 Classrooms in the building 59 3% 29 3% 88 3%
10 In-hall academic advising 96 4% 61 7% 157 5%
11 In-hall review sessions 71 3% 30 3% 101 3%
12 In-hall tutoring services 133 6% 71 8% 204 6%
13 In-hall writing help center 51 2% 39 4% 90 3%
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14 Opportunities for social interaction 225 10% | 107  12% | 332 11%
15 Opportunities to interact with faculty outside of classroom 115 5% 47 5% 162 5%
16 Programs to develop leadership skills 97 4% 48 5% 145 5%
(blank) 380 17% 40 4% 420  13%

Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

Fourth most important

1 Ability to live in a learning community 107 5% 63 7% 170 5%
2 Ability to live in an interest group for sophomores 66 3% 23 3% 89 3%
3 Ability to live near child care 17 1% 10 1% 27 1%
4 Ability to live near other families 23 1% 11 1% 34 1%
5 Ability to live near others with interests or hobbies similar to mine 160 7% 88 10% | 248 8%
6 Ability to live near those in my same academic year 162 7% 66 % 228 %
7 Ability to live near public transportation 201 9% 91 10% | 292 9%
8 Ability to live with students of the same major 152 7% 91 10% | 243 8%
9 Classrooms in the building 84 4% 52 6% 136 4%
10 In-hall academic advising 111 5% 48 5% 159 5%
11 In-hall review sessions 81 4% 39 4% 120 4%
12 In-hall tutoring services 127 6% 64 7% 191 6%
13 In-hall writing help center 89 4% 46 5% 135 4%
14 Opportunities for social interaction 190 8% 71 8% 261 8%
15 Opportunities to interact with faculty outside of classroom 159 7% 50 6% 209 7%
16 Programs to develop leadership skills 120 5% 47 5% 167 5%
(blank) 397  18% 48 5% 445  14%

Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

Fifth most important

1 Ability to live in a learning community 147 % 65 % 212 %
2 Ability to live in an interest group for sophomores 66 3% 15 2% 81 3%
3 Ability to live near child care 31 1% 6 1% 37 1%
4 Ability to live near other families 29 1% 8 1% 37 1%
5 Ability to live near others with interests or hobbies similar to mine 161 % 71 8% 232 %
6 Ability to live near those in my same academic year 119 5% 63 7% 182 6%
7 Ability to live near public transportation 178 8% 95 10% | 273 9%
8 Ability to live with students of the same major 142 6% 60 7% 202 6%
9 Classrooms in the building 93 4% 47 5% 140 4%
10 In-hall academic advising 112 5% 53 6% 165 5%
11 In-hall review sessions 83 4% 55 6% 138 4%
12 In-hall tutoring services 117 5% 43 5% 160 5%
13 In-hall writing help center 85 4% 41 5% 126 4%
14 Opportunities for social interaction 158 7% 91 10% | 249 8%
15 Opportunities to interact with faculty outside of classroom 145 6% 66 7% 211 7%
16 Programs to develop leadership skills 179 8% 76 8% 255 8%
(blank) 401  18% 53 6% 454 14%

Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
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39. The University would like your feedback on the following unit types and estimated Room and Board rates. Units for non-
traditional students are listed after those for traditional students. What is your opinion of each unit type?
*Please select only one "preferred."”
*Mark as "acceptable" any unit type you would live in if your preferred choice were not available.
*Mark any plan as "would not live there" if applicable.
Assume unless noted that all units are furnished, that all prices include utilities, local phone, Internet, basic cable TV, and
trash/recycling, and that all lease terms are for the academic year. The cost of a Standard Meal Plan is included in the
Room and Board rate unless noted.

Traditional Student Housing (all undergraduate and graduate students would be eligible, no children or spouses)

Traditional Double, Renovated
Rent: $9,990 per Academic Year for Room and Board (amount includes Standard Meal Plan), per student

1 Preferred 54 2% 58 6% 112 4%
2 Acceptable 713 32% | 440  48% | 1,153 37%
3 Would not live there 1,249 56% | 410 45% |[1,659 53%
(blank) 230  10% 230 7%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

Traditional Single, Renovated
Rent: $11,440 per Academic Year for Room and Board (amount includes Standard Meal Plan), per student

1 Preferred 116 5% 60 7% 176 6%
2 Acceptable 1,078 48% | 485 53% | 1,563 50%
3 Would not live there 822 37% | 363  40% | 1,185 38%
(blank) 230  10% 230 7%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

Modern Traditional Double (Like LLC)
Rent: $12,020 per Academic Year for Room and Board (amount includes Standard Meal Plan), per student

1 Preferred 122 5% 113 12% | 235 7%
2 Acceptable 1,118 50% | 566 62% | 1,684 53%
3 Would not live there 776 35% | 229  25% [1,005 32%
(blank) 230  10% 230 7%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

Two-Double-Bedroom Semi-Suite
Rent: $12,790 per Academic Year for Room and Board (amount includes Standard Meal Plan), per student

1 Preferred 115 5% 77 8% 192 6%
2 Acceptable 1,072 48% | 566 62% | 1,638 52%
3 Would not live there 829 37% | 265 29% | 1,094 35%
(blank) 230  10% 230 7%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
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Two-Single-Bedroom Semi-Suite
Rent: $14,530 per Academic Year for Room and Board (amount includes Standard Meal Plan), per student

1 Preferred 240  11% 97 11% | 337 11%
2 Acceptable 1,222 54% | 576 63% | 1,798 57%
3 Would not live there 554  25% | 235 26% | 789  25%
(blank) 230  10% 230 7%

Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

Two-Double-Bedroom Suite
Rent: $14,340 per Academic Year for Room and Board (amount includes Standard Meal Plan), per student

1 Preferred 207 9% 111 12% | 318  10%
2 Acceptable 1,050 47% 542 60% | 1,592 50%
3 Would not live there 759  34% | 255  28% | 1,014 32%
(blank) 230  10% 230 %

Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

Four-Single-Bedroom Suite
Rent: $15,780 per Academic Year for Room and Board (amount includes Standard Meal Plan), per student

1 Preferred 305 14% 127 14% | 432 14%
2 Acceptable 1,003 45% | 498 55% | 1,501 48%
3 Would not live there 708 32% | 283  31% [ 991  31%
(blank) 230  10% 230 7%

Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

40. Question intentionally left blank

41. Would you prefer a 12-month lease if the monthly rent were 8% lower than the academic-year rate?

1 I would prefer the 12-month lease option 1,037 46% | 348 38% | 1,385 44%
2 | would prefer the academic year lease option 963  43% | 548 60% | 1,511 48%
(blank) 246 11% 12 1% 258 8%

Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

42. Think back to when you were selecting the housing you live in now. If University-owned housing had been available with
your preferred configuration (from Q39) and improvements (from Q38), which answer best reflects your level of interest?

