MIT GSC Housing Survey 2017 - Executive Summary

In July 2017, the MIT GSC conducted a housing survey to gauge the potential demand for
MIT-provided housing by the graduate student population. The survey was open for two weeks
and received 1567 responses, a 23% response rate. The main results are summarized below.

For our analysis, we divided respondents into relevant housing categories (i.e. on-campus
single, on-campus family, off-campus) and scaled their responses to the known total number of
MIT graduate students in said categories to estimate housing demand for the total graduate
student population. For more detailed information, we have prepared documents for the survey
instrument and the data summarized in table form, which follow this summary.

A preliminary analysis of the GSC housing survey indicates an unmet demand for graduate
housing of around 1400 units (750 single, 650 family) if we assume little to no change in the
current housing system. To obtain this demand number, we added the number of all students
living on campus and the scaled number of off-campus students who responded “Yes” to the
survey question, “Would you have preferred to live in MIT-provided housing instead of
off-campus housing?” We then subtracted the number of existing on-campus units, 2336, to get
the unmet demand. There is some uncertainty in the demand number because respondents
may have interpreted this question to include changes to the current MIT housing system.
However, after discussing the issue with groups of survey-takers, we believe the assumptions in
changes, if any, mostly dealt with minor changes related to the housing application process.
Thus, we are confident that an unmet demand of 1400 units is a reasonable estimate. While this
preliminary analysis does not answer precisely what changes MIT should make to its housing
stock to satisfy this demand, we believe that the GSC survey data together with other MIT data
and continued outreach will be able to answer this important question.

Our analysis also attempts to gauge the level of demand for housing should larger changes
(e.g. price, quality, allocation lottery, etc.) be made. Such changes could create demand for at
least 1750 units, and possibly well over 2000 units. To determine this, off-campus students (who
were not included to estimate the demand of 1400 units) were asked, “At minimum,
MIT-provided housing would need to meet the following requirements for you to prefer
MIT-provided housing to off-campus housing (check all that apply).” We sampled a combination
of the most popular choices to generate a moderate demand number. For single students, the
combination includes affordability, keeping rooms without going through a lottery each year, and
roommate choice. For students with families, the combination includes affordability, keeping
rooms without going through a lottery each year, and a more inclusive definition of family
eligibility. Adding the scaled number of respondents who answered only a combination of these
choices leads to an increased demand of 1750 units (1050 single, 700 family). Adding more
options into the combination leads to larger demand numbers, with a maximum demand of
about 2450 units.
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The following image outlines user flow through the 11 question sections of the survey. All survey
participants see Section 0 first and end with Sections 12 and 13. Decision points which
determine the next section are marked in bold and are places at the bottom of the containing
box. The boxes may not reflect the order of questions within a section. For more details and the
wording of individual sections, please skip to the relevant section. Flow is also indicated in
highlighted blocks at the beginning of each section.

Section 1

Status
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On Campus Availability Satisfaction Off Campus

Cost Satisfaction

Personal Housing Satisfaction

Housing Search Stress City

Which residence?

Housing Search Time Nearest Intersection

Commute Method Lived with Family?

Commute Time

Warehouse Single (non WH) Family

\—] Where did you live?
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Would these options make MIT Housing more or less appealing?

Would these options make MIT Housing more or less appealing?
How long do you want to live in MIT Housing? If MIT improved housing, how long would you want to live there?

What needs to change for you to prefer MIT Housing?

) LIXWH User survey flow (produced at www.draw.io).
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The MIT Graduate Student Council would like to learn more about the housing needs of
graduate students and postdocs. Please fill out this survey regarding your housing situation
during this past school year (2016-2017).

To ensure the validity of this survey, we will need to verify that each submission is made by a
unique MIT affiliate. Please be sure to follow the instructions in the last question to verify this
information using MIT certificates or your MIT email.

If you have any questions or issues with this survey, please email
gsc-housing-feedback@mit.edu.

Thank you!

The following lines appeared starting on July 24th. The prizes were first advertised on July 25th.
Take the survey by July 26th and we'll enter you in a raffle to win the following:

- 5 x $100 Amazon Gift Cards

- 25 x $25 Amazon Gift Cards

If you have already completed the survey, you have automatically been entered in the raffle.
Please do not complete the survey more than once.

6 HFURQ

;. KDALY\ RXUWRMKY DV , 7"
If you have graduated/left MIT, please indicate your status during the 2016-2017 school year.
Only MIT affiliates with a valid MIT email/certificates will be able to submit this survey.

e Master’s student

e PhD student (including if you intend to stay for a PhD but haven’t yet passed quals)

e Postdoc

° (Other)

;. KIFK GHSDUR HOASWRI LDP DUH\ RX Q'
Aeronautics and Astronautics
Architecture

Biological Engineering

Biology

Brain and Cognitive Sciences
Center for Real Estate

Chemical Engineering



Chemistry

Civil and Environmental Engineering
Comparative Media Studies

Computation for Design and Optimization
Computational and Systems Biology
Computational Science and Engineering
Earth, Atmospheric, and Planetary Sciences
Economics

Electrical Engineering and Computer Science
Harvard-MIT Health Sciences and Technology
History, Anthropology, and Science, Technology, and Society
Institute for Data, Systems, and Society
Integrated Design and Management

Leaders for Global Operations

Linguistics and Philosophy

Materials Science and Engineering
Mathematics

Mechanical Engineering

Media Arts and Sciences

Microbiology

MIT Sloan Executive MBA Program

MIT Sloan Fellows Program

MIT Sloan Master of Business Analytics

MIT Sloan Master of Finance

MIT Sloan Master of Science in Management Studies
MIT Sloan MBA Program

MIT Sloan PhD Program

MIT-WHOI Joint Program in Oceanography / Applied Ocean Science and Engineering

Nuclear Science and Engineering
Operations Research Center
Physics

Political Science

Program in Polymers and Soft Matter
Science Writing

Supply Chain Management
System Design and Management
Technology and Policy Program
Transportation

Urban Studies and Planning



,QJHOHWDOKRZ VDW/IHG DUIH\ RX Z IW WH DYDIMELOV Rl KRXVIQJ "

1. Very Dissatisfied 2. 3. 4. 5. Very Satisfied

,QJIHQHDOKRZ VDW/LHG DUIH\ RX Z I WH FRWARI KRXVILQJ"

1. Very Dissatisfied 2. 3. 4, 5. Very Satisfied

: KHHGG\ RX @QvH GXUQJ WL SDWWFKRRO HDU
e On-campus housing
GRT/GRA
Off-campus housing
(Other)

