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Report of the Program Review Committee for Housing and 
Residential Life, Spring & Fall 2012 

Review Committee Membership 
De Doan, Graduate Assistant, Office of Student Leadership Development 
Ge-Yao Liu, Director, International Programs and Services 
Gary Martin, Professor and Assistant Dean, School of Engineering and Computer Sciences 
Connor Mix, Undergraduate Student, Eberhardt School of Business 
Ray Sylvester, Professor and Associate Dean, Eberhardt School of Business 
Holly Trexler, Associate Director, Athletics 
Linda Norton, Professor and Assistant Dean, Thomas J. Long School of Health Sciences - Chair 
 
Introduction to the Housing and Residential Life Program’s Program Review Committee’s 
Report: 
The Housing and Residential Life Program (HRLP) Program Review Committee met and started 
their review in April of 2012 and finalized the major, first draft of the review report for the 
HRLP in June. In July of 2012 HRLP provided comments and suggestions based on the first 
draft.  When classes reconvened in August the HRLP Program Review Committee returned to 
their work on the Review, completing a semi-final draft in early October and a final draft in 
Demcember.   
 
The HRLP Program Review Committee would like to thank the students who met with the 
Committee and provided a “student’s eye view” of on-campus housing and the facilities and 
services provided.  The Committee would also like to thank the HRLP staff and others 
throughout campus for their assistance, thoughts and suggestions for inclusion in this report. 
 
Of note the HRLP self-study was based on the Council for the Advancement of Standards in 
Higher Education (CAS) standards for Housing and Residential Life Programs (HRLP). 
The HRLP Program Review Committee’s comments, recommendations and commendations are 
also based on those standards and adhere to the same general format as the HRLP self-study. 
 
Please see the information below titled “Self-Review Process” and “CAS Standards” for a 
general introduction to the HRLP’s self-review process. The Program Review Committee’s 
comments follow this brief introduction and are label Part 1 through Part 15, based on the CAS 
Standards. 
 
 
 
Self-Review Process 
As part of the University’s ongoing program review process, the Housing and Greek Life 
office has conducted a self-review and evaluation of its operations, facilities, and co-curricular 
educational programs.  This self-study report was written and prepared by members of the 
Housing and Greek Life staff between fall 2010 and fall 2011.  It was edited by Associate 
Vice President for Student Life Dr. Steve Jacobson and Vice President for Student Life Dr. 
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Elizabeth Griego.  Housing and Greek Life’s last self-study and program review occurred in 
the 2005-2006 academic year. 
 
CAS Standards 
This report is written to address the fourteen components of standards and guidelines 
established by the CAS. Since CAS has two different sets of standards for both 
Housing/Residence Life and Greek Life, the Housing and Greek Life Office has decided to 
focus this self-study exclusively upon Housing and Residence Life Programs (HRLP).  A 
separate self-study will be conducted on Greek Life at a later time. 
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Part 1:   MISSION 

 
Housing and Greek Life Overall Self-Rating for “Mission” 

ND 1 2 3 4 NR 

Not Done Not Met Minimally 
Met Well Met Fully Met Not Rated 

 
 
The Review Committee’s Comments on Mission: 
 
The Review Committee commends HRLP on their efforts to update their Mission, Vision and 
Values and to live them on a daily basis.  The Committee noted that many of the criterion 
measures were fully met, although a few criterion, still need significant work.  Of particular 
concern were the criteria related to facilities management, maintenance and comfort. HRLP 
showed the highest level of fulfillment of its Mission, Vision and Value statements in the areas 
of professional standards, learning and development outcome domains and individual and 
community development and learning, and are to be commended for achieving this high level of 
achievement in these areas. Overall, the Committee agrees with HRLP’s assessment of “Well 
Met” for Part 1” Mission. 
 
Review Committee’s Rating of HRLP for “Mission” 
 

ND 1 2 3 4 NR 

Not Done Not Met Minimally 
Met Well Met Fully Met Not Rated 
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Part 2:  PROGRAM 
 

Housing and Residence Life Program Overall Self-Rating for “Program” 

ND 1 2 3 4 NR 

Not Done Not Met Minimally 
Met Well Met Fully Met Not Rated 

 

The Review Committee’s Comments on Programming: 

In one sense, programming in HRLP begins with the establishment of Residential Learning Communities 
and residential units developed around “themes” (e.g., Interfaith and Social Justice; Honors; Pacific Inter 
American Community). With the exception of the Honors Program, student selection of these units 
appears to have declined in the recent past. The Committee endorses the recommendation in the Self 
Study to establish a RLC Steering Committee to evaluate current program efforts and identify new 
methodologies for programming to such specific learning communities. It also notes that such 
communities be considered as much more than a group of students with a particular demographic 
commonality or shared interest. Rather, there needs to be greater intentionality and sponsorships in 
founding such units, probably helped with greater faculty involvement. It should also be accepted that 
there is likely a life cycle for such units, and occasionally older units will give way to newer ones. 
 
The Committee notes that in AY 2011-12, 337 programs attracted 4,230 attendees. This might imply that 
too many very small programs are being offered. It was also noted that relatively few faculty were 
involved in offering these programs. Greater employment of faculty might stimulate both program quality 
and attendance by students. 
 
The programming model employed by HRLP generally meets CAS standards in that it permits student 
learning and development outcomes that are purposeful and holistic and that prepare students for 
satisfying and productive lifestyles, work, and civic participation. The model (see pg. 9, Self-Study 
document) is used in the design and evaluation of many of the programs developed by HRLP, with heavy 
emphasis on two student learning outcomes: i) Enhancing interpersonal skills and deepening students’ 
academic and social engagement on campus. ii) Assisting students in managing their personal lifestyle 
needs. 
 
A specific example of how the model is used in designing and evaluating programs is attached as Exhibit 
A. The Committee notes that the shortcoming of such an assessment tool is that it consists solely of the 
opinion of the program provider as to exactly what students got out of the program. More direct 
assessment of learning outcome needs to be included here. 
 
