Alpha Gamma Rho Housing Resources Trust

Group Living Models

HRT realizes that the majority of our existing chapters are Traditional-Full Service or Traditional- Partial Service.  However if we are to continue the growth of Alpha Gamma Rho into our Second Century, we must consider other options for Group Living Models.  Obviously the Traditional choices below, reinforce the greatest number of attributes that add value to the AGR experience, but the Non-Traditional options may be acceptable until chapter resources are sufficient to make improvements.  With this in mind here are four Group Living Models that are possibilities for future chapters. 

Traditional-Full Service:

A large full service house, capable of supporting full meal service, social events and living accommodations for majority of brothers (50% or greater of undergraduate brothers).  Property may be owned or leased from university/others.   Many examples of this Model are in use in AGR today.

Advantages: Reinforces virtually all of the Attributes that AGR values.  It provides the greatest opportunities for undergraduates to develop their social and personal skills.

Disadvantages:  Cost.  This type of dwelling faces increasing costs challenges each year.  It is difficult if not impossible for new/young chapters to adopt this model.

Traditional-Partial Service:

A house of large to modest size capable of supporting living accommodations for a smaller number of brothers (<50% of undergraduate brothers) residing together with full or partial meal service for those residents. This facility may be capable of supporting all or a portion of social events and fraternity activities.   Property may be owned or leased from university/others.  Examples of this Model are also currently being used by AGR Chapters

Advantages:  This model provides opportunities for a great number of attributes to develop.  It provides a large improvement over either of the Non-Traditional Models since it reaches a significant percentage of the chapter.

Disadvantages:  Cost.  In many areas, particularly urban campuses, the cost of buying/leasing even this type of dwelling is prohibitive. 

Coverage: This model also does not allow a sizeable portion of the chapter to experience those attributes that come from “living together” such as tolerance, conflict resolution, etc.

Further note:  This model should be used with careful planning and agreed-upon measures of successful implementation and operation.

Non Traditional-Partial Service:

A house/apartments capable of supporting living accommodations for all or a portion of undergraduate brothers and may utilize alternative meeting facilities for social events and fraternity activities.  Facility may be capable of supporting limited food service or a dining site for catered/carried in meals.  This model may include one or multiple clusters of apartments or dormitory type rooms.  Property may be owned or leased from university/others.

Advantages:  Affordability:  This option can and should be available in most of the campuses where AGR exists, or will exist.  This model can reinforce some of the attributes that AGR values.  

Disadvantages:  Coverage: This model does not allow many undergraduates  to experience those attributes that come from “living together” such as tolerance, conflict resolution, etc. If undergraduates cannot share living accommodations, they should search for opportunities to share experiences through dining together.  If chapters do not have facilities where they can share meal prep/cleanup, we encourage them to seek catering services on some type of planned dining schedule.

Non-Traditional-Limited Service:

A lodge/meeting room/house capable of supporting the majority of 

social events and fraternity activities.  May have a kitchen or kitchenette and may be capable of supporting living accommodations for a small number of undergraduate brothers. 

Advantages:  Affordability:  This option should be available on almost any campus where AGR exists, or will exist.  This model can reinforce some of the attributes that AGR values.  There are some states that do not allow sororities to have chapter houses, but in spite of this these sororities thrive.  We encourage chapter/colonies to seek examples from other groups who are forced by financial conditions or state law into this type of arrangement.  

Disadvantages:  Coverage: This model provides the lowest level of attributes that we should allow.  It provides very little advancement in the attributes that we value from “rooming together”, but as in the Non Traditional Partial above, we encourage chapters to experience as many common dining experiences as possible.

Alpha Gamma Rho Housing Resources Trust

Discussion Notes

Assignment of Strategic Plan

April, 2002 Board Discussion

Important Attributes of Group Living

(ie., why do we value having a house)

· Dining

· Singing

· Committee work

· Group achievements

· Parties (variety/responsibility)

· Brothers helping brothers

· Fun & games

· House moms

· Social skills

· Personal

· Team

· Responsibility (asset mgt)

· To others

· To physical house

· Leadership experiences

· Successful conflict resolution

· Tolerance of differences

· Opportunity to practice what we learn

· Acceptance of failure

· Respect & caring

· Shared experiences

How do we “improve the odds?”

· Physical environment

· Programming

November, 2002 board discussion

The board discussed the strategic plan assignment to develop quality group living models.  Attributes of various models:

1) Traditional large chapter, full function – with working kitchen

2) Physical property with no meal preparation – relying on catering

3) Physical property with no meals

4) Community gathering spot with meals, chapter meetings, social gatherings = Lodge at Texas Tech

5) Multi – function = rental to other students

6) Fraternity duplex = like New Mexico State

Assessments: 1) chapters success is directly related to the scalability of their business model (Chapter House quality and capacity in relation to their competition / recruitment plan); 2) Designate what models should be considered by chapters with varying needs; and, 3) It’s about the men in the chapter – not the walls that hold them.

April, 2003 board discussion

Outcome:

A set of observations and recommendations for the benefit of alumni boards that are current models for group living to be utilized for planning purposes.

Current models:

1. A house that is full service with meals, social events and living accommodations for most brothers.

2. A house of modest size with a portion of all brothers residing together with dining facilities for those residents.

3. A lodge for social functions, chapter meetings, kitchenette, and a few brothers residing together is the house.

4. Long-term or temporary leased facilities for a portion of all the brothers and utilize alternative meeting facilities for chapter and social activities.
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