+RZ VDWIHG Z HH\ RX Z IW WDWKRXVIQJ VWY DWRQ'

1. Very Dissatisfied 2. 3. 4. 5. Very Satisfied

+RZ VWHWIXOGIG\ RX 11QG WH SURFHW |RUREVILQIQ] WDWKRXVLQJ "

1. Not stressful 2. 3. 4, 5. Very stressful

$ERXVKRZ P XFK WP H LQKRXWY GG\ RX VSHQG RQ WH KRXVIQ] SIRFHW LH VHDUFKIQJ
RQIOH YIVIWQ) GRFDARQV FRP P XQIEDWQ) DSSOLQ) *

(free response, numerical)

+RZ AG\ RX WSIFD® FRP P X\WM\WR FDP SXV'

Walk

Bike

Motor vehicle

Public Transportation (bus/subway/etc)
(Other)

: KDWZ DV \ RXUWSIFDOFRP P XWWP H LQP LOXWV R FDP SXV RQHZD\ "
(free response, numerical)



6 HFWRQ

$VNHGRQD Ll LHSO® WR3: KHHGIG\ RX @QYH GXUQJ \WLY SDWWFKRRO HDU * LV 32 Q FDP SXV
KRXVIQU”

. KIFK IWMIGHQFH GG\ RX @vH LY
Ashdown House

Edgerton House
Sidney-Pacific

Tang Hall

The Warehouse

Eastgate Apartments
Westgate Apartments

6 HPARQ

$VNHGRQO Ll LHSO® R 3: KHHGG\ RX @QYH GXUQJ WL SDAMWFKRRO HDU * V32 II FDP SXV
KRXVLQ”

. KDWFIW GG\ RX @QvH Q'
Cambridge
Boston
Somerville
Brookline

(Other)

: KDWZ DV WH QHDUHWIQMUHPARQ VR \ RXUUHVIGHQFH'!

(Short answer)

" 1IG\ RX @QvH Z M D VSRXVH VL] QULFDOWRWHU D FKIG® FKIGUHQ RWHUELIR®RI LIFDADP LO
P HP EHY RUDFKRVHQIDP I® VR U \ RX KDG GHFIGHG W DSSO |IRUO ,7 SURYIGHG KRXVIQJ
\ RX Z RX@ KDYH Z DQWG VR DSSO IRUO ,7 IDP LO® KRXVIQJ "

e Yes

e No



6 HPARQ
$VNHGRQO Ll LHSO® WR3: KHH GG\ RX @YH GXUQ) WL SDWWFKRRO HDU * LV3* 57 * 58

: KIFKGRWP RI) 6,/ * GG\ RX @vHLQ'
(short answer)

" 1IG\ RX QvH Z IW D SDUGHUIDP LO"
e Yes
e No

6 HPARQ
$VNHGRQO Ll LHSO® WR3: KHHGG\ RX @YH GXUQ) WLY SDWWFKRRO HDU * 1V 22 WHU

" IG\ RX DSSO IRUO ,7 KRXVIQJ"
e Yes
e No

: RX@\ RX KDYH SIHHUHGWR @QYH1Q0 ,7 SWRYILGHG KRXVIQJ*"
e Yes
e No

6 HFURQ

$VNHGRQO Ul LHSO® WR3: KHH GG\ RX @vH GXUQJ WLV SDWWFKRRO, HDU * LV 22 Q FDP SXV
KRXVIQI~ DQG LHS® WR2: KIFK IWVIGHQFH GIG\ RX @YH Q' * LV RQHRI #$ VKGRZ Q + RXVH
3( GIHURQ+RXVH 361GQH 3DFULF RU7DQI + D@

This question also asked to “off-campus singles” (see section 7).
+RZ PDQ WRRP P DMV SHRS®GI RIMHUWDQ\ RXWHD GG\ RX @YH Z LW"
(short answer, numerical, >= 0).

This question also asked to “off-campus singles” (see section 7).

+RZ P DQ\ EHGRRP V Z HH [Q\ RXUDSDUR HQW 3GDVHIOSXW  IRUD WXGER HILFIHQR
(short answer, numerical, >= 0).

This question also asked to “off-campus singles” (see section 7).

+RZ P DQ EDWURRP V Z HH LQ\ RXUDSDUR HQW 3 ®DVH FRXQWKDD EDWYV DV
(short answer)



This question also asked to “off-campus singles” (see section 7).

: RX@\ RX KDYH SIHHUHG VR @QYH LQ IDP L® KRXVIQJ WLV SDWWFKRRO, HDU
e Yes
e No

6 HPARQ

$VNHGRQO U LHSO WR3: KHHGG\ RX @QvHGXUQJ WL SDVWWFKRRO HDU “ V32 1l FDP SXV
KRXMIQ)™ DQGUHSO WR3' IG\RX@QHZ W « IDP 1O VR« \ RX Z RX@ KDYH Z DQWG \R DSSO
IRUO ,7 IDP LO® KRXVIQJ " " IVRQHRI 3 1R

This question also asked to “on-campus singles, non-Warehouse” (see section 6).
+RzZ PDQ WRRP P DMV SHRS®I RHUWDOQ\ RXWHD GG\ RX @QYH Z W
(short answer, numerical, >= 0)

This question also asked to “on-campus singles, non-Warehouse” (see section 6).
: HHD@RI \ RXUWRRP P DWWV 0 ,7 VWYXGHQW RUSRWERFV"

e Yes

e No
This question also asked to “on-campus singles, non-Warehouse” (see section 6).
+RzZ P DQ\ EHGRRP V Z HH LQ\ RXUDSDUR HQW
(short answer, numerical, >= 0)

This question also asked to “on-campus singles, non-Warehouse” (see section 6).
+RzZ P DQ\ EDWRRP V Z HH LQ\ RXUDSDUR HQW 3 ®DVH FRXQWKDD EDWYV DV
(short answer)

" IG\ RX DSSO IRUO ,7 KRXVIQJ"
e Yes
e No

;. RX@\ RX KDYH SIHHUHGWR @QYHIQ 0 ,7 SWRYIGHG KRXVIQJ IOWMDG RI RIl FDP SXV
KRXVIQJ"

e Yes

e No



6 HFWRQ

$VNHGRQD Ll LHSO® WR3: KHHGIG\ RX @QYH GXUQJ \WLY SDWWFKRRO HDU * LV 32 Q FDP SXV
KRXVIQI” DQG LHS® VR 3: KIFK IWVIGHQFH GIG\ RX @YH Q' * LV RQHRI ¢ ( DAYDWM
$SDUR HQV RU3: HWYDW$ SDUR HQW