It appears there is room for improvement in program development and especially in assessment. The 
Committee endorses the five recommendations presented in the Programming section of the Self 
Study Report and would add the following recommendations and emphases: 
 
Establish benchmarks by measuring incoming students using the core values of the PACIFIC!  
model. This should allow for more concrete measurement of the impact of programming on student 
learning and development. 
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Solicit more student input into programming. Students generally reported they were not consulted 
as to what types of programs they wanted. 
 
Consider being more flexible in the type and number of programs which Resident Advisors are 
called upon to design each year. Six may be burdensome to them.  Perhaps allow them to use a 
program designed and implemented successfully by someone else as a program for their residents. 
Perhaps use more repetition in presenting programs where positive outcome have been well 
documented. 
 
When using EBI data for comparisons between time points, use tests of statistical significance. Also 
comparisons with other Schools or national averages would be useful. 
 
Extend use of the Pacific! model to all programs, including those presented by Student Advisors in 
Residence. 
 
Review Committee’s Rating of HRLP for “Program” 
 

ND 1 2 3 4 NR 
Not Done or 

Not 
Documented 

Not Met Minimally Met Well Met Fully Met Not Rated 
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Part 3: LEADERSHIP   
 
Housing and Residence Life Program Overall Self-Rating for “Leadership”  

ND 1 2 3 4 NR 

Not Done Not Met Minimally 
Met Well Met Fully Met Not Rated 

 
 
The Review Committee’s Comments on Leadership: 
 
Commendation:  Staff are sent to conferences to develop their leadership techniques and ideas. 
Commendation: When a position becomes vacant, staff are encouraged to “grow” and help to fill 
the position. 
Commendation: HRLP has an extensive training program for paraprofessional staff, Resident 
Assistants, who work within HRLP.  
Commendation: All staff are well trained and work well within the organizational structure. 
Commendation: Staff work very hard to advocate for leadership and to help students succeed 
even if it is outside of a “Housing” environment. 
Commendation: Monthly meetings of all staff help to put everyone on the same to page, which 
makes it easier to further the goals and mission of the organization. 
Recommendation: While a monthly “all staff” meeting is helpful in disseminating information to 
all levels of the organization, it does not always reach everyone.  Finding a way to make certain 
that everyone is aware of changes and updates should be a priority.   
Recommendation:  The Housing Program has very accomplished and qualified personnel but 
with vacancies the staff becomes overstrained in the amount of work they take on.  Quickly 
filling vacant positions with qualified, accomplished personnel and finding a way to retain the 
staff members until their position can be filled in the future would cause less strain on the other 
members and would help with the transition of new employees.  
Recommendation:  Students living in housing often feel a disconnect from the HRLP office and 
staff, and don’t think that their voices are heard; therefore we recommend that top level 
administrators in the HRLP office develop a plan to visit and meet with students within the 
residence halls, arrange open forum type meetings or something similar on scheduled basis in 
each residence area, maybe one visit or forum every few weeks in a different residence area to 
talk with students to improve the HRLP staff’s ability to see, hear and meet students’ needs.  
 
Review Committee’s Rating of HRLP for “Leadership”  

ND 1 2 3 4 NR 

Not Done Not Met Minimally 
Met Well Met Fully Met Not Rated 

 
 
  



 
7 

 

Part 4:   HUMAN RESOURCES 
 
Housing and Residence Life Program Overall Self-Rating for “Human Resources” 

ND 1 2 3 4 NR 

Not Done Not Met Minimally 
Met Well Met Fully Met Not Rated 

 
The Review Committee’s Comments on Human Resources: 
 
The Review Committee commends the Office of HRLP for its efforts to meet the complex 
staffing needs of this enormous program.  However, the Committee is also deeply concerned that 
these efforts do not appear to meet each of the criteria for qualifications stated.  For example the 
Standards state: “HRLP professional staff members must hold an earned graduate or 
professional degree in a field relevant to the position they hold or must possess an 
appropriate combination of educational credentials and related work experience. “ They 
also state: “Individual residence halls and apartment areas should be supervised by professional 
staff that have earned a master’s degree from accredited institutions in a field of study such as 
college student personnel, college counseling, or higher education administration, or other fields 
as appropriate.” And, “Degree- or credential-seeking interns must be qualified by enrollment 
in an appropriate field of study and by relevant experience. These individuals must be 
trained and supervised adequately by professional staff members holding educational 
credentials and related work experience appropriate for supervision.”  
 
The narrative provided by the HRLP self-assessments indicates that several of the professional 
staff members are have the required level of experience and are currently enrolled in training.  In 
these cases the training and current enrollment in Master’s Degree programs seems appropriate 
as is seen with the two exempt Coordinator positions with the HRLP. However, the 
qualifications as seen in the underlined area above and here, “individual residence halls and 
apartments should be supervised by professional staff that have an earned master’s 
degree…”, and the narrative provided above and provided by the HRLP that indicates that 
“Residence Directors are degree seeking paraprofessional staff members and are qualified by 
enrollment in the Masters of Education Administration program at the Bernard School of 
Education” seem to be at odds. The text from the HRLP also indicates that “These graduate 
student staff members are directly supervised by the Area Coordinators who are full time staff 
members with master’s degrees in student affairs, college personnel or related field.”  This is one 
of the Human Resource area with which the committee has the greatest concern. The standards 
seem to be quite clear that “individual residence hall and apartments” should be supervised by 
professional staff who have an earned master’s degree rather than “all residence halls and areas” 
should be globally supervised…” We recommend that this point be re-visited and the expected 
qualification be upgraded to an earned Master’s Degree as indicated in the narrative and 
guidelines from CAS.   
 
This requirement is highlighted by the additional concern that two exempt Coordinator positions 
within the HRLP as filled by Benjamin Ellis and Jason Cha are currently supervising nine 
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Graduate Students serving as Residence Directors, 20 residential buildings, 80 student staff, and 
a total of 2200 residents. In addition to this high level of supervisor responsibility, the narrative 
from HRLP also states, “A majority of the Area Coordinator’s time is now being consumed by 
student judicial conduct cases and limits their time to focus on staff supervision and student 
development activities. With the new Coordinator of Judicial Affairs currently being filled, 
casework will be more distributed. One recommendation is to permit Residence Directors to 
handle lower-level judicial cases. This would […] these paraprofessional staff members to gain 
additional work experience that will help them in their future careers and will help reduce the 
workload on the professional staff.”  
 