1 | definitely would have lived there (Skip to Comments Section) 287 13% | 366 40% | 653 21%
2 | might have lived there (50/50 chance) 930 41% | 399  44% | 1,329 42%
3 | probably would not have lived there (less than 50/50 chance) 483  22% 84 9% 567  18%
4 1 would not have lived there 316  14% 59 6% 375 12%
(blank) 230 10% 230 7%

Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
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43. Why would you not have been interested in living in University-owned housing?
a. | already own a home 153 7% 21 2% 174 6%
b. I am concerned about the campus alcohol policy 566  25% | 130 14% | 696  22%
C. I am concerned about the level of rules and regulations overall 949  42% | 215 24% | 1,164 37%
d. | do not want to live with a roommate who is assigned by others 1,128 50% | 215 24% | 1,343 43%
e. | do not want to live with another person 267  12% 73 8% 340 11%
f. | do not want to move 276 12% 38 4% 314 10%
g. I live with my parents 65 3% 5 1% 70 2%
h.  The housing is too expensive 1,083 48% | 334  37% | 1,417 45%
i Some other reason 429  19% 83 9% 512 16%
Roommate left, & despite the fact that this was not my fault, the housing dept 1 0% 1 0%
has decided to preoccupy themselves with trying to get me to pay extra for single
while other rooms remain empty
Ability to cook 0% 1 0% 3 0%
Ability to cook for myself, | do not like dorm food 0% 1 0%
Ability to cook my own food 1 0% 1 0%
Ability to cook my own food & have a drink with dinner if | want 1 0% 1 0%
Ability to cook, and not be bound by the meal plan 1 0% 1 0%
Ability to make my own food, & being able to have friends over during later hours 1 0% 1 0%
& not worry about getting in trouble for noise
After having been a college student for one year, | wanted to take on a new level 1 0% 1 0%
of responsibility; | wanted to know what it was like to rent my own individual
house with my friends
Alcohol consumption by others 1 0% 1 0%
Alcohol policy is not strictly enforced. It is practically non-existent. 1 0% 1 0%
All freshman & younger students, | am a senior 1 0% 1 0%
Already am in a prior lease 1 0% 1 0%
Already eligible to live off campus 1 0% 1 0%
Already found a great home 1 0% 1 0%
Already had arrangements to live with friends off campus 1 0% 1 0%
Already live in Univ. Housing that is acceptable (Spencer View 2BR), & the rent for 1 0% 1 0%
the "preferred” choice above is much higher than what we already pay. This is
ridiculous.
Already lived in the dorms & wish to live on my own & focus on my studies during 1 0% 1 0%
my last year in college
Already lived in UO housing; | do not like living in apt-style situations. 0% 1 0%
Already lived with a partner 0% 1 0%
Already owned a home & do not believe it is the Univ.'s responsibility to provide 1 0% 1 0%
housing. It is a waste of resources in my opinion.
Always wanted to live with my friends from high school 1 0% 1 0%
Am 23 years old 1 0% 1 0%
Am 36 years old & married, so most of this does not apply to me 1 0% 1 0%
Am a 30 year old newlywed & do not want to live with drunk kids 1 0% 1 0%
Am a freshman - want to meet people in dorms 1 0% 1 0%
Am a junior 1 0% 1 0%
Am a junior & would not want to live with freshmen & sophomores 1 0% 1 0%
Am a senior 1 0% 1 0%
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Am a senior. | loved living in Barnhart my freshman year, but sophomores & older 1 0% 1 0%
typically live elsewhere
Am a senior; | would have considered it as a sophomore or junior 1 0% 1 0%
Am a student staff member in the residence halls 1 0% 1 0%
Am an older student, & was concerned about noise issues 1 0% 1 0%
Am attracted to the neighborhoods surrounding the UO & appreciate being away 1 0% 1 0%
from campus at times
Am on HUD & do not know if Univ. housing accepts HUD. | would not be able to 1 0% 1 0%
afford most of their housing options.
Am on Section 8 & cannot afford these rates 1 0% 1 0%
Am too old for dorm-style housing 1 0% 1 0%
Am vegan so there would not be enough food on the meal plan 1 0% 1 0%
Apt | have is cheaper than my preferred option & is exactly what | need 1 0% 1 0%
Apts are not conducive to families with 3 school-aged children 1 0% 1 0%
As a rule, the RAs are incompetent & stupid, with little understanding or respect 1 0% 1 0%
for residents' rights
At time did not know whether studying abroad or not for year 1 0% 1 0%
Bad experience in dorms & not enough space 1 0% 1 0%
Better financial options later in life (from having owned a home) 1 0% 1 0%
Campus environment is way too chaotic to get anything done or have any peace of 1 0% 1 0%
mind
Campus is much higher density 1 0% 1 0%
Can eat cheaper & better on my own, | have tons more living space at a cheaper 1 0% 1 0%

price than all the above my extra costs are for storage. It's too expensive to go
through the college.

Can live off campus for $300 a month, with food about $400 a month. This saves 1 0% 1 0%
me about $4,000 for an academic year.
Can rent a better quality apartment for less & no rules about what | can or cannot 1 0% 1 0%
do, & its closer than most Univ. housing

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

Cannot afford to pay for housing at any cost

Cannot live in the same room as someone else

Children's school

Chose to live in a student cooperative

Close to work & children

Commute to Eugene from Bend

Compared to options off campus, University-owned apts are not as nice or
personal feeling--institutional; also not comparable price-wise.

)
)

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

Complex director does not perform his job properly 1 0%
Concerned about the noise level 1 0%
Condition of housing, size of housing 1 0%
Condition of units available 1 0%
Contract specifications 1 0%
Co-op is a better community than the artificial community created by just living 1 0%
together

N e

0%
0%
0%
0%

Cost not comparable to privately owned off-campus housing 1 0%
Currently live out of state 1 0%
Depends on location of housing, distance from child's current school 1 0%
Did not qualify 1 0%

e e
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Difficult to get East Campus housing 1 0% 1 0%
Disrespectful neighbors (cannot study) 1 0% 1 0%
Distance 1 0% 1 0%
Distance to work 1 0% 1 0%
Do not like apts 1 0% 1 0%
Do not like co-ed housing; it becomes a competition 1 0% 1 0%
Do not like dorms 1 0% 1 0% 2 0%
Do not like many people around when | am studying 1 0% 1 0%
Do not like noisy people 1 0% 1 0%
Do not like people patrolling the dorms to look for alcohol drinking & such, come 1 0% 1 0%
on, who doesn't drink in college?
Do not like students 1 0% 1 0%
Do not like that you have to move out over breaks unless you want to pay an extra 1 0% 1 0%
fee to stay
Do not like the required meal plan, & also having a kitchen is important to me. 1 0% 1 0%
Other than that the room plan looks great!
Do not live well with boys & that was my only option living in the dorms. Living 1 0% 1 0%
alone was just easier.
Do not support U of O housing policy, e.g. Westmoreland sale 1 0% 1 0%
Do not want a meal plan 3 0% 3 0%
Do not want a meal plan, I'd like to cook for myself. 1 0% 1 0%
Do not want to be a senior still living in the dorms 1 0% 1 0%
Do not want to give more money to the U of O 1 0% 1 0%
Do not want to live directly on campus 1 0% 1 0%
Do not want to live in an apt, & the rent my husband & | pay is much less than 1 0% 1 0%
Univ. housing
Do not want to live in complex, want my own yard 1 0% 1 0%
Do not want to live near other univ. students 1 0% 1 0%
Do not want to live on campus 3 0% 3 0%
Do not want to live there 2 0% 2 0%
Do not want to live where there are high concentrations of undergrad students; | 1 0% 1 0%
already had a roommate who was not a Univ. student
Do not want to share a room with someone & have a community shower & 1 0% 1 0%
bathroom for such an expensive price. | can get more by paying less for an apt.
Doing an internship in Bend, therefore | would not want to be on campus. That's a 1 0% 1 0%
2.5 hour drive!
Doing an off-campus externship 1 0% 1 0%
Dorms are loud 1 0% 1 0%
Dorms are really cramped & very uncomfortable. They are not enjoyable by 99% of 1 0% 1 0%
the population.
Dorms are simply depressing & the food is terrible 1 0% 1 0%
Dorms are stuffy & you have to live in building with tons of people 1 0% 1 0%
Dorms here have outrageous drug & alcohol & noise issues 1 0% 1 0%
Dorms stink 1 0% 1 0%
DPS is underfunded & if there were more frequent DPS patrols through the campus 1 0% 1 0%
housing, | would feel safer & would have been more interested in returning to
campus housing.
Drug, Violence 1 0% 1 0%
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Enjoy being part of the off-campus community 1 0% 1 0%
Enjoy cooking 1 0% 1 0%
Enjoy living away from campus 1 0% 1 0%
Enjoy the freedom not associated with Univ. dorms 1 0% 1 0%
Enjoy the responsibility of renting a house-practicing life skills 1 0% 1 0%
Everyone | know says UO dorms are absolutely decrepit 1 0% 1 0%
Expensive & noisy compared to my current housing 1 0% 1 0%
Expensive monthly car payment 1 0% 1 0%
Experience of living on own 1 0% 1 0%
Family & money issues 1 0% 1 0%
Fascist smoking policy 1 0% 1 0%
Food available with the meal plan did not meet my needs 1 0% 1 0%
Food is terrible 2 0% 1 0% 3 0%
Food on campus is not healthy & | cannot cook with the room situations provided. 1 0% 1 0%
The overall environment is overall just plain unhealthy.
Food was not so good & was required. No kitchens! 1 0% 1 0%
Food/privacy 1 0% 1 0%
For what we pay, the rooms are way too small 1 0% 1 0%
Fraternity rooms were available, & there is more social interaction in general 1 0% 1 0%
Freedom 1 0% 1 0%
Friends attend Lane & | want to live with them 1 0% 1 0%
Gain more independence, like cooking meals & taking care of the tasks at hand 1 0% 1 0%
Garden space, pets 1 0% 1 0%
Gato 1 0% 1 0%
General quality of institutionally supplied housing 1 0% 1 0%
Generally not of a high quality 1 0% 1 0%
Get more living space in an apt 1 0% 1 0%
Getting residency & had to live off campus 1 0% 1 0%
Good to be away from campus after spending the whole day on campus 1 0% 1 0%
Greek housing 1 0% 1 0%
Hard to focus/too much activity 1 0% 1 0%
Hated the dorms & moved out after fall term 1 0% 1 0%
Have a child 3 0% 1 0% 4 0%
Have a child & spouse & need privacy 1 0% 1 0%
Have a dog. Pets allowed in East Campus housing, but people with kids/spouses 1 0% 1 0%
had priority
Have a family 4 0% 1 0% 5 0%
Have a family & a 3BR apt was too small; need a 4BR. The house worked perfect 1 0% 1 0%
but a 4BR apt would have been great, too.
Have a free place to live 1 0% 1 0%
Have a spouse & animals 3 0% 3 0%
Have ADA requirements not provided by Univ. Housing 1 0% 1 0%
Have furniture | want to use 1 0% 1 0%
Have HUD subsidized housing 1 0% 1 0%
Have pets & air conditioning, why would | give that up? 1 0% 1 0%
Have pets & kids; campus housing would not work for us 1 0% 1 0%
Have pets, on-campus housing waiting list 1 0% 1 0%
Heating is expensive & leaves much to be desired 1 0% 1 0%
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0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