This question also asked to “off-campus families” (see section 9).
+RZ P DQ DGXOV SHRS®I RWHUWDQ\ RXWHD GG\ RX @QvHZ "
(short answer, numerical, >= 0)

This question also asked to “off-campus families” (see section 9).
+RZ PDQ FKIGBHQ GG\ RX @QvHZ W
(short answer, numerical, >= 0)

This question also asked to “off-campus families” (see section 9).
+RZ P DQ EHARRP VZ HHLQ\ RXUDSDUR HQW 3 GBDVHLOSXW ~ IRUD WXGR H | LFLHQR
(short answer, numerical, >= 0)

This question also asked to “off-campus families” (see section 9).
+RZ P DQ EDWURRP V Z HH LQ\ RXUDSDUR HQW 3 ®DVH FRXQWKDD EDWYV DV
(short answer, numerical, >= 0)

This question also asked to “off-campus families” (see section 9).

" IG\ RX FRQMEXW P RUHWDQ R\ RXUIDP 1O VVRWAOQFRP H'
e Yes
e No

6 HFURQ

$VNHG RQO U LHSO W 3: KHHGG\ RX @QvH GXUQJ WL SDWWFKRRO HDU “ LV 32 || FDP SXV
KRXMIQJ™ DQGUHSO WR3' IG\RX@QHZ W « IDP L® VR« \ RX Z RX@ KDYH Z DQWG \R DSSO
IRUO ,7 IDP O KRXVIQJ " LIV RQHRI 3<HV

This question also asked to “on-campus families” (see section 8).
+RZ P DQ DGXOV SHRS®I RWHUWDQ\ RXWHD GG\ RX @QvHZ "
(short answer, numerical, >= 0)

This question also asked to “on-campus families” (see section 8).
+RZ PDQ FKIGBHQ GG\ RX @QvHZ W
(short answer, numerical, >= 0)



This question also asked to “on-campus families” (see section 8).
+RZ P DQ EHGRRP V Z HHIQ\ RXUDSDUF HQW 3GDVHIQSXW ~ IRUD VWYXGIR H I LFLHQR\
(short answer, numerical, >= 0)

This question also asked to “on-campus families” (see section 8).
+RZ P DQ EDWURRP V Z HHLQ\ RXUDSDUR HQW 3 BDVH FRXQWKDD EDWYV DV
(short answer, numerical, >= 0)

This question also asked to “on-campus families” (see section 8).

" 1G\ RX FROMEXW P RUHWDQ RI \ RXUIDP 1O V\WRWAQFRP H'
e Yes
e No

" IG\ RX DSSO IRUO ,7 KRXVIQJ"
e Yes
e No

: RX@\ RX KDYH SIHHUHGWR @QYH1Q 0 ,7 SWRYIGHG KRXVIQJ LOWMDG RI RIl FDP SXV
KRXVIQJ"

e Yes

e No

6 HFMRQ

$VNHGRQD Ll LHSO WR3: KHHGIG\ RX @QYH GXUQJ \WLY SDWWFKRRO HDU * LV 32 Q FDP SXV
KRXMIQI” RUS* 57 * 5$° 25 HSO® WR3: KHHGIG\ RX @QvH GXUQJ WLV SDWWFKRRO HDU *
V3211 FDP SXV KRXVIQI”© RUS2 WHU DQG LHS® VR 3: RX@\ RX KDYH SUH HUHG \R @YH 1O
0,7 SWRYIGHG KRXVIQJ LOWDG RI RII FDP SXV KRXVIQI" * V3 <HV’

This question asked to all (see section 11).
+RZ P XFK P RIHRUGMV DSSHD@QJ Z RX@\ RX 1LQG 0,7 SWRYLGHG KRXVIQJ LI WH IR@RZ 1QJ
Z HHWKH
Select one of:
e Much more appealing
e Slightly more appealing
e No more or less appealing
e Slightly less appealing
e Much less appealing
For each of the following:
e |t was affordable (cost <30% of your income).
e You could more easily choose your roommate(s).
e Changes were made to make the family eligibility requirements more inclusive.



The housing lottery results were revealed sooner.

The housing system was entirely first come first serve (similar to the off-campus/private

market)

The housing system was first come first serve after an initial lottery round

You had the option to keep your room every year without going through a lottery

There were off-campus housing options provided by MIT

There were options where some units in the building were for Cambridge community

members

e There were undergrad-like, dorm-style options with shared hall bathrooms and kitchens
(which would be available at a lower cost than apartment-style options)

+RZ ®RQ ZRX@\ RX SIHHUMR @Q¥H Q0 ,7 SWRYLGHG KRXVIQJ "
e | would prefer to live in MIT-provided housing for the duration of my graduate studies.
e | would prefer to live in MIT-provided housing for just my first year, then live off-campus.

" R\RX KDYHDQ\ RWHUVXJJHWRQV IRUKRZ WR IP SLIRYHO ,7 SWRYIGHG KRXVIQJ"
(long answer)

$ GAMRQDOKRXIKW RUFRP P HOW'
(long answer)

6 HFARQ

$VNHGRQO U LHSO WR3: KHHGG\ RX @vHGXUQJ WL SDVWWFKRRO HDU *
V3211 FDP SXV KRXVIQJ® RU2 WHU DQG UHSO W 3: RX@\ RX KDYH SUHHUHG VR @QYH 1O
0,7 SWRYIGHG KRXVIQJ LOWMDG RI RII FDP SXV KRXVIQJ" ~ LIV31R’

This question asked to all (see section 10).
+RZ P XFK P RIHRUGMV DSSHD@QJ Z RX@\ RX 1LQG 0,7 SWRYLGHG KRXVIQJ LI WH IR@RZ 1QJ
Z HHWKH
Select one of:
e Much more appealing
e Slightly more appealing
e No more or less appealing
e Slightly less appealing
e Much less appealing
For each of the following:
It was affordable (cost <30% of your income).
You could more easily choose your roommate(s).
Changes were made to make the family eligibility requirements more inclusive.
The housing lottery results were revealed sooner.