Of note, while the Review Committee is deeply concerned about the workload on the Area 
Coordinators, we do not support the concept of permitting Residence Directors (as currently 
staffed and trained) who are essentially being qualified and trained on the job, rather than by a 
level of prior training or educational expertise, to serve in this judicial role. Should the HRLP opt 
to hire Residence Directors for individual residence hall who have an earned Master’s Degree 
this could be reconsidered. 
 
Finally, the commitment to continual training for all staff is noted and commended. 
 
Review Committee’s Rating of HRLP for “Human Resources” 
 

ND 1 2 3 4 NR 

Not Done Not Met Minimally 
Met Well Met Fully Met Not Rated 
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Part 5:   ETHICS 
 

Housing and Residence Life Program Overall Self-Rating for “Ethics” 

ND 1 2 3 4 NR 

Not Done Not Met Minimally 
Met Well Met Fully Met Not Rated 

 

The Review Committee’s Comments on Ethics:  
 
The Review Committee commends the HRLP on their strong commitment to advancing ethical concerns 
in Pacific’s Residential Life program and supports the recommendation to explore the acceptance of a 
University-wide e-signature process that would meet ethical and legal needs for security and improve the 
student housing contract experience.  
 
 
Review Committee’s Rating of HRLP for “Ethics” 
 

ND 1 2 3 4 NR 
Not Done Not Met Minimally Met Well Met Fully Met Not Rated 
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Part 6:   LEGAL RESPONSIBILITIES 
 
 
Housing and Residence Life Program Overall Self-Rating for “Legal Responsibilities” 

ND 1 2 3 4 NR 

Not Done Not Met Minimally 
Met Well Met Fully Met Not Rated 

 
 
The Review Committee’s Comments on Legal Responsibilities: 
 
The Review Committee commends the HRLP on their strong commitment to meeting and exploring new 
requirements for HRLP’s legal responsibilities as well as new options for communicating information to 
students and staff.  The Review Committee also supports HRLP’s efforts to use the legal expertise of 
offices on and off campus to meet all legal responsibilities while protecting students and the University.   
 
 
Review Committee’s Rating of HRLP for “Legal Responsibilities” 
 

ND 1 2 3 4 NR 
Not Done Not Met Minimally Met Well Met Fully Met Not Rated 
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Part 7:   EQUITY and ACCESS 
 
Housing and Residence Life Program Overall Self-Rating for “Equity and Access” 

ND 1 2 3 4 NR 

Not Done Not Met Minimally 
Met Well Met Fully Met Not Rated 

 
The Review Committee’s Comments on Equity and Access: 
 
The Review Committee commends the HRLP on their strong commitment to meeting the equity and 
access needs of most students.  The Review Committee also supports HRLP’s efforts to upgrade equity 
and access for all students in all housing units. In that effort, the Committee encourages HRLP and 
the University’s administration, including Business and Finance, to work together to make the 
renovation of student residential facilities among the University’s highest priorities. In this 
recommendation the Committee is recommending MAJOR renovations (i.e., a “from the studs out” 
type renovation), especially for those housing units that do not meet current standards.  
 
Additionally the Review Committee recommends that the HRLP re-evaluate the competitiveness and 
accessibility of housing rates to ensure that housing is affordable, equitable and accessible for all students, 
including students with limited financial ability.  
 
Through the conversations committee members had with students at various times, the committee 
discovered that many students would rather move off-campus given the current quality and rental costs to 
students for on-campus housing. (This is especially true when the required meal ticket is added onto those 
rental costs.)  Students report that off-campus housing opportunities provide much more competitive rates 
and affordable housing with a much greater selection of quality types of housing and food. Many students 
also report that they would move off-campus if it were not for the “first-years on campus - live on 
campus” policy. Due to the repeated theme of many of these discussions the Review Committee strongly 
recommends that HRLP improve the quality of campus housing to appropriately match the housing rates 
and/or adjust housing rates to a more competitive pricing structure. Also of great significance is the need 
for, and therefore a strong recommendation that, the Pacific HRLP work with the financial aid center to 
develop or identify grants or scholarships to assist students in need of initial or additional financial 
assistance that would allow them to be able to afford campus housing.  
 
Of note, for many Review Committee members, two of the most startling revelations of the review 
were, i) the poor quality of some of the housing units, and ii) the presence of ‘homeless” students on 
campus.  For the most part, these homeless students seem to be students who can no longer afford to live 
on campus due to resource limitations and yet are unable to find suitable, safe and convenient housing off 
campus. A surprisingly large number of these students are “floating” from dorm room to dorm room, 
sleeping on couches and floors. The Review Committee strongly recommends that the HRLP determine 
the extent of the problem and find solutions that can implemented for the upcoming school year.   
 
Review Committee’s Rating of HRLP for “Equity and Access” 

ND 1 2 3 4 NR 

Not Done Not Met Minimally Met 
for Access 

Well Met for 
Most Other 

Issues 
Fully Met Not Rated 
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Part 8:   DIVERSITY   
 
 
Housing and Residence Life Program Overall Self-Rating for “Diversity” 

ND 1 2 3 4 NR 

Not Done Not Met Minimally 
Met Well Met Fully Met Not Rated 

 
 
The Review Committee’s Comments on Diversity: 
 
The Review Committee commends the HRLP on their strong commitment to fostering diversity.  The 
Review Committee also supports HRLP’s recommendation to further refine collection and use of 
demographic data to meet their mission and to insure appropriate diversity within the staff through the 
staff selection process. The Review Committee also recommends that the HRLP:  
 
 i) Develop a policy/process to address instances of intolerance in residence halls; 
 ii) Establish a policy regarding intolerance in the residence halls; 
 iii) Establish a process to ensure diversity is considered in housing placement process - What is the 
priority in placement - student preference or learning experience? 
 iv) Establish a process to evaluate diversity programming effectiveness.  
 