Hope that the Univ. housing is close to campus

House is practically on campus without the rules of campus dorms

Housing is mean & tries to steal all your money

Housing is not worth the price

Housing is too small, no parking

Housing options not worth moving for

Housing seems to be geared toward younger students

I am 27 years old & not interested in living on campus

I like to live independently, with roommates of my choosing, in a place with our
own kitchen & living area

L e
L e e

[N

| really wanted to live in a neighborhood near my friends with my own yard, 0% 1 0%
storage, & parking
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

Idiotic drunk student neighbors

In a long-term relationship with my partner

Independence

Independent of the University

It alone, | would live in UO housing, but | have to take into account my partner
(working professional w/ home office)

e
e

=

0%
0%

It is important to live away from campus 1 0%
It is letting the Univ. continue to baby-sit when you let them continue to control 1 0%
your housing

[

0%
0%
0% 1 0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

Lack of family housing for large families

Lack of parking & high price of a parking pass
Lack of privacy

Lack of private bathroom or appliances 0%
Lack of vegan & vegetarian food options 0%
Lame & restricting atmosphere 1 0%
Learning individual responsibility of living on my own 0%
Leaving UO 1 0%
Like being in a non-student neighborhood 0%
Like having a yard/garden 0%
Like living away from campus housing 0%
Like living some distance away from campus 0%
Like the Christian atmosphere at my house 0%
Like the option of not being under direct University (RA) control 0%
Like to be off campus sometimes 0%
Like to smoke weed 0%
Liked the community in the house | currently live in better than the community in 0%
the dorms

- T a
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L e

[

Live in a dorm, now & do not like it. Can probably find apt or house with friend(s) 1 0% 0%

next year.
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%

Live in a fraternity

Live in a fraternity & will for the next 2 years

Live in a Greek house

Live in a mixed family environment; my husband & | share an apt with our sister.
Univ. does not allow families of this make-up to live together on campus, which is
exclusionary.

P RPN
R, Rk N

Live in a rural area & enjoy it 1 0% 1 0%
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Live in another state 1 0% 1 0%
Live in CA 1 0% 1 0%
Live in Greek housing 1 0% 1 0%
Live in my sorority house 13 1% 1 0% 14 0%
Live in my sorority with my best friends where we have cooks & cleaners & are 1 0% 1 0%
close to campus with very reasonable prices
Live in the Whiteaker & love it. There weren't UO graduate houses that were this 1 0% 1 0%
beautiful, available, & cheap.
Live with my boyfriend who does not go to school 1 0% 1 0%
Live with my fiance 1 0% 1 0%
Live with my fiance & we rent a house from his father 1 0% 1 0%
Live with my husband in a house off campus 1 0% 1 0%
Live with my significant other 2 0% 2 0%
Live with my spouse & we do not want to live with anyone else 1 0% 1 0%
Live with my significant other who owns home 1 0% 1 0%
Lived in University-owned housing during my first year & did not need to repeat 1 0% 1 0%
the experience
Living arrangements previously made for next year 1 0% 1 0%
Living conditions are poor for the money asked for them 1 0% 1 0%
Living off campus is good preparation for real life 1 0% 1 0%
Living with my partner 1 0% 1 0%
Location 1 0% 1 0% 2 0%
Location to grocery stores, public transportation, library 1 0% 1 0%
Location, | like living off campus 1 0% 1 0%
Looking for furnished housing for a couple, everything for families is unfurnished. 1 0% 1 0%
And it's expensive compared to what I'm paying which is $650 for a completely
furnished 2BR condo.
Loud parties & much activity in general with large number of students 1 0% 1 0%
Loud, obnoxious, college students 1 0% 1 0%
Low quality of rooms 1 0% 1 0%
Married 3 0% 3 0%
Mature student with household & pets 1 0% 1 0%
Maturity level of other students 1 0% 1 0%
Meal plan is too complicated & unwieldy 1 0% 1 0%
Meal plan tortures the human digestive system 1 0% 1 0%
Meal plans are for people on diets, not enough points 1 0% 1 0%
Meal plans are obsolete & too expensive 1 0% 1 0%
Meal plans were too expensive for my lifestyle & | always had extra meal points at 1 0% 1 0%
the end of the week
Might choose to still live in a co-op or sorority type setting 1 0% 1 0%
More of a pain with rules, noise, & informational meetings 1 0% 1 0%
More space and freedom 1 0% 1 0%
Most of my friends live off campus 1 0% 1 0%
Most of my friends were moving from East Campus when | moved from the Grad 1 0% 1 0%
Village
Mostly freshmen live in the residence halls 1 0% 1 0%
My partner is not a student at the univ. 1 0% 1 0%
Need guaranteed parking 1 0% 1 0%
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Need more space, privacy, & quiet than available in dorm living 1 0% 1 0%

Need more storage space & room for activities 1 0% 1 0%

Need my housing to be in a different surrounding than campus 1 0% 1 0%

Need space to safely store a motorcycle 1 0% 1 0%

Need the life experience of living without someone always helping me out 1 0% 1 0%

Never became available before we bought our house 1 0% 1 0%

New feel...wanted an apt to share with people | know 1 0% 1 0%

Nice to have the ability to live with a small group of people, each with our own 1 0% 1 0%

room. The UO possibilities of such a living arrangement would be more expensive

than off-campus possibilities.