The housing system was entirely first come first serve (similar to the off-campus/private
market)

The housing system was first come first serve after an initial lottery round

You had the option to keep your room every year without going through a lottery

There were off-campus housing options provided by MIT

There were options where some units in the building were for Cambridge community
members

There were undergrad-like, dorm-style options with shared hall bathrooms and kitchens
(which would be available at a lower cost than apartment-style options)

,1 0,7 SIRYIGHG KRXVIQJ RSMWRQV WDWZ HH P RUH DSSHDMQJ R\ RX DV IQGFDWG DERYH
KRZ Z RX@ WDWDI I HFW RXUFKRIFHWR QYHLQ 0 ,7 SWRYIGHG KRXVIQJ ™

| would prefer to live in MIT-provided housing for the duration of my graduate studies.
I would prefer to live in MIT-provided housing for just my first year, then live off-campus.
| would prefer to live in off-campus housing for the duration of my graduate studies.

$SWP QP XP 0,7 SWRYIGHG KRXVIQJ Z RX@ QHHG WR P HHWKH IR@RZ LQJ WHT XUWHP HQW IRU
\ RX VR SIHHUO ,7 SWRYIGHG KRXVIQJ W RIl FDP SXV KRXVIQJ  FKHFN D@WDWDSSO

oo dood

ool

(]

a

| would never prefer MIT-provided housing
It was affordable (cost <30% of your income)
You could more easily choose your roommates(s)
Changes were made to make the family eligibility requirements more inclusive
The housing lottery results were revealed sooner
The housing system was entirely first come first serve (similar to the off-campus/private
market)
The housing system was first come first serve after an initial lottery round
You had the option to keep your room every year without going through a lottery
There were off-campus housing options provided by MIT
There were options where some units in the building were for Cambridge community
members
There were undergrad-like, dorm-style options with shared hall bathrooms and kitchens
(which would be available at a lower cost than apartment-style options)
(Other, free response)

" R\RXKDYHDQ RWHUVXJJHWRQV IRUKRZ WR IP SLRYHO ,7 SWRYIGHG KRXVIQJ "
(long answer)

$ GAMRQDOKRXIKW RUFRP P HOW'

(long answer)



6 HFMRQ

0,7 &HWLFDWM 9 HULFDWRQ
<RX 0867 FRP S®&M WLV TXHVWARQ |RU\ RXUVXEP IWMMRQ VR EH FRXQWG DQG VR EH HOMUHG
ORWHWIG : HOHHG WL WR YHWI\ WDWHDFK VXEP WIRQ LV P DGHE\ DXQITXHO ,7
DIIDW < RXULGHQWN Z L@ 2 7 EH FRQQHAWMG Z I\ RXUVXWH  LHVSRQVHV

3OGDVHIR@RZ WLV N DQG FRS\ SDVWM \ RXUXQT XH DSKDOQXP HUF LGHOW IHULQWR WH W W
[IHG EHRZ KW8YV JVE P IMHGX DXW

(short answer text)

6 HFMRQ

JVRX ZRX@ MNHW EH DGGHGWR D ®Z YRXP HP DA @AWR GDUD DERXVWRXUH IRUNV DOQG
RSSRUXQWAHV \R KHS DGYRFDW | RUERMAUKRXVIQJ  S®GDVH GDYH\ RXUHP DIODGGUIHW KHH
RUHP DIQJ VF KRXVIQJ THHGEDFNE P MHGX

(short answer text)



MIT GCS Housing Survey 2017
Survey response rate - 1567 responses

The following presents summaries, sliced by housing location. GRT/GRAs and Other are not
included in On-Campus or Off-Campus, but are included in the total.

To scale these numbers to all graduate students, the on-campus numbers and off-campus
numbers were scaled as follows:

) # actual
Scaling Factor = ———
# responses

Where # actual is the actual number of on-campus and off-campus graduate students and #
responses is the number of responses from on-campus and off-campus graduate students. For
on-campus responses, this scaling factor is 2151/613 = 3.51. For off-campus responses, this
scaling factor is 4253/918 = 4.63.

For example, to get the 1400 unmet demand from the executive summary, take the total number

of off-campus students who answered that they would prefer MIT provided housing (212 from

6HFWLRQ DQG IURP 6HFWLRQ DORQJ ZLWK WKH 32WKHU”™ OL
would have preferred MIT provided housing (from Section 5), and scale them all according to

the off-campus scaling factor. Then add the number of on-campus students (2151) and subtract

the number of available on-campus units (1925 single units and 411 family units).

Section 1:

What is your status at MIT? *

Raw Master’s PhD student Postdoc

student (intended)
On-Campus 126 478 1 8
Off-Campus 187 691 1 16
Total 320 1216 2 29
Percents Master’s PhD student Postdoc

student (intended)
On-Campus 20.6 % 78.0 % 0.2 % 1.3%
Off-Campus 20.9 % 77.2 % 0.1% 1.2%
Total 20.4 % 77.6 % 0.1 % 1.9%

Which department/program are you in? *
Aeronautics and Astronautics 62

Architecture 31



Biological Engineering

Biology

Brain and Cognitive Sciences

Center for Real Estate

Chemical Engineering

Chemistry

Civil and Environmental Engineering
Comparative Media Studies

Computation for Design and Optimization
Computational and Systems Biology
Computational Science and Engineering
Earth, Atmospheric, and Planetary Sciences
Economics

Electrical Engineering and Computer Science
Harvard-MIT Health Sciences and
Technology

History, Anthropology, and Science,
Technology, and Society

Institute for Data, Systems, and Society
Integrated Design and Management
Leaders for Global Operations
Linguistics and Philosophy

Materials Science and Engineering
Mathematics

Mechanical Engineering

Media Arts and Sciences

Microbiology

MIT Sloan Executive MBA Program

MIT Sloan Fellows Program

MIT Sloan Master of Business Analytics
MIT Sloan Master of Finance

MIT Sloan Master of Science in Management
Studies

MIT Sloan MBA Program

MIT Sloan PhD Program

MIT-WHOI Joint Program in Oceanography /
Applied Ocean Science and Engineering
Nuclear Science and Engineering
Operations Research Center

Physics

Political Science

Program in Polymers and Soft Matter
Science Writing

Supply Chain Management

System Design and Management
Technology and Policy Program
Transportation

Urban Studies and Planning

47
82
21

97
78
5

24
59
34
170
58



In general, how satisfied are you with the availability of housing? *

1. Very 4. 5. Very Satisfied
Dissatisfied
On-Campus 34 77 165 226 111
Off-Campus 100 195 352 199 49
Total 139 282 536 446 164
Percents 1. Very 5. Very Satisfied
Dissatisfied
On-Campus 55% 12.6 % 26.9 % 36.9 % 18.1 %
Off-Campus 11.2 % 21.8% 39.3% 22.2 % 5.5 %
Total 8.9 % 180% 34.2% 28.5 % 10.5%