Finally, the Review Committee requests (based on comments from international students) that HRLP 
review the process for assigning international students to housing units. Ideally, this process would 
involve allowing international students to select preferences that might include options such as full 
immersion into regular housing or possibly developing one or a series of unique International Living 
Residential Learning Communities (with appropriate dining options) that could help immerse 
international students into Pacific student life while allowing the international students to share their 
language, culture and foods with other students. (Of note, the current food selections also appear to be a 
source of concern to many international students.) 
 
Review Committee’s Rating of HRLP for “Diversity” 

 
ND 1 2 3 4 NR 

Not Done Not Met Minimally Met Well Met Fully Met Not Rated 
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Part 9:   ORGANIZATION and MANAGEMENT 
 
 
Housing and Residence Life Program Self-Rating for “Organization and Management” 

ND 1 2 3 4 NR 

Not Done Not Met Minimally 
Met Well Met Fully Met Not Rated 

 
 
The Review Committee’s Comments on Organization and Management: 
 
Commendation:  Pacific’s Housing and Residential Life office is fortunate to have many talented 
administrators in Steve Jacobson, Torry Brouillard, Silvina Sousa, and others.  All have many years of 
experience and are described by the staff as top-flight people with their talents and management styles.  
Two of them have been at Pacific for many years, lending to their institutional knowledge and 
sensitivities. 
Commendation:  Housing does a good job of staying current in their field by attending regional and 
national conferences. 
Commendation:  Housing enjoys excellent office facilities. 
Commendation:  Each full-time staff member is afforded a minimum of $750/year for professional 
development.  
Recommendation:  It is impressive that the Housing management team meets consistently on a weekly 
basis, reviewing matters across all responsibilities.  It is also helpful that most staff offices are located in 
close proximity to each other.  It appears there may be room for improvement in cross-training among the 
Assistant Directors.  But this may be mitigated with people who report to each of them having capabilities 
of covering for them if so needed. 
 
 
Review Committee’s Rating of HRLP for “Organization and Management” 
 

ND 1 2 3 4 NR 

Not Done Not Met Minimally 
Met Well Met Fully Met Not Rated 
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Part 10:   CAMPUS and EXTERNAL RELATIONS 
 
 
Housing and Residence Life Program Self-Rating for “Campus and External Relations” 

ND 1 2 3 4 NR 

Not Done Not Met Minimally 
Met Well Met Fully Met Not Rated 

 
 
The Review Committee’s Comment on Campus and External Relations: 
 
The Review Committee commends the HRLP on its efforts to establish and maintain excellent 
on campus and external community relations. The Committee also recognizes the challenges of 
establishing and maintaining relationships in the current residential life, campus and city 
environment, which magnifies the Committee commendation of these efforts.  
The Committee also expresses concern regarding the HRLP process for measuring and 
documenting HRLP’s efforts relating to the CAS Standard regarding HRLP’s effect on attracting 
and retaining students and recommends that the HRLP develop and implement an effective 
and ongoing process to measure and document the impact of HRLP on student 
recruitment, registration and retention.   
The Committee additionally recommends that HRLP establish process to evaluate campus 
and external relationships. The process should specifically establish an evaluation method for 
current summer conference clients and potential conference clients to provide feedback 
regarding services offered and associated costs.  
The Committee recommends that the HRLP establish an evaluation method for Housing 
Programs as a whole and Residential Learning Communities specifically regarding student 
and faculty satisfaction and programmatic effectiveness as they relate to academic 
achievement, recruitment, registration and retention. 
 
Review Committee’s Rating of HRLP for “Campus and External Relations” 
 

ND 1 2 3 4 NR 

Not Done Not Met Minimally 
Met Well Met Fully Met Not Rated 

 

 
 
  



 
15 

 

Part 11:   FINANCIAL RESOURCES 
 
Housing and Greek Life Overall Self-Rating for “Financial Resources” 

ND 1 2 3 4 NR 

Not Done Not Met Minimally 
Met Well Met Fully Met Not Rated 

 
 
The Review Committee’s Comments on Financial Resources: 
 
Regarding the recommendations presented by the HRLP, the Review Committee agrees that 
many of Pacific’s current manual accounting practices can be tedious, and encourages the 
streamlining of these practices along with the sharing of improvements with other units on 
campus to any degree that the HRLP is able to propose and make changes while still maintaining 
good relationships with the business and financial units on campus.  
 
Unfortunately based on information presented within the HRLP review documents and 
discussions with a number of students, the Review Committee cannot support any 
significant increase in the cost of student housing as costs appear to be substantially out of 
line with community housing costs and student expectations for quality, space and services.  
However, the Review Committee does support the HRLP’s efforts to monitor occupancy and 
economic trends and identify other revenue streams to help offset years where occupancy 
generated revenue might be impacted, especially if those efforts extend to locating cost saving 
that will prevent additional increases in housing rates for those units in poor condition.  
 
The HRLP’s interest in “fine-tuning” the University’ Banner reporting system is commendable. 
The selective planting of these sustainability seeds may lead the growth of healthy changes, 
which would be a commendable outcome. 
 
Regarding conducting a cost analysis of: 
1. Administrative and institutional fees being charges to HRLP; 
2. Housing and Dining contribution rates from other institutions with similar size and mission to 
see if the rate seen at Pacific meets industry standards; and   
3. Fee structures and “charge-backs” being charges to HRLP by Physical Plant, 
please see the Review Committee’s concerns and comments below.   
 
Overall, the Review Committee commends HRLP on their thoughtful review of their 
current financial situation and for their efforts to develop a reserve fund for maintenance 
and renovation.  At the same time, the Review Committee expresses deep concerns over 
four areas related to the HRLP’s current funding/budgetary crisis and also includes and 
endorses comments from Jim Van Arsdel’s Report. (Please see Appendix A.)  
 
The Review Committee’s major concerns are listed by number below. 
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1. Regarding the ongoing HRLP funding/budgetary crisis, the Review Committee is 
concerned that the condition of many of the University’s housing areas appear to 
reflect a long standing lack of adequate current and reserve funding. This perceived 
lack of ongoing funding and the concomitant inability to plan for ongoing periodic 
maintenance and scheduled major renovations to all housing units has resulted in 
unacceptable levels of deferred upgrades and renovations.  
 