Nice to live in more of a community-like setting with other people, who may or 1 0% 1 0%

may not be students. It makes you feel a little more grown-up and responsible for

your life/activities/academics/etc.

No alcohol is not a good idea 1 0% 1 0%

No more freshman 1 0% 1 0%

No parking/parking is expensive 1 0% 1 0%

No seniors live in the dorms 1 0% 1 0%

No Univ.-owned housing that would allow me to live with my brother & sister-in- 1 0% 1 0%

law, who is also a Univ. student

Noise 9 0% 2 0% 11 0%

Noise - most of the campus apts do not have carpet & even the ones in Spencer 1 0% 1 0%
View have the commercialized carpet that does not help with noise much.
0%
0%
0%
0%

Noise & light levels on campus 1 0%
Noise level & immaturity from freshmen 1 0%
Noise levels, laundry difficulties, poor quality of heat/light/plumbing systems 1 0%
Noise, fire alarms, sound insulation, bad temperature controls, no carpets on the 1 0%
floor!

PR R e

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

Non-freshmen need more independence 1 0%
Not a fraternity 1 0%
Not adequate space for large family 1 0%
Not available 1 0%
Not enough available for grad students with significant others & a cat; waiting list 0%
was 2 years long when | was placed on it. GTF salary is $444.11/month. - cheaper

to buy a house & rent out rooms.

e

[

0%
0% 1 0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

Not enough family housing

Not enough space!

Not important to me to be on campus

Not interested in the noise, parties, drugs, drama or non-academic life in general
Not really the norm. No longer social or convenient.

Not sure my boyfriend would want to live near campus

Now that I'm in my 6th year, | want to live further away from the college
atmosphere

=
L

0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

Obnoxious neighbors in Spencer View

Often times sketchy things that go on in the dorms
Opportunity to live in family home free of rent
Out of state on internship 0%
Outside apartments are bigger 0%
Overregulated & enforced 1 0%

T
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Overall quality is low in residence halls 1 0% 1 0%
Overconsumption is encouraged 1 0% 1 0%
Overpriced (for Eugene & college-type housing (seems like this univ. aims to take 1 0% 1 0%
the most amount of money from their students) & too many unfair rules &
regulations
Parents bought a condo, much nicer atmosphere than on-campus graduate housing 1 0% 1 0%
Part-time student fitting school in around my real life, not the other way around 1 0% 1 0%
Pet policy too inflexible 1 0% 1 0%
Pets are not allowed 43 2% 2 0% 45 1%
Pets are not allowed & | like the quiet 1 0% 1 0%
Pets are not allowed, need a house/yard 2 0% 2 0%
Pets not allowed & need garden space 1 0% 1 0%
Pets not allowed/not big enough 1 0% 1 0%
Place | do live supports my religious beliefs 1 0% 1 0%
Poor quality 1 0% 1 0%
Poorly maintained grounds & streets, traffic, noise. 1 0% 1 0%
Prefer a unique housing aesthetic 1 0% 1 0%
Prefer living with boyfriend 1 0% 1 0%
Prefer more space & privacy 1 0% 1 0%
Prefer to be away from campus 1 0% 1 0%
Prefer to live in a house 2 0% 2 0%
Prefer to live in a house with a yard, not a complex 1 0% 1 0%
Prefer to live in a Univ.-owned house off campus with a yard 1 0% 1 0%
Pressure of living a place where you are watched more than when you lived with 1 0% 1 0%
your parents
Prices are not competitive with what we receive (why live in one room when you 1 0% 1 0%
can have a whole apartment for less than half the price?)
Prior experiences at old college in dorms 1 0% 1 0%
Probably can find somewhere a bit cheaper 1 0% 1 0%
Problems with plumbing/mold/asbestos in the halls 1 0% 1 0%
Proximity of friends 1 0% 1 0%
Proximity to freshman dorms 1 0% 1 0%
Public schools nearby 1 0% 1 0%
RAs are more like babysitters 1 0% 1 0%
RAs are too strict & harsh 1 0% 1 0%
RAs are whack 1 0% 1 0%
RAs that cannot relate to students 1 0% 1 0%
Ready for a change 1 0% 1 0%
Required meal plan 1 0% 1 0% 2 0%
Required to live where | work 1 0% 1 0%
Residence halls are too noisy & dirty 1 0% 1 0%
Rooms are incredibly overpriced. It's cheaper to live off-campus, & no one wants 1 0% 1 0%
to deal with the dorm rules or being babysat after freshman year.
Rooms are too small 1 0% 2 0% 3 0%
Rooms are too small, & way too run down 1 0% 1 0%
Rooms are too small, no kitchen in some 1 0% 1 0%
Rooms are too small, no kitchen, shared bathroom, kicked out for breaks 1 0% 1 0%
Run-down condition of units | have seen 1 0% 1 0%
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0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%

Safety, quality, food, noise concerns

Section 8 housing

Seems like DPS & RAs are always looking to get people in trouble

Self employed & need my own phone & address that will not change soon. | also
moved to Eugene before | started school & could not have been in the dorms my
1st year.

e
e

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

Shared bathroom is disgusting

Shared bathrooms in dorms

Significant other is non-student

Sister cannot live with me

Space too small to live in with roommate or alone. Kitchen is a must.

Spouse has special needs

Strongly dislike alcohol & other typical college-life behavior (because students
drink in the dorms & on campus anyway)

R A N e
R A Y e

[N

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

Studying abroad, on-campus housing was not a choice 0%
Theft issues & non-privacy 1 0%
To have my own place 1 0%
Too close of quarters 2 0%
Too crowded 1 0%
Too difficult to study in the dorms 1 0%
Too loud, too many parties, irresponsible RAs, substance free hall is not substance 0%
free

PR RN R R

[N

0%
0% 1 0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

Too many parties

Too many people in one small place

Too much community living

Too much drama

Too much money for such little space & freedom

Too much noise

Too much of a headache to deal with all the rules you guys have & all the stuff
you require us to know & all the ways in which you invade our privacy.

e I e N N
[ = o S SN R

Too noisy living on campus, too expensive for what you get, and sharing bedroom 1 0% 1 0%
with someone. | don't qualify for the non-traditional units that | would be

interested in.

0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

Too noisy on campus, & too much crime

Too noisy, & not enough opportunity to sleep, be healthy & perform well in class
Too noisy, graduate students & undergraduates do not usually mesh well

Too noisy, too many parties

Too old for dorms 0% 1 0%
Too small 0% 1 0%
Too small of living arrangements 1 0%
Twice the traditional student age 0%
U of O has enough of my money already 1 0%
Unacceptable for family living 1 0%
Undergraduates are loud & obnoxious 1 0%
Univ. does not represent my interests as a student, | feel to live with anything 1 0%
Univ.-affiliated, | would be destroying my soul