In general, how satisfied are you with the cost of housing? *

1. Very 5. Very
Dissatisfied Satisfied
On-Campus 77 144 211 124 57
Off-Campus 249 327 219 77 23
Total 333 487 450 209 88
Percents 1. Very 5. Very
Dissatisfied Satisfied
On-Campus 12.6 % 23.5% 34.4 % 20.2 % 9.3 %
Off-Campus 27.8 % 36.5 % 24.5 % 8.6 % 2.6 %
Total 21.3% 31.1% 28.7 % 13.3% 5.6 %

Where did you live during this past school year? *

GRT/GRA

Off-campus

On-campus
Total | 613 36 895 23

GRT/GRA
23%

Off-campus
57.1%

Percents
Total |

On-campus
39.1%




How satisfied were you with that housing situation? *

1. Very : . . 5. Very

Dissatisfied Satisfied
On-Campus 18 45 122 237 191
Off-Campus 30 79 221 349 216
Total 48 129 349 602 439

Percents 1. Very : : : 5. Very
Dissatisfied Satisfied
On-Campus 29% 7.3% 19.9% 38.7 % 31.2 %
Off-Campus 3.4% 8.8 % 24.7 % 39.0 % 24.1 %
Total 3.1% 8.2% 22.3% 38.4 % 28.0 %

How stressful did you find the process for obtaining that housing? *

Raw 1. Not Stressful 2. 3. 4, 5. Very
Stressful

On-Campus 110 132 147 142 82
Off-Campus 48 95 187 296 269
Total 163 234 350 458 362
Percents 1. Not Stressful : : : 5. Very
Stressful
On-Campus 17.9% 215% 24.0% 23.2% 13.4 %
Off-Campus 5.4 % 106% 20.9% 33.1% 30.1%
Total 10.4 % 149% 223 % 29.2 % 23.1%

About how much time, in hours, did you spend on the housing process (i.e. searching
online, visiting locations, communicating, applying)? *

Raw T<=10 10<T<=20 20<T<=30 30<T<=40 40<T |
On-Campus 444 79 27 20 43
Off-Campus 202 261 160 109 193
Total 663 360 164 137 243
Percents T<=10 10<T<=20 20<T<=30 30<T<=40 40<T
On-Campus 72.4% 12.9% 4.4 % 3.3% 7.0 %
Off-Campus 22.6 % 29.2 % 14.5 % 122 % 21.6 %

Total 42.3 % 23.0% 10.5 % 8.7 % 15.5%



How did you typically commute to campus? *

On-Campus 465 104 0 34 10
Off-Campus 323 284 21 259 8
Total 824 402 21 299 21
Percents Motor Vehicle
Transportation

On-Campus 75.9 % 17.0 % 0.0 % 55% 1.6 %
Off-Campus 36.1 % 31.7 % 2.3 % 28.9 % 0.9%
Total 52.6 % 25.7 % 1.3% 19.1 % 1.3%

What was your typical commute time, in minutes, to campus (one way)? *

Raw T<=10 10<T<=20 20<T<=30 30<T<=40 40<T
On-Campus 266 327 19 1 0
Off-Campus 170 390 203 75 57
Total 464 742 227 77 57
Percents T<=10 10<T<=20 20<T<=30 30<T<=40 40<T |
On-Campus 43.4 % 53.3 % 3.1% 0.2% 0.0%
Off-Campus 19.0 % 43.6 % 22.7 % 8.4 % 6.4 %
Total 29.6 % 47.4 % 14.5 % 4.9 % 3.6 %
Section 2:

Which residence did you live in? *

Ashdown Edgerton Warehouse Eastgate

Total 24.3 % 109% 29.7% 15.0% 5.4 % 6.0 % 8.6 %
RE Single (not Warehouse) Warehouse Family |
Total 490 33 90
Raw Single (not Warehouse) Warehouse Family |

Total 80.0 % 5.4 % 14.7 %



Section 3:

What city did you live in? *

Raw Cambridge Boston Somerville Brookline Other
Total 567 92 158 15 63
Percents Cambridge Boston Somerville Brookline Other
Total 63.4 % 10.3 % 17.7 % 1.7% 70.4 %

What was the nearest intersection to your residence?
Wide variety of answers

Did you live with a spouse/significant other, a child/children, other biological family
members, or a chosen family (so if you had decided to apply for MIT -provided housing,
you would have wanted to apply for MIT family housing)?

Total 273 622

Percents Yes No |

Total 30.5% 69.5 %
Section 4:

Which dorm of FSILG did you live in?
Answers vary.

Did you live with a partner/family? *

Raw Yes No |
Total 13 23
Percents Yes No |

Total 36 % 64 %



Section 5:

Did you apply for MIT housing?

Raw Yes No |
Total | 9 14
Percents Yes \[e}
Total 39 % 61 %

Would you have preferred to live in MIT  -provided housing? *

Raw Yes \[e}

Total 13 10

Percents Yes No

Total 57 % 43 %
Section 6:

ThisquestoQ DOVR DVNHBPWRWVRILQJOHY" VHH VHFWLRQ
How many roommates (people other than yourself) did you live with? *

Total 115 203 141 29 2
Percents 0 1 2 3 >3 |
Total 23.5% 41.4 % 28.8 % 5.9% 0.4 %

This question also askedto *RIRDPSXV VLQJOHV"- VHH VHFWLRQ
How many bedrooms were in your apartment? Please input "0" for a studio/efficiency. *

Raw 0 1 2 3 >3 |
Total | 97 19 213 137 24
Percents 0 1 2 3 >3 |

Total | 19.8% 3.9% 435% 28.0% 4.9 %




This question also askedto *RIRDPSXV VLQJOHV"- VHH VHFWLRQ

How many bathrooms were in your apartment? Please count half -baths as 0.5. *
Raw 1 1.5 2 >2 |
Total 455 24 11 0
Percents 1 1.5 2 p
Total 92.9 % 4.9 % 22 % 0%

7KLY TXHVWLRQ DG VR PBB\XNVH\GL(YRSEERIA 7).
Would you have preferred to live in family housing this past school year?