2. For cost setting and cost comparisons, the Review Committee is concerned by the 
proposed use of ONLY other university/college housing plans and costs from areas 
that have much higher costs of living expenses than the costs in Stockton. 
Additionally, given the current issues and the condition of many of the University’s 
housing units, the Review Committee is concerned that any increase in costs for 
student will ultimately impact University wide recruitment, registration and 
retention in both the University’s academic programs and within the HRLP.  

 
3. The Review Committee also has concerns regarding the status and sustainability of 

the long-term plans for new housing and renovation of older housing units and the 
impact that these projects will have on;  
a. The HRLP’s limited budgetary reserves,  
b. The future cost of on-campus housing, and 
c. Availability of funding for ongoing maintenance as more of the funding 

generated by HRLP is consumed by the servicing of a growing debt. 
 

4. Despite what appears to be a genuine effort on both parts, the Review Committee 
has deep concerns over what seems to be a work and communication problem 
involving the staff at HRLP and those of Physical Plant. The source of the issue seems 
to be centered around a few operational functions such i) how items are reported and 
charged on Banner, ii) the billing and charges from outside contractors and the question 
of “surplus charge-backs”, and iii) accountability for custodial coverage and services 
within the residents halls.   
The Review Committee acknowledges that there are challenges in reconciling budget 
printouts from Banner and costs seen on FAMIS following the submission of a service 
requests, and that these challenges are especially problematic in tight budget times. When 
members of the Review Committee contacted Physical Plant to follow up on some 
components of the report and on general conversations and questions, we were told that 
Physical Plant does not charge a “membership fee” or “surplus charge backs” for plant 
oversight and that Physical Plant provides HRLP and the rest of the campus community 
many service at no charge. Of particular note, the cost of the utilities for housing areas 
represents a huge part of the “contribution” provided by HRLP.   
The Committee encourages both HRLP and Physical Plant to work to resolve this 
communication issue and to clearly identify the services HRLP receives for their 
“contribution” to Physical Plant and the University. Additionally, the Committee 
encourages both units to work together to address the concerns related to the level of 
detail in the records provided by outside contractors and by the custodial staff in the 
residents halls.  Perhaps a daily sign-off for services such as we see in the restrooms of 
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fast-food restaurant and service station restrooms, would be appropriate to help solve this 
documentation/service concern. 
 

Additional recommendations/concerns from the Review Committee, via Jim Van Arsdel’s, our 
HRLP Review Committee’s outside member, report are: 

A. Breaking down the departmental budget along organizational lines and delegating 
limited spending authority accordingly to appropriate supervisory staff.  The 
accounting structure is managed in a highly centralized manner, which can seem to 
provide good control, but which can also stifle staff creativity.  No one outside the central 
office seems to have any budgetary control.  Hall Staff must apparently seek funds for 
events on a case-by-case basis, rather than being assigned a budget for which they are 
then responsible. Requiring staff to seek central office funding approval for every event 
that is offered can create a barrier that can stunt programming efforts.    

B. Creating a specific budget line for transfers to other units, in order to separate them 
from true departmental operating costs. Perhaps one line for transfers to the Vice 
President for Student Affairs would suffice, and then allow her to allocate resources more 
transparently.  Housing and Residential Life, as a major Student Affairs auxiliary, is 
occasionally asked to support other Student Affairs units.  It is not clear whether these 
contributions are accounted for as a transfer outside of departmental operations.  If they 
are not, they may lead to an overstatement of departmental expenses, thus understating 
how well the department has performed. 

C. Determining and documenting reserve needs and amounts, so that reserves are 
always associated with specific needs, and thus less likely to be targeted.  This 
will/may require seeking institutional concurrence. Funding for major renovations seems 
to come from unbudgeted revenues (derived through higher than budgeted occupancy 
rates), rather than a consistent budget line.  The long term ability to fund such capital 
needs is dependent on a disciplined budgetary approach that is at least planned years in 
advance and does not depend on a string of "good years." Best practice would dictate the 
development of a Long Range Plan for capital improvements.  Such a plan might at least 
begin as a five-year plan, and extend further as experience using it is gained.  It must be 
the product of all participants who manage Housing capital improvements (currently 
Housing and Residential Life as well as Physical Plant). 

D. As noted above, business practices between Housing and Residential Life and 
Physical Plant are of great concern.  With so much of the Housing and Residential Life 
budget covering services provided by Physical Plant, more information that would aid 
HRLP in determining accountability and adequately address problems when they arise 
would be preferred. 

 
Review Committee’s Rating of HRLP for “Financial Resources” 
 

ND 1 2 3 4 NR 

Not Done Not Met Minimally 
Met Well Met Fully Met Not Rated 
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Part 12:   TECHNOLOGY 
 
 
Housing and Greek Life Overall Self-Rating for “Technology” 

ND 1 2 3 4 NR 

Not Done Not Met Minimally 
Met Well Met Fully Met Not Rated 

 
 
The Review Committee’s Comments on Technology: 
 
The Review Committee commends the HRLP on their commitment to meeting the current needs 
and standards for technology and for exploring options to advance the use of technology within 
the HRLP and by extension to other areas of the University. The Review Committee also 
commends the HRLP for its surveys and concerns for appropriate student access and use of 
technology. One item that the Review Committee did identify as a major concern to many 
students in the housing units was an ongoing problem with access to wireless connections and 
the ability to sustain those connections once achieved. This is a problem that seems to have 
gotten worse as the 2011-2012 school year progressed.  A member of the Review Committee met 
with three members of leadership of OIT, and OIT has committed to determining the source of 
the problem, finding a solution and making all reasonable efforts to have the solution well 
underway before students return for the 2012-2013 academic year.  
 