I = T = S S S S
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University housing is notoriously dirty & unkempt. Westmoreland was horrible 1 0% 1 0%
even when UO owned them. My friend had mushrooms growing out of her
bathroom floor, and the whole place looked trashy.
UO Housing is deplorable in nearly every way 1 0% 1 0%
Waiting for partner to transfer in & then going to be in Spencer View Apts 1 0% 1 0%
Waiting list is too long - not guaranteed for 1st year grad students 1 0% 1 0%
Waiting was too long for housing that allowed pets when | first started graduate 1 0% 1 0%
school
Want a house 2 0% 2 0%
Want a kitchen 5 0% 2 0% 7 0%
Want a kitchen & outdoor space 1 0% 1 0%
Want a kitchen & the food was horrible 1 0% 1 0%
Want a kitchen, garden 1 0% 1 0%
Want a kitchen; the Univ. must improve the quality of food at dining centers 1 0% 1 0%
Want a truly substance-free, quiet environment 1 0% 1 0%
Want an apt, but am a single undergraduate, which would disqualify me for any 1 0% 1 0%
apt in Q39
Want independence & maturity that accompanies paying my bills & learning how 1 0% 1 0%
to take care of an apartment/house that is being rented from a private owner or
business
Want independence & sound control 1 0% 1 0%
Want more privacy 1 0% 1 0%
Want my own bedroom, bathroom with only one other person (at most) & a 1 0% 1 0%
common living room area. Kitchenette area might be nice as well.
Want my own kitchen & have a 15 year-old cat 1 0% 1 0%
Want my own place 1 0% 1 0%
Want own bedroom 1 0% 1 0%
Want privacy, dislike apts, noise 1 0% 1 0%
Want space where | can be dirty 1 0% 1 0%
Want to be able to drink alcohol/have parties in my home 1 0% 1 0%
Want to be away from the campus noise level/party scene 1 0% 1 0%
Want to be in an environment with greater age diversity 1 0% 1 0%
Want to live downtown 1 0% 1 0%
Want to live with a group of people of my choice 1 0% 1 0%
Want to live with current roommates 1 0% 1 0%
Want to live with friends in off-campus intentional community 1 0% 1 0%
Want to live with friends off campus next year, but living on campus was great 1 0% 1 0%
this year. Just want to try something new. Also, there are not a lot of sophomores
on campus.
Want to live with friends that | met in the dorms freshman year 1 0% 1 0%
Want to live with my significant other 1 0% 1 0%
Want to live with my spouse 1 0% 1 0%
Want to live with significant other 1 0% 1 0%
Want to walk to school, not take a bus 1 0% 1 0%
Wanted to buy a house, | did not want to start my marriage in any University 1 0% 1 0%
housing community, & | had the financial means to make that choice
Wanted to live in a Christian Co-op 1 0% 1 0%
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Wanted to live in my sorority, & most sophomores probably would not have stayed 1 0% 1 0%

for another year. | would only do it if my friends were. | would not want to be

around a bunch of freshmen.

Wanted to live with my friends 1 0% 1 0%

Was an RA for 2 years. It would have been awkward. 1 0% 1 0%

Was no room for me in Univ. housing 1 0% 1 0%

Was very hard to study when | was living in Univ. housing because it was always 1 0% 1 0%

noisy & there were always drunk students wandering around & being very

obnoxious during the weekends.

Washer/dryer 1 0% 1 0%

While more affordable than some off-campus housing, the quality of the 1 0% 1 0%

apartments (Spencer View), the smallness & the invasions of inspections are major

turn-offs.

Worked for Housing & lived in the dorms my freshman year; the rooms are a mess, 1 0% 1 0%

& with the exception of LLC, most are molding & falling apart

Worried about noise 1 0% 1 0%

Would feel like living in the dorms which makes one feel younger or not mature 1 0% 1 0%

Would not live in Univ. housing after my freshman year 1 0% 1 0%

(blank) 1,824 81% | 826 91% | 2,650 84%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

44. If you would not have considered living in the proposed housing because the rent was too high for your housing budget, what
would be your level of interest at lower rates, as follows?
Traditional Double Bedroom: $9,490 per Academic Year, Room and Board
Traditional Single Bedroom: $10,870 per Academic Year, Room and Board
Modern Traditional Double Bedroom: $11,420 per Academic Year, Room and Board
Two-Double-Bedroom Semi-Suite: $12,150 per Academic Year, Room and Board
Two-Single-Bedroom Semi-Suite: $13,800 per Academic Year, Room and Board
Two-Double-Bedroom Suite: $13,620 per Academic Year, Room and Board
Four-Single-Bedroom Suite: $14,990 per Academic Year, Room and Board

1 | definitely would have lived there 35 2% 36 4% 71 2%
2 | might have lived there (50/50 chance) 371 17% | 186 20% | 557  18%
3 | probably would not have lived there (less than 50/50 chance) 373 1% 96 11% | 469  15%
4 1 would not have lived there 418  19% 72 8% 490  16%
(blank) 1,049 47% | 518 57% | 1,567 50%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE II

Non-Univ.
Owned Univ. Owned Total
SURVEY TABULATIONS # % # % # %
45. still too expensive? What would be your level of interest at the following rates?
Traditional Double Bedroom: $8,990 per Academic Year, Room and Board
Traditional Single Bedroom: $10,300 per Academic Year, Room and Board
Modern Traditional Double Bedroom: $10,820 per Academic Year, Room and Board
Two-Double-Bedroom Semi-Suite: $11,510 per Academic Year, Room and Board
Two-Single-Bedroom Semi-Suite: $13,080 per Academic Year, Room and Board
Two-Double-Bedroom Suite: $12,910 per Academic Year, Room and Board
Four-Single-Bedroom Suite: $14,200 per Academic Year, Room and Board
1 | definitely would have lived there 29 1% 34 4% 63 2%
2 | might have lived there (50/50 chance) 223 10% 99 11% | 322 10%
3 | probably would not have lived there (less than 50/50 chance) 285  13% 64 7% 349 11%
4 | would not have lived there 352 16% 45 5% 397 13%
(blank) 1,357 60% | 666  73% | 2,023 64%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%

46. Graduate Students Only: If another housing community or an expansion of the existing Graduate Village were available
exclusively for single graduate students, with features designed for graduate-student residents, which answer best reflects

your level of interest?

1 | definitely would have lived there 60 3% 26 3% 86 3%
2 | might have lived there (50/50 chance) 194 9% 25 3% 219 %
3 | probably would not have lived there (less than 50/50 chance) 71 3% 7 1% 78 2%
4 | would not have lived there 97 4% 26 3% 123 4%
(blank) 1,824 81% | 824 91% | 2,648 84%
Total 2,246 100%| 908 100%|3,154 100%
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE I
Overview

Accelerated Replacement

Table of Contents Page Project Reven_ue(l) Developm(gnt SChEdUI.Ed Scenario Summary
Type Beds/Units Budget Completion
Project Summaries 2
Phasing Summary 15 Cost @ Beds/Units Cost/Bed Cost/GSF
Performance Charts 23 New Core $ 192,923,000 2,560 $ 75,361 $ 302.74
Housing System Pro Forma 25 Cycle 1 Renovate 112,196,000 1,388 80,856 158.33
Project Pro Forma Demolish 18,345,000 2,069 8,867 -
1 Barnhart Hall 27 Renovate 389 $ 38,836,000 Aug-2018 New Edge 124,875,000 1,530 81,618 279.83
2 Bean Complex 28 Demolish 0 4,851,000 Aug-2014 Total $ 448,339,000 5,478 $ 81,850 $ 250.17
3 Carson Hall 29 Demolish 0 2,857,000 Aug-2012
4 Earl Complex 30 Demolish 0 2,217,000 Aug-2010 Revenues 3.00% maximum annual escalation through 2018
5 Hamilton Complex 31 Demolish 0 7,239,000 Aug-2016 5.00% maximum completion premium for renovations
6 Living Learning Center 32 New Core 387 - Aug-2006 Operating Costs 3.00% annual escalation through 2018
7 Riley Hall 33 Demolish 0 1,181,000 Aug-2013 0.00% maximum completion adjustment for renovations
8 Walton Complex 34 Renovate 552 48,022,000 Aug-2016 Capital Costs 3.00% annual inflation
9 East Campus Grad Village 35 Renovate 72 2,476,000 Aug-2013
11 Moon Lee Apts 37 Renovate 6 340,000 Aug-2015 Existing (3) Planned Ideal Variance
12 Spencer View Apts 38 Renovate 272 16,787,000 Aug-2016 Singles 369 2,015 2,013 2
13 East Campus Houses 39 Renovate 77 4,634,000 Aug-2017 Doubles 2,745 3,016 3,018 2)
14  On-Campus Traditional 40 New Core 226 15,172,000 Aug-2011 Apt Units 447 447 447 -
15  On-Campus Traditional Il 41 New Core 446 31,099,000 Aug-2013 Quads - - - -
16 ~ On-Campus Traditional IlI 42 New Core 446 32,962,000 Aug-2015 Total 3,561 5,478 5,478 0)
17 On-Campus Semi-Suites 43 New Core 514 48,210,000 Aug-2017
18  On-Campus Suites (P15) 44 New Core 458 48,970,000 Aug-2015 Traditional 2,642 2,020 2,131 (112)
19  Walton Infill 45 New Core 83 7,422,000 Aug-2016 Semi-Suites 472 980 1,030 (50)
20  Edge Suites 46 New Edge 510 39,223,000 Aug-2010 Suites - 1,948 1,870 78
21  Edge Suites Il 47 New Edge 510 41,580,000 Aug-2012 Apartments 447 447 447 -
22 Edge Suites IlI 48 New Edge 510 44,072,000 Aug-2014 Staff - 83 - 83
23 Bean/Carson Interim 49 Not in Plan 0 - Total 3,561 5,478 5,478 0)
24 Earl/Hamilton/Riley Interim 50 Not in Plan 0 -
25 Academic Overlay 1 51 New Core 0 2,078,000 Aug-2011 Traditional Doubles 2,358 1,688 1,648 40
26 Academic Overlay 2 52 New Core 0 2,202,000 Aug-2013 Traditional Singles 284 331 348 a7)
27  Academic Overlay 3 53 New Core 0 2,334,000 Aug-2015 Semi-Suite Doubles 387 880 857 23
28  Academic Overlay 4 54 New Core 0 2,474,000 Aug-2017 Semi-Suite Singles 85 100 95 5
Suite Doubles - 448 513 (65)
Suite Singles - 1,500 1,570 (70)
Apartments 447 447 447 -
Staff - 83 - 83
Total 3,561 5,478 5,478 0)
Notes: (1) Revenue beds are equal to the total design capacity less staff beds
(2) Total development costs including inflation and financing costs
Total at Completion 5,478 $ 448,339,000 Aug-2018 (3) “Existing" does not include the LLC, which opened in fall 2006
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE 11
Project Summaries