Raw Yes No No reply |

Total 22 462 6

Percents Yes No No repl

Total 4.5 % 94.3 % 1.2%
Section 7:

7KLV TXHVWLRQ D GoaRplx¢iNgtts§ nehR DBRKRXVH" VHH VHFWLRQ
How many roommates (people other than yourself) did you live with? *

Raw 0 1 2 3 >3 |
Total 70 136 213 130 72
Percents 0 1 2 3 >3 |
Total 11.3 % 21.9 % 34.3 % 20.9 % 11.6 %

7KLV TXHVWLRQ D GoaRpls¢iNgtes nehR DBRKRXVH" VHH VHFWLRQ
Were all of your roommates MIT students or postdocs? *

Total 273 349
Percents Yes No |

Total 43.9 % 56.1 %



7KLV TXHVWLRQ D GoaRpls¢iNgtes§s ndhR DBRKRXVH" VHH VHFWLRQ
How many bedrooms were in your apartment? *
Raw 0 1 2 3 >3

Total 31 43 152 209 184
Percents 0 1 2 3 >3 |
Total 5.0% 6.9 % 24.6 % 33.8% 29.7 %

7KLV TXHVWLRQ D OGoaRpBGiNgleS§ nehR DBRQKRXVH" VHH VHFWLRQ
How many bathrooms were in your apartment? Please count half baths as 0.5. *

Raw 0.5 1 1.5 2 >2 |
Total 1 384 30 161 43
Percents 0.5 1 1.5 2 >2 |
Total 0.2 % 62.0 % 4.8 % 26.0 % 6.9 %

Did you apply for MIT housing? *

Total 106 516
Percents Yes No |
Total 17.0 % 83.0%

Would you have preferred to live in ~ MIT-provided housing instead of off -campus

housing? *

Raw Yes No |
Total 212 410
Percents Yes No |

Total 34.1% 65.9 %



Section 8:

7KLYV TXHVWLRQ DOVWRPBXNVHI® AMROERM° VHH VHFWLRQ

Raw 1 2 3 >3
Total 81 9 0 0
Percent 1 2 3 >3 |
Total 90.0 % 10.0 % 0.0% 0.0%
This questionalso DVNHG VWRPBKIYV IDPLOLHV" VHH VHFWLRQ
How many children did you live with? *
Raw 0 1 2 3 >3
Total 60 19 9 2 0
Percent 0] 1 2 K] P}
Total 66.7 % 21.1% 10.0 % 2.2% 0.0%

7KLY TXHVWLRQ DOVWRPBRXNVHI® NROERM° VHH VHFWLRQ
How many bedrooms were in your apartment? Please input “0” for a studio/efficiency. *

Raw 0 1 1.5 2 3 >3 |
Total 21 48 0 21 0 0
Percent 0 1 1.5 2 3 >3 |
Total 23.3 % 53.3 % 0 % 23.3% 0.0 % 0.0%
7KLY TXHVWLRQ DOVRPBXVHI® RV R:E®ROh9).VHH
How many bathrooms were in your apartment? Please count half baths as 0.5. *
Raw 0.5 1 1.5 2 >2 |
Total 2 88 0 0 0
Percents 0.5 1 1.5 2 >2 |

Total 2.2% 97.8 % 0.0 % 0.0 % 0.0 %



7KLY TXHVWLRQ DO ¥R FBVANWHI®D MR:e®i0h9).VHH
Did you contribute more than 50% of your family's total income? *

Raw Yes No |

Total 60 30

Percents Yes \[e}

Total 66.7 % 33.3%
Section 9:

7KLY TXHVWLRQ DOVWRPBXNVHI® NROERY" VHH VHFWLRQ
How many adults (people other than yourself) did you live with? *

Raw 1 2 3 >3 |
Total 212 33 19 9
Percent 1 2 3 >3
Total 77.7 % 12.1 % 7.0 % 3.3%

7KLY TXHVWLRQ DOV¥RPBXVHI® MMROERY” VHH VHFWLRQ
How many children did you live with? *

Raw 0 1 2 3 >3 |
Total 243 21 7 2 0
Percent 0 1 2 3 >3 |
Total 89.0 % 7.7 % 2.6 % 0.7 % 0.0 %

7KLY TXHVWLRQ DOVRPBXNHI® MROBERY"- VHH VHFWLRQ
How many bedrooms were in your apartment? Please input “0” for a studio/efficiency. *

Raw 0 1 1.5 2 3 >3 |
Total 12 124 5 82 33 17
Percent 0 1 1.5 2 3 >3

Total 4.4 % 45.4 % 1.8% 30.0 % 12.1% 6.2 %



7KLY TXHVWLRQ DOV¥RPBXNVHI® WMPOBERY"- VHH VHFWLRQ
How many bathrooms were in your apartment? Please count half baths as 0.5. *

Raw 0.5 1 1.5 2 >2 |
Total | 0 205 20 40 8

Percents : .
Total 0.0 % 75.1 % 7.3 % 14.7 % 2.9 %

7KLY TXHVWLRQ DOVWRPBHRXNVHI® ANROERY " VHH VHFWLRQ
Did you contribute more than 50% of your family's total income? *

Raw Yes No |
Total | 92 % 181 %
Percents Yes No |
Total | 33.7% 66.3 %

Did you apply for MIT housing? *

Raw Yes No

Total 38 235

Percents Yes No |
Total | 13.9% 86.1%

Would you have preferred to live in MIT  -provided housing instead of off -campus

housing? *
Raw Yes No |
Total | 115 158
Percents Yes No |

Total 42.1 % 57.9%




Section 10:
Asked only if reply to “Where did you live during this past school year?” is “On-campus
housing” or “GRT/GRA” OR reply to “Where did you live during this past school year?”
Is “Off-campus housing” or “Other” and reply to “Would you have preferred to live in
MIT-provided housing instead of off -campus housing?” is “Yes.”

This question asked to all (see section 11).

How much more or less appealing would you find MIT

were true:

-provided housing if the following

All Responses — On-Campus OR Would have preferred MIT provided housing.

It was affordable (cost <30% of your income).
You could more easily choose your roommate(s).

Changes were made to make the family eligibility
requirements more inclusive.
The housing lottery results were revealed sooner.

The housing system was entirely first come first
serve (similar to the off-campus/private market)
The housing system was first come first serve after
an initial lottery round

You had the option to keep your room every year
without going through a lottery

There were off-campus housing options provided
by MIT

There were options where some units in the
building were for Cambridge community members
There were undergrad-like, dorm-style options with
shared hall bathrooms and kitchens (which would
be available at a lower cost than apartment-style
options)

It was affordable (cost <30% of your income).
You could more easily choose your roommate(s).