Review Committee’s Rating of HRLP for “Technology” 

ND 1 2 3 4 NR 

Not Done Not Met Minimally 
Met Well Met Fully Met Not Rated 
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Part 13:   FACILITIES and EQUIPMENT 
 
 
Housing and Greek Life Overall Self-Rating for “Facilities and Equipment” 

ND 1 2 3 4 NR 

Not Done Not Met Minimally 
Met Well Met Fully Met Not Rated 

 
 
The Review Committee’s Comment on Facilities and Equipment: 
 
Facilities and Equipment and Related Funding for Maintenance and Refurbishing 
Recommendation:  There appears to be a lack of long-term planning that includes specific, 
identified funding/resources to implement the plan for the 26 building refurbishments, 
renovations, and replacements.  Therefore the Committee recommends that HRLP and the 
University Administration, including Business and Finance, work together to develop a long-
term replacement, full-renovation and full-refurbishment plan. Additionally, HRLP and 
Business and Finance should work together to revisit and expand the current and long-term 
plans to include these specific, identified sources of funding. As things currently stand, some 
of the buildings are extremely old and in deplorable condition, with little apparent help on the 
way.  On a scale of 1-10, with one being low, there seems to be a consensus among students 
and staff alike that our units overall are 6-7. (Of note, 6-7 would equate to the “D” range on a 
standard grading scale.) Clearly the newer housing units contribute to raising the overall 
assessment, while the “older, deplorable” housing lower the assessment.  Specific criticisms 
by students are shown in Appendix B.  
 
Comments from the Review Committee are shown below. 
 
Primary Recommendation #1: The Review Committee strongly recommends that 
Pacific’s HRLP and the University Administration, including Business and Finance, 
develop a long-term replacement, full-renovation and full-refurbishment plan that is 
built around a solid commitment to funding the long-term plan and renovations during 
good times and tighter times. Based on the Committee’s review it seems that the funding 
plan must be built around, i) a reallocation of current revenue, ii) funding raising efforts, 
possibly based on the work of a development officer, iii) the commitment of funds from the 
University, or iv) a combination of the above as raising rooms rates does not appear to be a 
viable option at this time.  
 
The Review Committee strongly recommends that the HRLP and Business and Finance 
revisit and expand the HRLP current and long-term plan to include specific, identified 
sources of funding for an intense ten-year, complete renovation of all facilities that have not 
been newly-built or fully-renovated within the last 10 years, and a more general twenty-year 
plan with solid funding resources identified for on-going and extensive major renovations with 
continuous maintenance and re-furbishing efforts.   
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The CAS guidelines clearly indication the HRLPs are expected to  have “Maintenance and 
renovation programs … implemented in all housing operations and include four major 
areas: (a) a preventive maintenance program designed to realize or exceed the projected 
life expectancy of the equipment and facilities, (b) a program designed to repair or 
upgrade equipment, facilities, and building systems as they become inoperable or 
obsolete, (c) a renovation program that modifies physical facilities and building systems 
to make them more accessible, effective, attractive, efficient, and safe, and (d) a program 
designed to provide emergency response 24 hours a day.  
Periodic inspections must be made to: (a) ensure compliance with fire and safety codes; 
(b) identify and address potential safety and security hazards including fire 
extinguishers, exit doors, automatic door closers, outside building lighting; and (c) 
identify other potentially dangerous spaces. Data from inspections must be used for 
repair and replacement schedules.  
 
In order to accomplish this HRLP appears to need: 

1.Excess space (e.g., a new residence hall or a designated residence hall) that would 
allow HRLP to have a swing building to provide excess floors/rooms, so that they can 
deactivate sections of buildings on campus for a full year at a time to perform 
replacement or renovations of such major aspects as plumbing and electrical systems.  
Of note, the second option for achieving this is to reduce the number of rooms currently 
filled by housing (i.e., reduce the housing load in the current facilities during renovation 
rather than increase the number rooms available for the current load and renovation). 
Unfortunately the first option (building new space) would increase HRLP expense due to 
the serving of the building debt, and the second option (reducing the housing load) would 
decrease housing revenue. 

2.An engineering consultant working with Housing, Physical Plant, and the Finance 
Center to help develop this plan, specifying which buildings need to be replaced or 
renovated at what point in time.  This appears to be occurring to a very small extent.  
There are currently personnel in place at Physical Plant who could serve in this role, but 
with such a large and on-going project, it may be wise bring in outside help as Physical 
Plant personnel are frequently quite busy with other responsibilities. 

3.A budgetary commitment that is consistent. Currently relatively small amounts of 
funding are “saved” in good years and used for renovation. This system clearly is not 
meeting the need, and appears to have left the HRLP with serious concerns over what 
might be possible.   
a. The current perception from HRLP is that they do not have any guidelines on how much 

they can budget.  And, outside of funding brought in through housing revenues there does 
not appear to be a source of University funding for renovations and refurbishing. This 
again leads the Review Committee to strongly recommend that the University 
considering adding a development officer dedicated to the funding raising needs of the 
HRLP. 

b.There is also seems to be a perception that even if HRLP were given a University funded 
budget, that they could not rely on it.   

c. Additionally, there also appears to be a perception that monies collected for housing have 
been diverted to the University general fund for many years, underwriting non-housing 
budget items, and crippling efforts to maintain the 26 housing structures.   
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4.Buy-in and a partnership with the Finance Center and Physical Plant.  There appears to be 
very little engagement and partnering between Housing and the Finance Division. 

 
A question related to facilities and equipment and the funding needed to adequately maintain 
these is the question of HRLP’s current “auxiliary” status within the University. The Review 
Committee thoroughly review the pros and cons of this issue, and although there are a number of 
strong negatives that would argue for eliminating this status, there are also an equally number of 
strong positives that argue for retaining “auxiliary’ status.  After careful consideration and 
possibly excessive time reviewing the issue, our committee concluded that the auxiliary nature 
should not be abandoned as this appears to be the practice in virtually all colleges across the 
country.   
 
Facilities and Equipment and the HRLP and Physical Plant Connection 
The Committee believes that it is important to re-visit the relationship between HRLP and 
Physical Plant. In the current structure, the HRLP pays an “annual fee” to Physical Plant.  
Housing appears to view this fee as serving the purpose of a “membership fee”, i.e., the license 
to ask Physical Plant for services.  Physical Plant views it as covering such costs as custodians, 
grounds-keepers, routine maintenance, and utilities.  So there is a disconnect or 
misunderstanding here that seems to have added to the communication issues mentioned in 
Standard 11 above. The issue is significant enough that HRLP has considering the submission of 
a request to create their own in-house physical plant, including staff and equipment for custodial 
services and minor repairs.  
 