Hamilton Living Learning . East Campus Spencer View
_ Barnhart Hall | Bean Complex Carson Hall Earl Complex Tl Sear Riley Hall Walton Complex Grad Village Agate Apts Moon Lee Apts Apts

Type: Renovate Demolish Demolish Demolish Demolish New Core Demolish Renovate Renovate Renovate Renovate Renovate

PROJECT
Reno

Scope: Full Reno| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation Full Reno Cosmetic Cosmetic Cosmetic Cosmetic

EXISTING UNIT COUNTS
100 Residential: Traditional
Traditional Double - 228 - 126 362 - - 284 - - - -
Enhanced Double - - - 24 - - - 5 - - - -
Double w/ Sink - - 84 - - - - - - - - -
Enhanced Double w/ Sink - - 33 - - - 33 - - - - -
New Traditional Single - - - - - - - -
Single - 103 - 16 42 - 2 27 - - - -
Single w/ Sink - - 48 - - - - - - - - _
Enhanced Single - - - - - - - - - - - _
Enhanced Single w/ Sink - - - - = - 46 - - - - -
New Traditional Double - - - - - - - - - - - _
200 Residential: Semi-Suites

Deluxe Double 135 - - - 7 - - - - - - -
Enhanced Deluxe Double 52 - - - - - - - - - - -
Deluxe Small Single 30 16 - - - - - 8 - - - -
Deluxe Single 29 1 - - - - 1 - - - - -

2-Double Bedroom Semi-Suite - - - - - - - - - - - -
2-Single Bedroom Semi-Suite - - - - - - - - - - - -
300 Residential: Suites
2-Double Bedroom Suite - - - - - - - - - - - -
4-Single Bedroom Suite - - - - - - - - - - - -
400 Residential: Apartments

Studio Apartment - - - - - - - - 36 - - -
One Bedroom Apartment - - - - - - - - 36 - - -
Two Bedroom Apartment - - - - - - - - - 20 6 206
Three Bedroom Apartment - - - - - - - - - - _ 66

500 Residential: Staff
1-Single Bedroom Semi-Suite - - - - - - - - - - - -
One Bedroom Apartment - - - - - - - - - -
Two Bedroom Apartment - - - - - - - - - - - -

Total Existing Units 246 348 165 166 411 - 82 324 72 20 6 272
Total Existing Beds 432 576 282 316 780 - 115 613 72 20 6 272
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE
Project Summaries

East Campus
Houses

On-Campus
Traditional

On-Campus
Traditional Il

On-Campus
Traditional IlI

On-Campus
Semi-Suites

On-Campus
Suites (P15)

Walton Infill

Edge Suites

Edge Suites Il

Edge Suites Il

Bean/Carson

Interim

Earl/Hamilton/R

iley Interim

Type:

Renovate

New Core

New Core

New Core

New Core

New Core

New Core

New Edge

New Edge

New Edge

Not in Plan

Not in Plan

PROJECT
Reno

Scope:

Cosmetic

No Renovation

No Renovation

No Renovation

No Renovation

No Renovation

No Renovation

No Renovation

No Renovation

No Renovation

No Renovation

No Renovation

EXISTING UNIT COUNTS

100 Residential: Traditional
Traditional Double
Enhanced Double
Double w/ Sink
Enhanced Double w/ Sink
New Traditional Single
Single
Single w/ Sink
Enhanced Single
Enhanced Single w/ Sink
New Traditional Double

200 Residential: Semi-Suites
Deluxe Double

Enhanced Deluxe Double
Deluxe Small Single

Deluxe Single

2-Double Bedroom Semi-Suite

2-Single Bedroom Semi-Suite

300 Residential: Suites
2-Double Bedroom Suite

4-Single Bedroom Suite

400 Residential: Apartments
Studio Apartment

One Bedroom Apartment
Two Bedroom Apartment

Three Bedroom Apartment

26
26
25

500 Residential: Staff
1-Single Bedroom Semi-Suite
One Bedroom Apartment

Two Bedroom Apartment

Total Existing Units

Total Existing Beds

7
7
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE
Project Summaries

Accelerated Replacement

Academic Academic Academic Academic
Overlay 1 Overlay 2 Overlay 3 Overlay 4
Type: New Core New Core New Core New Core
PROJECT
S;?:? No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation
EXISTING UNIT COUNTS
100 Residential: Traditional
Traditional Double - - - - 1,000
Enhanced Double - - - - 29
Double w/ Sink - - - - 84
Enhanced Double w/ Sink - - - - 66
New Traditional Single - - - - -
Single - - - - 190
Single w/ Sink - - - - 48
Enhanced Single - - - - -
Enhanced Single w/ Sink - - - - 46
New Traditional Double - - - - -
200 Residential: Semi-Suites
Deluxe Double - - - - 142
Enhanced Deluxe Double - - - - 52
Deluxe Small Single - - - - 54
Deluxe Single - - - - 31
2-Double Bedroom Semi-Suite - - - - -
2-Single Bedroom Semi-Suite - - - - -
300 Residential: Suites
2-Double Bedroom Suite - - - - -
4-Single Bedroom Suite - - - - -
400 Residential: Apartments
Studio Apartment - - - - 36
One Bedroom Apartment - - - - 62
Two Bedroom Apartment - - - - 258
Three Bedroom Apartment - - - - 91
500 Residential: Staff
1-Single Bedroom Semi-Suite - - - - -
One Bedroom Apartment - - - - -
Two Bedroom Apartment - - - - -
Total Existing Units - - - - 2,189
Total Existing Beds - - - - 3,561
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE 11
Project Summaries

Hamilton Living Learning . East Campus Spencer View
_ Barnhart Hall | Bean Complex Carson Hall Earl Complex Tl Sear Riley Hall Walton Complex Grad Village Agate Apts Moon Lee Apts Apts