Changes were made to make the family eligibility
requirements more inclusive.
The housing lottery results were revealed sooner.

The housing system was entirely first come first
serve (similar to the off-campus/private market)
The housing system was first come first serve after
an initial lottery round

You had the option to keep your room every year
without going through a lottery

There were off-campus housing options provided
by MIT

780
310
164

313
74

109
602
538
110

65

79.9 %
31.9%
16.9 %

32.1%
7.6 %

11.2%
61.8 %
55.2 %

137
290
151

329
133

251
242
273
117
109

14.0%
29.9%
15.6 %

33.7%
13.6 %

25.8 %
24.8 %
28.0 %

37
351
615

315
329

412

99
129
363
257

3.8 %
36.1 %
63.4 %

32.3%
33.7 %

42.4 %
10.2 %
13.2%

12
27

248
114
17
25
184
198

0.8 %
1.2%
28 %

0.9%
25.4%

11.7%
1.7%
26%

14

13

193
85
14

198
343

1.4 %
0.8 %
1.3%

0.9%
19.8 %

8.7 %
1.4%
0.9%



There were options where some units in the
building were for Cambridge community members
There were undergrad-like, dorm-style options with
shared hall bathrooms and kitchens (which would
be available at a lower cost than apartment-style
options)

On Campus

It was affordable (cost <30% of your income).
You could more easily choose your roommate(s).

Changes were made to make the family eligibility
requirements more inclusive.
The housing lottery results were revealed sooner.

The housing system was entirely first come first
serve (similar to the off-campus/private market)
The housing system was first come first serve after
an initial lottery round

You had the option to keep your room every year
without going through a lottery

There were off-campus housing options provided
by MIT

There were options where some units in the
building were for Cambridge community members
There were undergrad-like, dorm-style options with
shared hall bathrooms and kitchens (which would
be available at a lower cost than apartment-style
options)

It was affordable (cost <30% of your income).
You could more easily choose your roommate(s).

Changes were made to make the family eligibility
requirements more inclusive.
The housing lottery results were revealed sooner.

The housing system was entirely first come first
serve (similar to the off-campus/private market)
The housing system was first come first serve after
an initial lottery round

You had the option to keep your room every year
without going through a lottery

There were off-campus housing options provided
by MIT

There were options where some units in the
building were for Cambridge community members
There were undergrad-like, dorm-style options with
shared hall bathrooms and kitchens (which would
be available at a lower cost than apartment-style
options)

11.3%
0.7 %

478
160
69

175
31

55
364
284
52
34

78.7 %
26.6 %
11.5%

28.8 %
5.1%

9.1%
60.1 %
47.0 %

8.6 %

5.6 %

12.0 %
11.2%

91
179
84

213
68

147
148
200
61
69

15.0%
29.7 %
4.0 %

35.1%
11.2%

24.3 %
24.4%
33.1%
10.1 %
11.4%

37.3%
26.4 %

22
249
421

205
177

241
74
95

224

162

3.6 %
41.4 %
69.9 %

33.8 %
29.2 %

39.9 %
12.2 %
15.7 %
37.1%
26.7 %

18.9 %
20.4 %

oo U1

19

170
88
10
18

121

131

0.8 %
1.3%
3.2%

1.3%
28.1 %

14.6 %
1.7%
3.0%

20.0 %

21.6 %

20.4 %
35.3%

160
73
10

146
210

1.8%
1.0%
1.5%

1.0%
26.4 %

121 %
1.7%
1.2%

24.2 %

34.6 %



Off-Campus (But would have preferred  MIT-provided)

It was affordable (cost <30% of your income). 268 36 13 3 2
You could more easily choose your roommate(s). 134 93 88 4 2
Changes were made to make the family eligibility 87 58 163 8 4
requirements more inclusive.

The housing lottery results were revealed sooner. 123 101 92 1 3
The housing system was entirely first come first 41 62 137 59 24
serve (similar to the off-campus/private market)

The housing system was first come first serve after 49 91 150 21 8
an initial lottery round

You had the option to keep your room every year 211 78 22 5 4
without going through a lottery

There were off-campus housing options provided 228 60 26 6 2
by MIT

There were options where some units in the 50 50 127 51 42
building were for Cambridge community members

There were undergrad-like, dorm-style options with 25 34 81 61 117
shared hall bathrooms and kitchens (which would

be available at a lower cost than apartment-style

options)

It was affordable (cost <30% of your income). 83.2 % 11.2 % 4.0 % 0.9 % 0.6 %
You could more easily choose your roommate(s). 41.7 % 290% 274 % 1.2 % 0.6 %
Changes were made to make the family eligibility 27.2 % 181 % 50.9 % 25 0% 1.3 %
requirements more inclusive.

The housing lottery results were revealed sooner. 384% 31.6% 28.8 % 0.3% 0.9 %
The housing system was entirely first come first 12.7 % 19.2 % 42 4 % 18.3 % 7.4 %

serve (similar to the off-campus/private market)

The housing system was first come first serve after 154% 285% 47.0% 6.6 % 2.5%
an initial lottery round

You had the option to keep your room every year 65.9 % 24.4 % 6.9 % 1.6 % 1.3%
without going through a lottery

There were off-campus housing options provided 70.8 % 18.6 % 8.1 % 1.9 % 0.6 %
by MIT

There were options where some units in the 156 % 156% 397% 159% 13.1%

building were for Cambridge community members

There were undergrad-like, dorm-style options with 7.9 % 1007 % 25.5% 192% 36.8%
shared hall bathrooms and kitchens (which would

be available at a lower cost than apartment-style

options)



Compare to Section 11 for off-campus residents who prefer off-campus.
How long would you prefer to live in MIT  -provided housing?

On-campus for full First-year on-  Off-campus for full
duration of campus, then off- duration of
raduate studies campus raduate studies

On-Campus 494 92 19
Off-Campus 258 45 19
Total 789 142 44

On-campus for full First-year on-  Off-campus for full
duration of campus, then off- duration of
raduate studies campus raduate studies

On-Campus 81.7 % 152 % 3.1%
Off-Campus 80.1 % 140%  Option Not Given 6.0 %
Total 80.9 % 146 %  Option Not Given 45 %
Do you have any other suggestions for how to improve MIT -provided housing?
401 replies

Rough estimate of top 4 topics: affordability, quantity, pets, more transparent housing allocation.