We suggest that this is an inefficient approach, losing economies-of-scale that provides benefits 
university-wide, and that it would be better to begin documenting specific occurrences of 
dissatisfaction and providing the documentation to the Director of Physical Plant.  With this said, 
the Review Committee can see possible benefits in allowing for a competitive bidding 
environment between Physical Plant and outside contractors for the repair and renovations 
needed by the HRLP, IF Physical Plant is not able to provide the services requested in a manner 
and on a time-table that meets the long-term goals of the University’s general plan for the HRLP. 
 
Primary Recommendation #2: The Review Committee recommends that both the HRLP 
and Physical Plant work to improve the transparency of requests and expectations and the 
resulting service costs and satisfaction with the outcomes.  Additionally, the Review 
Committee recommends that all services be accompanied by an annual (or more frequent) 
transparent itemization by Physical Plant to Housing for the specific services covered by 
the HRLP annual contribution and for any additionally billing. Although the Review 
Committee recognizes that this itemized list will add to the workload for both units, it 
should/may facilitate a better understanding of services, charges and sources of payment. 
 
Additional Recommendation #1:  All rooms “living/meeting/study” rooms that were 
converted to living/housing quarters should be converted back to living/meeting/study 
rooms as soon as possible.   
 
Additional Recommendation #2:  Housing should be diligent in completing the fire 
suppression system installations in all remaining buildings.  Very little in this report is 
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more important than our strong recommendation for providing clean, safe and secure 
accommodations for the Pacific students who live on campus under the auspices of the 
HRLP .  (Also of note, the standard/guidelines state, “HRLP must ensure the physical 
environment is attractive, conducive to academic success and other learning opportunities, 
functional, in compliance with codes, and adequately provided with safety features.”) 
 
Review Committee’s Rating of HRLP for “Facilities and Equipment” 
 

ND 1 2 3 4 NR 

Not Done Not Met Minimally 
Met Well Met Fully Met Not Rated 
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Part 14. ASSESSMENT and EVALUATION 
 
 
 HRLP Overall Self-Rating for “Assessment and Evaluation” 

ND 1 2 3 4 NR 

Not Done Not Met Minimally 
Met Well Met Fully Met Not Rated 

 
 
The Review Committee’s Comments on Assessment and Evaluation: 
 
To meet the CAS standard for assessment and evaluation, HRLP must establish systematic 
plans and processes to meet internal and external accountability expectations with regard to 
program as well as resident learning and development outcomes. Through review of processes 
and the data provided, the Review Committee has determined that the HRLP’s current use of 
their assessment and evaluation program is most likely inadequate to determine whether and to 
what degree the stated mission, goals, and resident learning and development outcomes are 
being met. Results from evaluations are limited for utilization to identify needs and interests.  
 
The Review Committee recommends that HRLP conduct a holistic assessment and 
evaluation of students’ needs and interests as there does not appear to be any current 
assessment to identify students’ needs and interests for on-campus housing as a whole or 
for the programming provided by HRLP. Additionally, there appears to be little evidence to 
inform HRLP of what students need in terms of housing services and programs that can support 
their living and learning experiences. There also seems to be limited quality data or even the 
usage of data to inform HRLP of the kind of facilities, residential learning environment, 
academic support services, financial support, and developmental support students need in order 
to successfully integrate into Pacific.  
 
Additionally, to further increase the attraction of both Residential Programs and 
Residential Learning Communities (RLCs), the Review Committee recommends that the 
HRLP make a concerted effort to assess students’ interests prior to initiating changes in 
programs or learning communities. As indicated by the EBI, the level of program satisfaction 
has room for improvement since the current level of satisfaction appears to “somewhat satisfied” 
with the social/educational/cultural programs, athletic/recreational activities, variety of programs 
and quality of programs. Additionally, RLCs need to also be more intentionally planned, 
implemented and delivered. One way of doing so is develop programming and RLCs that 
address both the institutional learning objectives and students' interests. This has the potential to 
create greater demand for less popular residential facilities by positioning popular RLCs within 
them.  
 
The Review Committee also recommends that HRLP conduct a holistic assessment 
measuring the learning and development that should result from the seven programming 
core values as a result of participation in residential programs. The HRLP programming 
model (i.e., the PACIFIC! Experience Model) is administered by HRLP professional staff and is 
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supported by an extensive graduate student staff of Residence Directors (RDs) and 
undergraduate student staff consisting of Assistant Residence Directors (ARDs), Resident 
Assistants (RAs) and Student Advisors in Residence (SARs). Residential programming 
consumes significant amount of time, funding and human resources with approximately 500 
programs delivered annually. Yet, there does not appear to an organized holistic assessment and 
evaluation showing how the PACIFIC! Experience Model contributes to student learning and 
development. The Review Committee believes that it is essential for the HRLP to utilize 
assessment as a formative process to determine whether and to what degree the PACIFIC! 
Experience Model contributes to student development or if it needs to be changed/improved. 
 
The Review Committee recommends that HRLP develop and consistently utilize an 
appropriate assessment method/instrument to determine if and to what degree participants 
achieved the intended learning outcomes of each residential program.  The current 
residential program evaluation asks RAs to self-evaluate the success of their residential program. 
This method (i.e., staff self-evaluation of program) of evaluating whether the intended learning 
occurred for residents is both inadequate and inappropriate. A systematic and objective approach 
to assessing whether a residential program achieved the intended learning is critical to 
developing and maintaining effective programing for residents in the HRLP. The assessment 
instrument should ideally be used for all residential programming or be easily adaptable to all 
programs and should provide the HRLP quality assessment results that will allow HRLP to 
identify student learning and to improve and shape future programs. This kind of assessment 
should reflect data from students' responses, not data from staff self-evaluations of programs 
developed by that the same staff member.  
 