Type: Renovate Demolish Demolish Demolish Demolish New Core Demolish Renovate Renovate Renovate Renovate Renovate
PROJECT
ScFi)i)r: Full Reno| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation Full Reno Cosmetic Cosmetic Cosmetic Cosmetic
PLANNED UNIT COUNTS
100 Residential: Traditional
Traditional Double - - - - - - - 256 - - - -
Enhanced Double - - - - - 184 - 5 - - - -

Double w/ Sink - - - - - - - - -
Enhanced Double w/ Sink - - - - - - - - - - - _
New Traditional Single - - - - - - - - - - - _
Single - - - - - - N 24 - - - -
Single w/ Sink - - - - - - - - - - - _
Enhanced Single - - - - = 19 - - - - - -
Enhanced Single w/ Sink - - - - - - - - - - - -
New Traditional Double - - - - - - - - - - - _

200 Residential: Semi-Suites

Deluxe Double 121 - - - - - - - - - - -
Enhanced Deluxe Double 47 - - - - - - - - - - -
Deluxe Small Single 27 - - - - - - 7 - - - -
Deluxe Single 26 - - - - - - - - - - -

2-Double Bedroom Semi-Suite - - - - - - - - - - - -
2-Single Bedroom Semi-Suite - - - - - - - - - - - -
300 Residential: Suites
2-Double Bedroom Suite - - - - - - - - - - - -
4-Single Bedroom Suite - - - - - - - - - - - -
400 Residential: Apartments

Studio Apartment - - - - - - - - 36 - - -
One Bedroom Apartment - - - - - - - - 36 - - -
Two Bedroom Apartment - - - - - - - - - 20 6 206
Three Bedroom Apartment - - - - - - - - - - _ 66

500 Residential: Staff
1-Single Bedroom Semi-Suite - - - - - - - - - - - -
One Bedroom Apartment - - - - = - - - - - - -
Two Bedroom Apartment - - - - - - - - - - - -

Total Planned Units 221 - - - - 203 - 292 72 20 6 272
Total Planned Beds 389 - - - - 387 - 552 72 20 6 272
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE
Project Summaries

Earl/Hamilton/R
iley Interim

Bean/Carson
Interim

On-Campus
Suites (P15)

On-Campus
Traditional IlI

On-Campus
Semi-Suites

East Campus
Houses

On-Campus
Traditional

On-Campus

Traditional Il Walton Infill

Edge Suites Il

Edge Suites

Edge Suites Il

Type: Renovate New Core New Core New Core New Core New Core New Core New Edge New Edge New Edge Not in Plan Not in Plan

PROJECT
Reno

Scope:

Cosmetic| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation

PLANNED UNIT COUNTS
100 Residential: Traditional
Traditional Double - - - - - - - - - - - -
Enhanced Double - - - - - - - - - - - -
Double w/ Sink - - - -
Enhanced Double w/ Sink - - - - N - - - - - - -
New Traditional Single - 56 116 116 - - -
Single - - - - N - - - - - - -
Single w/ Sink - - - - - - - - - - - -
Enhanced Single - - - - - - - - - - - -
Enhanced Single w/ Sink - - - - - - - - - - - -
New Traditional Double - 80 160 160 - - - - - - - -
200 Residential: Semi-Suites
Deluxe Double - - - - - - - - - - - -
Enhanced Deluxe Double - - - - - - -
Deluxe Small Single - - - - - - - - - - - -
Deluxe Single - - - - - - - - - - _ -

2-Double Bedroom Semi-Suite
2-Single Bedroom Semi-Suite

116
20

300

Residential: Suites
2-Double Bedroom Suite
4-Single Bedroom Suite

40
72

24
96

24
96

24
96

400

Residential: Apartments
Studio Apartment

One Bedroom Apartment
Two Bedroom Apartment
Three Bedroom Apartment

26
26
25

500

Residential: Staff

1-Single Bedroom Semi-Suite
One Bedroom Apartment
Two Bedroom Apartment

Total Planned Units
Total Planned Beds

7
77

146
226

286
446

286
446

146
514

122
458

23
83

140
510

140
510

140
510
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE
Project Summaries

Accelerated Replacement

Academic Academic Academic Academic
Overlay 1 Overlay 2 Overlay 3 Overlay 4
Type: New Core New Core New Core New Core
PROJECT
SCF;T)Z? No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation
PLANNED UNIT COUNTS
100 Residential: Traditional
Traditional Double - - - - 256
Enhanced Double - - - - 189
Double w/ Sink - - - - -
Enhanced Double w/ Sink - - - - -
New Traditional Single - - - - 288
Single - - - - 24
Single w/ Sink - - - - -
Enhanced Single - - - - 19
Enhanced Single w/ Sink - - - - -
New Traditional Double - - - - 400
200 Residential: Semi-Suites
Deluxe Double - - - - 121
Enhanced Deluxe Double - - - - 47
Deluxe Small Single - - - - 34
Deluxe Single - - - - 26
2-Double Bedroom Semi-Suite - - - - 136
2-Single Bedroom Semi-Suite - - - - 20
300 Residential: Suites
2-Double Bedroom Suite - - - - 112
4-Single Bedroom Suite - - - - 360
400 Residential: Apartments
Studio Apartment - - - - 36
One Bedroom Apartment - - - - 62
Two Bedroom Apartment - - - - 258
Three Bedroom Apartment - - - - 91
500 Residential: Staff
1-Single Bedroom Semi-Suite - - - - 83
One Bedroom Apartment - - - - -
Two Bedroom Apartment - - - - -
Total Planned Units - - - - 2,592
Total Planned Beds - - - - 5,478
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University of Oregon

HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE |1

Project Summaries

Hamilton

Living Learning

East Campus

Spencer View

Barnhart Hall | Bean Complex o S e Riley Hall Walton Complex Grad Village Agate Apts Moon Lee Apts Apts
Renovate Demolish Demolish Demolish Demolish New Core Demolish Renovate Renovate Renovate Renovate Renovate
PROJECT
Full Reno| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation Full Reno Cosmetic Cosmetic Cosmetic Cosmetic
EXISTING BUILDING PROGRAM
100 Units - Traditional - 52,362 27,251 23,303 57,826 - 13,758 45,747 - - - -
200 Units - Semi-Suites 65,370 - - - - - - - - - - -
300 Units - Suites - - - - - - - - - - - -
400 Units - Apartments - - - - - - - - 43,380 19,400 5,820 280,010
500 Units - Staff 700 3,206 572 739 2,551 - 531 683 - - - -
600 Common Areas - Community 21,564 35,927 17,516 20,760 57,467 - 11,792 41,667 - - - -
700 Common Areas - Learn+Link - - - - - - - - - - - -
800 Support Areas 8,071 17,861 19,625 8,777 19,997 - 1,555 13,451 - - - -
900 Unassigned/Circulation 28,014 44,669 31,210 25,520 79,008 - 10,958 59,906 - - - -
Total Area (GSF) 123,719 154,025 96,174 79,099 216,849 - 38,594 161,454 43,380 19,400 5,820 280,010
PLANNED BUILDING PROGRAM
100 Units - Traditional - - - - - 42,789 - 45,747 - - - -
200 Units - Semi-Suites 65,370 - - - - - - - - - - -
300 Units - Suites - - - - - - - - - - - -
400 Units - Apartments - - - - - - - - 43,380 19,400 5,820 280,010
500 Units - Staff 700 - - - - 898 - 683 - - - -
600 Common Areas - Community 21,564 - - - - 16,813 - 41,667 - - - -
700 Common Areas - Campus - - - - - 4,983 - - - - - -
800 Support Areas 8,071 - - - - 10,833 - 13,451 - - - -
900 Unassigned/Circulation 28,014 - - - - 49,295 - 59,906 - - - -
Total Area (GSF) 123,719 - - - - 125,611 - 161,454 43,380 19,400 5,820 280,010
PROGRAM STATISTICS
Existing Gross Area per Bed 286 267 341 250 278 0 336 263 603 970 970 1,029
Existing Efficiency per Bed 71% 59% 47% 57% 54% 0% 68% 55% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Planned Gross Area per Bed 318 0 0 0 0 325 0 293 603 970 970 1,029
Planned Efficiency per Bed 7% 0% 0% 0% 0% 61% 0% 63% 100% 100% 100% 100%
DEVELOPMENT BUDGET
Construction Cost $ 20,413,635 | $ 3,080,500 | $ 1,923,480 | $ 1,581,980 | $ 4,336,980 | $ -1 771,880 | $ 26,639,910  $ 1,431,540 | $ 640,200 | $ 192,060 | $ 9,240,330
Land and Infrastructure - - - - - - - - - - - -
Permits and Fees 204,136 30,805 19,235 15,820 43,370 - 7,719 266,399 14,315 6,402 1,921 92,403
Furniture and Fixtures 777,800 - - - - - - 1,103,400 144,000 40,000 12,000 544,000
Design and Soft Costs 1,925,601 186,678 116,563 95,868 262,821 - 46,776 2,520,874 143,087 61,794 18,538 888,906
Development Costs 699,635 98,939 61,778 50,810 139,295 - 24,791 915,917 51,988 22,452 6,736 322,969
Project Contingency 2,402,081 339,692 212,106 174,448 478,247 - 85,117 3,144,650 178,493 77,085 23,125 1,108,861
Financing Costs 1,478,818 104,447 65,217 53,624 147,102 - 26,171 1,932,982 55,223 23,820 7,146 342,713
Development Budget $ 27,901,707 | $ 3,841,062 | $ 2,398,379 | $ 1,972,549 | $ 5,407,815 | $ -1$ 962,454 | $ 36,524,133 | $ 2,018,647 | $ 871,753 | $ 261,526 | $ 12,540,182
Soft Cost/Const Cost 37% 25% 25% 25% 25% 25% 37% 41% 36% 36% 36%
Inflated $ 38,835,789 | $ 4,850,749 | $ 2,857,277 | $ 2,216,865 | $ 7,239,397 | $ - % 1,180,527 | $ 48,021,535 | $ 2,475,993 | $ 1,100,890 | $ 340,037 | $ 16,787,172
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE
Project Summaries