2WKHU FRPPRQ DQVZHUV RSWLRQ WR VKDUH DSDUWPHQWYV OLNH
allocated to dorm government, happiness with dorm government, cleanliness/etiquette in

common spaces, dishwashers, (central) A/C, no undergrads, undergrad dorm style, less dorm-

like, easier roommate matching

Additional thoughts or comments?
140 replies

Section 11:

This question asked to all (see section 10).
How much more or less appealing would you find MIT ~ -provided housing if the  following
were true:



Off-campus and prefer off -campus housing.

It was affordable (cost <30% of your income). 347 198 32 0 1
You could more easily choose your roommate(s). 224 193 157 1 3
Changes were made to make the family eligibility 60 84 430 3 1
requirements more inclusive.

The housing lottery results were revealed sooner. 97 190 288 3 0
The housing system was entirely first come first 34 97 300 112 35
serve (similar to the off-campus/private market)

The housing system was first come first serve after 24 112 384 49 9
an initial lottery round

You had the option to keep your room every year 274 182 115 4 3
without going through a lottery

There were off-campus housing options provided 324 170 77 6 1
by MIT

There were options where some units in the 85 103 265 84 41
building were for Cambridge community members

There were undergrad-like, dorm-style options with 14 46 151 140 227
shared hall bathrooms and kitchens (which would

be available at a lower cost than apartment-style

options)

It was affordable (cost <30% of your income). 60.0% 34.3% 5.5 % 0.0 % 0.2 %
You could more easily choose your roommate(s). 388% 334% 27.2% 0.2 % 0.5 %
Changes were made to make the family eligibility 134% 145% 74.4% 0.5 % 0.2 %
requirements more inclusive.

The housing lottery results were revealed sooner. 168% 32.99% 49.8% 0.5 % 0.0 %
The housing system was entirely first come first 59% 168% 519% 194 % 6.1 %

serve (similar to the off-campus/private market)
The housing system was first come first serve after 4.2 % 194% 66.4 % 8.5 % 1.6 %
an initial lottery round

You had the option to keep your room every year 474% 315% 499% 0.7 % 05%
without going through a lottery

There were off-campus housing options provided 56.1 % 29.4 % 13.3% 1.0% 0.2%
by MIT

There were options where some units in the 14.7% 17.8% 458 % 145 % 7.1 %

building were for Cambridge community members

There were undergrad-like, dorm-style options with 2.4 % 80% 26.1% 24.2% 39.3%
shared hall bathrooms and kitchens (which would

be available at a lower cost than apartment-style

options)



If MIT provided housing options that were more appealing to you (as indicated above),
how would that affect your choice to live in MIT  -provided housing? *

MIT housing for First-year MIT  Off-campus for full

full duration of housing, then off- duration of
graduate studies campus graduate studies
Total 188 163 192 35

On-campus for full First-year on-  Off-campus for full
duration of campus, then off- duration of

raduate studies campus raduate studies
Total 325% 28.2 % 33.2% 6.1%

At minimum, MIT -provided housing would need to meet the following requirements for
you to prefer MIT -provided housing to off -campus housing (check all that apply): *

Raw All off- Off-campus Off -
campus Single campus
Family
O | would never prefer MIT-provided housing 65 41 24
1 It was affordable (cost <30% of your income) 466 342 124
O You could more easily choose your roommates(s) 248 202 46
1 Changes were made to make the family eligibility 69 17 52
requirements more inclusive
O The housing lottery results were revealed sooner 95 69 26
d The housing system was entirely first come first 38 31 7
serve (similar to the off-campus/private market)
O The housing system was first come first serve after 23 16 7
an initial lottery round
d You had the option to keep your room every year 243 178 65
without going through a lottery
O There were off-campus housing options provided by 237 173 64
MIT
d There were options where some units in the building 49 35 14
were for Cambridge community members
1 There were undergrad-like, dorm-style options with 13 12 1

shared hall bathrooms and kitchens (which would be
available at a lower cost than apartment-style
options)
O Other 41 19 22

“Other” responses:

Singles: 3SORFDWLRODHQHUDOzT XTQRW\URRPPREWHMAHOV OHVV OLNH D G
+ 36WURQJHU PRUH LQWHQWESRBW A LERFFCRIHWVD YD+ ODEKQL W\’
IULHQ@GOA" IULHLGO\’

Families: 3SHW IUEHQ@®GCGSOLDQFHV H J+ GB¥KHDBKHUSD VEH@IWHU
ORFDWLRQHQHUDO+Z XDOLW\’
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| would never prefer MIT-provided housing
It was affordable (cost <30% of your income)
You could more easily choose your roommates(s)

Changes were made to make the family eligibility
requirements more inclusive
The housing lottery results were revealed sooner

The housing system was entirely first come first
serve (similar to the off-campus/private market)

The housing system was first come first serve after
an initial lottery round

You had the option to keep your room every year
without going through a lottery

There were off-campus housing options provided by
MIT

There were options where some units in the building
were for Cambridge community members

There were undergrad-like, dorm-style options with
shared hall bathrooms and kitchens (which would be
available at a lower cost than apartment-style
options)

Other

11.4 %

82.0 %

43.7 %

12.1%

16.7 %
6.7 %

4.0 %
42.8 %
41.7 %

8.6 %

2.3%

7.2%

10.0 %

83.4 %

49.3 %

4.1 %

16.8 %
7.6 %

3.9%
43.4%
42.2 %

8.5 %

29%

4.6 %

152 %

78.5 %

29.1 %

32.9%

16.5 %
4.4 %

4.4 %
4.1 %
40.5 %
8.9 %
0.6 %

13.9%

How many requirements? - * GHQRWHYV 3, ZRXOG -@GBPBNXVSKRXWNWU QRIQ’

Off-Campus 76 129 138 82 52 20

All

Off-Campus 55 96 107 64 34 9

Single

Off-Campus 21 33 31 18 11 2

Family

Do you have any other suggestions for how to

119 responses
Top replies: Price, quantity, less dorm-like/more apartment or town-house style (e.g. diverse
furniture, off-campus houses like Harvard has)
Others: Pets, Better temperature control, Better roommate selection

Additional thoughts or comments?
67 responses

4

2

0

2

2

0

65

41

24

improve MIT -provided housing?



Section 13;

If you would like to be added to a low  -volume mailing list to learn about our efforts and
opportunities to help advocate for better housing, please leave your email address here
or email gsc-housing -feedback@mit.edu

~200 responses