The Review Committee recommends that the HRLP evaluate how Residential Learning 
Communities impact student learning and development.  There is little evidence or data to 
inform the HRLP of what residents are learning as a result of participation in RLCs as compared 
to residents who do not live in RLC. The Review Committee believes that there needs to be a 
greater understanding as to how these RLCs influence students learning and outcomes to support 
the intentionality and purpose of these communities.  
 
 
Review Committee’s Rating of HRLP for “Assessment and Evaluation” 
 

ND 1 2 3 4 NR 

Not Done Not Met Minimally 
Met Well Met Fully Met Not Rated 
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Part 15: Recommendations 

After completing this self-study, there are several distinct challenges that the HRLP faces in its 
effort to complete its mission, objectives and learning outcomes.   

• Key recommendations as identified and supported by the HRLP Review Committee 
are included in the previous pages of their report.  

• The key recommendations from HRLP identified and supported by this self-study are 
shown below.   

• The Review Committee’s comments on the Key Recommendations from HRLP are 
included below. 

 
Key Recommendations from HRLP:   
A. Budget: 
 

1. Conduct a cost analysis of the administrative, institutional, and Physical Plant fees 
being charges to HRLP and review the Housing and Dining contribution rates from 
other institutions with similar size and mission to ensure the rate meets industry 
standards.  The Review Committee agrees with this recommendation. However, 
the Review Committee strongly recommends that housing quality and 
expected prices for similar housing in the surround community also be 
considered in the review (i.e., compare Pacific’s housing costs to colleges and 
universities with similar community housing costs and also compare the cost 
of college and university housing of similar quality to Pacific’s range of 
housing quality).   

2. Develop long-term funding plan to fund major capital projects for the renovation 
and replacement current on-campus residential communities. The Review 
Committee agrees with this recommendation. 

3. Conduct an analysis to determine necessary increases in housing costs to include 
estimates of what is needed to manage current expenses as well as the long-term 
planning needs of the refurbishment and renovations of the current residential 
communities. The Review Committee agrees with the need to conduct an 
analysis, but NOT with the need to increase housing costs.  The Review 
Committee believes that housing costs are currently on the high end, especially 
considering the condition of some housing and cost of “better” housing around 
the University.  The Review Committee encourages the HRLP to focus their 
analysis on determining best processes to manage current expenses and on the 
potential to reallocate current income and seek outside funding sources in the 
form of grants or donations for renovation of Southwest and other historic 
housing.  

4. Monitor occupancy and economic trends and identify other revenue streams to help 
offset years where occupancy generated revenue might be impacted. The Review 
Committee agrees with this recommendation. 
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B. Facilities: 
 

1. Create a new facilities, maintenance, and custodial department within the Housing 
and Residence Life program.  Transfer funding currently dedicated to Physical 
Plant to cover the costs of the new department. The Review Committee does 
NOT agree with this recommendation. (Please see “Facilities” and the Review 
Committees comments.)  

2. Increase funding in current fiscal budgets for facility upgrades, furniture purchases, 
and technology improvements. The Review Committee agrees with the need 
increase funding in these areas. 

3. Invest in a capital and facility assessment planning audit software system to help 
effectively plan necessary projects in a timely manner that is congruent with the 
estimated life cycle of the building and equipment at the lowest cost for 
replacement.   This tool would allow HRLP to complete a view of the deferred 
maintenance list and the ability to effectively budget and provide the necessary 
capital to complete these projects.  The Review Committee agrees with the need 
increase planning in these areas. 

4. Further define, develop and fund a plan to improve building accessibility and 
ensure all new buildings meet or exceed accessibility standards. The Review 
Committee agrees with the need increase planning in these areas. 

 
C. Enhance Co-Curricular Programming Efforts: 
 

1. Review national trends in programming and find ways to incorporate into the 
programming model one-on-one personalized interaction between staff and 
residents.  The Review Committee did not comment on this recommendation.  

2. Establish a Residential Learning Community Steering Committee that is made up 
of critical University stakeholders.  Use this steering committee to evaluate current 
program efforts, identify new co-curricular programming methodologies, develop 
long-term RLC goals and plans, and create processes by which new communities 
could be established.  The Review Committee agrees with this recommendation. 

3. Develop processes by which all on-campus students are aware, understand, and 
able to discuss the PACIFIC! Experience model and its purpose.  In doing this, 
students will have an opportunity to help dictate areas in which they would like 
further learning and education.  The Review Committee did not comment on this 
recommendation. 

4. Develop methods to annually review, evaluate and adapt HRLP program offerings 
and services utilizing tools such as eRezLife and EBI.  The Review Committee 
agrees with this recommendation and also recommends a more extensive 
program evaluation process as noted in the Committee’s comments in the 
body of the Review. 
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D. Secure, Train, and Evaluate Needed Staff: 
 

1. Fill Open Positions. 
i. Select and hire the two open positions within the department. The Review 

Committee agrees with this recommendation. 
ii. Evaluate departmental staffing structure and use bench-marking with 

comparable institutions to create an organizational management structure 
that promotes maximum efficiency. The Review Committee agrees with 
this recommendation. 

iii. Recruit and select a professional, paraprofessional and support staff that is 
reflective of the difference present on campus and ensure there is a 
departmental culture and climate that is welcoming for staff of diverse 
backgrounds. The Review Committee agrees with this recommendation. 

iv. Involve paraprofessional Graduate Residence Directors in the case 
management of lower-level judicial cases. The Review Committee does 
NOT agree with this recommendation, and as noted in the Committee’s 
comments within the Review voices major concerns regarding the current 
situation with Graduate Residence Directors.  
 

2. Train and Evaluate of New and Current Staff 
i. Fully integrate professional development goals and paraprofessional student 

learning outcomes with staff performance evaluations and departmental 
improvement goals. The Review Committee agrees with this 
recommendation. 

ii. Provide training and on-going support for HRLP staff to develop skills and 
understanding around assessment and how assessment is facilitated and used 
in HRLP and at University of the Pacific. The Review Committee strongly 
agrees with this recommendation. 

iii. Develop a method to integrate new and current staff into the HRLP staff as 
positions become available. The Review Committee agrees with this 
recommendation. 
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