East Campus On-Campus On-Campus On-Campus On-Campus On-Campus . . . . Bean/Carson |Earl/Hamilton/R
Houseg Traditioﬂal Tradnionpal 1} TraditionF;I 11l Semi»Sui‘ies Suites (Ppls) palioniptil Elge S =elge s =ge Swiiss (1 Interim iley Interim
Type: Renovate New Core New Core New Core New Core New Core New Core New Edge New Edge New Edge Not in Plan Not in Plan
PROJECT
ScFi::)r:e? Cosmetic| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation
EXISTING BUILDING PROGRAM
100 Units - Traditional - - - - - - - - - - - -
200 Units - Semi-Suites - - - - - - - - - - - -
300 Units - Suites - - - - - - - - - - - -
400 Units - Apartments 74,835 - - - - - - - - - - -
500 Units - Staff - - - - - - - - - - - -
600 Common Areas - Community - - - - - - - - - - - -
700 Common Areas - Learn+Link - - - - - - - - - - - -
800 Support Areas - - - - - - - - - - - -
900 Unassigned/Circulation - - - - - - - - - - - -
Total Area (GSF) 74,835 - - - - - - - - - - -
PLANNED BUILDING PROGRAM
100 Units - Traditional - 22,393 45,267 45,267 - - - - - - - -
200 Units - Semi-Suites - - - - 66,649 - 10,435 - - - - -
300 Units - Suites - - - - - 88,781 - 102,385 102,385 102,385 - -
400 Units - Apartments 74,835 - - - - - - - - - - -
500 Units - Staff - 1,750 1,750 1,750 1,750 1,750 525 1,750 1,750 1,750 - -
600 Common Areas - Community - 10,033 19,640 19,640 24,449 10,275 3,922 11,735 11,735 11,735 - -
700 Common Areas - Campus - - - - - - - - - - - -
800 Support Areas - 2,752 5,410 5,410 7,148 4,005 1,164 4,589 4,589 4,589 - -
900 Unassigned/Circulation - 7,241 14,103 14,103 20,374 24,639 3,269 28,290 28,290 28,290 - -
Total Area (GSF) 74,835 44,170 86,170 86,170 120,370 129,450 19,315 148,750 148,750 148,750 - -
PROGRAM STATISTICS
Existing Gross Area per Bed 972 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Existing Efficiency per Bed 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Planned Gross Area per Bed 972 195 193 193 234 283 233 292 292 292 0 0
Planned Efficiency per Bed 100% 84% 84% 84% 83% 81% 83% 81% 81% 81% 0% 0%
DEVELOPMENT BUDGET
Construction Cost $ 2,469,555 | $ 9,717,400 ' $ 18,957,400 | $ 18,957,400 | $ 26,481,400 | $ 28,479,000 | $ 4,249,300 ' $ 26,031,250 | $ 26,031,250 | $ 26,031,250 | $ -1$ -
Land and Infrastructure - 257,000 310,000 310,000 354,000 649,000 - 1,054,000 1,054,000 1,054,000 - -
Permits and Fees 24,696 99,744 192,674 192,674 268,354 291,280 42,493 270,853 270,853 270,853 - -
Furniture and Fixtures 154,000 565,000 1,115,000 1,115,000 1,285,000 1,145,000 207,500 1,275,000 1,275,000 1,275,000 - -
Design and Soft Costs 238,343 851,132 1,646,006 1,646,006 2,271,100 2,445,142 359,943 1,717,866 1,717,866 1,717,866 - -
Development Costs 86,598 344,708 666,632 666,632 919,796 990,283 145,777 910,469 910,469 910,469 - -
Project Contingency 297,319 591,749 1,144,386 1,144,386 1,578,982 1,699,985 250,251 1,562,972 1,562,972 1,562,972 - -
Financing Costs 91,906 877,435 1,696,669 1,696,669 2,342,898 2,524,234 371,237 2,575,409 2,574,989 2,575,386 - -
Development Budget $ 3,362,416 | $ 13,304,168 | $ 25,728,767 | $ 25,728,767 | $ 35,501,531 | $ 38,223,924 | $ 5,626,502 | $ 35,397,818 | $ 35,397,399 | $ 35,397,796 | $ -1 -
Soft Cost/Const Cost 36% 37% 36% 36% 34% 34% 32% 36% 36% 36%
Inflated $ 4,634,326 ' $ 15,171,568 | $ 31,098,570 | $ 32,962,201 ' $ 48,209,503 | $ 48,970,246 '$ 7,421,930 | $ 39,223,353 | $ 41,579,766 | $ 44,072,111 | $ -$ -
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University of Oregon
HOUSING STRATEGIC PLAN PHASE

Project Summaries Accelerated Replacement
Academic Academic Academic Academic
Overlay 1 Overlay 2 Overlay 3 Overlay 4
Type: New Core New Core New Core New Core
PROJECT R
Sco(:)r:'. No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation| No Renovation

EXISTING BUILDING PROGRAM

100 Units - Traditional - - - - 220,247
200 Units - Semi-Suites - - - - 65,370
300 Units - Suites - - - - -
400 Units - Apartments - - - - 423,445
500 Units - Staff - - - - 8,982
600 Common Areas - Community - - - - 206,693
700 Common Areas - Learn+Link - - - - -
800 Support Areas - - - - 89,337
900 Unassigned/Circulation - - - - 279,285
Total Area (GSF) - - - - 1,293,359

PLANNED BUILDING PROGRAM

100 Units - Traditional - - - - 201,463
200 Units - Semi-Suites - - - - 142,454
300 Units - Suites - - - - 395,937
400 Units - Apartments - - - - 423,445
500 Units - Staff - - - - 16,806
600 Common Areas - Community - - - - 203,208
700 Common Areas - Campus 6,500 6,500 6,500 6,500 30,983
800 Sup