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I urge the committee members to reject the resolution presented today. I do not take this stance 
lightly, but I believe the proposed resolution is poorly conceived, sparsely justified, and would 
cause irreparable reputational damage to the institution. At a time of instability in enrollment, 
injecting uncertainty into a very popular and impactful residential program would be a 
catastrophic, unforced error on the part of the Board. The resolution calls for a study of expenses 
but then declares that money will be reallocated, regardless of what the study says. As a result, 
you risk not only the prestige of the university and its competitiveness with peers, but you signal 
to students that their experiences are immaterial compared to hypothetical or assumed cost 
savings. 
 
In considering this resolution, I remind the Board that its role is not merely to squeeze savings out 
of every unit. The Board swiftly authorized the expenditure of $229 million in September in an 
ever-escalating athletics arms race. Now, we are to believe there are “significant” savings to be 
had in a popular and impactful residential program that operates with a budget that is less than 
1% the size of the athletics investment? The Board even raised student athletic fees to fund its 
athletics venture in the fall, which causes me to question the motivations of the current proposal 
regarding affordability. 
 
The Living-Learning Program at Virginia Tech is an indelible part of the Hokie experience. For 
decades, Virginia Tech has been a national leader in the Living-Learning Program, which makes 
a large university feel small and welcoming to new students and their families. Students choose 
to come to Virginia Tech to join these communities; no one forces them to. They engage in rich 
campus experiences with students of all backgrounds and interests and in doing so, are allowed 
to customize their college experience. They become campus leaders, visionaries for the future, 
and engaged alumni who donate. Are we willing to risk such meaningful engagement and 
contributions by throwing this program into uncertainty? 
 
First-time-in-college students accept offers to join the Living-Learning Program at a rate of 66%, 
higher than the normal admission acceptance rate of the overall student body (55%). This fact 
alone should tell you the demand that the programs have. Peer institutions have similar programs, 
and any weakening or any appearance of uncertainty regarding our Living-Learning Program will 
put us a distinct competitive disadvantage for talented students from across the country. The 
university has already received calls from concerned parents that any disruption to the Living-
Learning Program will cause their students to withdraw from Virginia Tech or cancel their 
enrollment.  
 
I urge you - do not commit an unforced error. Do not cause greater concern or uncertainty among 
our prospective students or their families. 
 
The resolution cites GPA and retention rates among Living-Learning Program participants and the 
broader campus community, finding “data-driven metrics do not support a measurable difference 
in either the academic outcomes for students,” but buzzwords should not cover up a flawed 
interpretation. Given that the data encompass all students and not a subset, the differences are, 
according to rudimentary statistics, real. The premise of the resolution is flawed, and there are 



many other aspects to the Living-Learning Program that can demonstrate its value beyond myopic 
metrics of GPA and retention. 
 
The resolution asserts that some faculty spend “100% of their time in non-classroom teaching.” A 

contextualized look at the truth reveals that most living-learning communities do not have full-time 

positions associated with them, and those that do are not T&R faculty who are being taken away 

from primarily teaching duties as the resolution might imply. I will also note that learning doesn’t 

necessarily happen in a cinderblock room with aging desks and chairs. It happens wherever 

students are – in the field, the community, and even residence halls. Reject the outdated notion 

of educational experiences being only delivered as lectures to be memorized. Instead, think of 

education as an experience that enriches our students and helps them navigate an ever-changing 

world.  The foundation of the Living-Learning Program is experiential learning at its core.  

 
As I told the Board in November, I am a product of one of the Living-Learning Communities. My 
first year at Virginia Tech was formative in not only my education, but my life. I could call any 
number of my co-residents who have become lifelong friends, trusted colleagues, and 
professional connections to have them tell you how being in a Living-Learning Community 
benefited their lives. They send students to Virginia Tech to further their education because they 
know the value we provide. These facts do not show up on a balance sheet. To the point of “non-
classroom teaching,” I spent countless hours in my Living-Learning Community engaged in study 
sessions with my friends. I led sessions on Biology, Chemistry, and Calculus. Doing so allowed 
me to reinforce what I had learned in the classroom and crystallize for me that I wanted to become 
a professor.  
 
Virginia Tech and my Living-Learning Community shaped who I am today. 
 
It is curious that the resolution declares certain programs are not to be considered part of the 
Living-Learning Program, although they clearly are. Does the Board have evidence that the Corps 
of Cadets, the Honors College, and Casa Maderni programs significantly out-perform the 
remaining student body? A closer look at publicly available data reveals that even the Corps of 
Cadets, an organization I admire greatly and in which Virginia Tech rightfully prides itself, has a 
six-year average first-year retention rate that is 2.7% lower than the rest of campus. If they are 
awarded special status according to this resolution, why is that so, if the motivation is from metrics 
such as retention? 
 
Moreover, should all residential programs be held to the same standards? Should fraternities and 
sororities be subjected to the same scrutiny? If so, you will find that by applying the same logic in 
the resolution, all fraternities should probably be shut down; the above-average Greek community 
GPA is bolstered by sororities and driven down by fraternities. What of the student-athletes who 
are provided plush accommodations in the Creativity and Innovation District? Are they not united 
around (to quote the resolution) a “common interest” and living in a community? Why is that 
community immune from budgetary scrutiny?  
 
I remind the Board that we have enshrined our values in the Principles of Community, we rally 

around the slogan “This is Home” in athletics, yet how can we claim to build this “community” and 

“home” if we do not work to embrace and actively foster a sense of community, home, and 

belonging among our students? To cast the Living-Learning Program into uncertainty would be to 

betray a core value of Virginia Tech and what makes our campus community so special.  

 



It would be a self-inflicted wound for our reputation and well-deserved acclaim in our residential 
experience to cast doubt about the viability of the Living-Learning Program. Keep our vibrant 
community what it is, to benefit our students, our community, the Commonwealth, and the world. 
 
In my conversations with many of you, we have always agreed that acting prudently and 
pragmatically is the best approach. This resolution is neither prudent nor pragmatic. It is rash, ill-
conceived, and a major risk to the entire institution. 
 
On behalf of the faculty and the students who we have the privilege to teach and mentor, I urge 
the committee members to vote no on this resolution. As a constructive alternative, I pledge myself 
to the service of the Board in crafting a new plan for rigorously and methodically assessing the 
academic, community, and budgetary impacts of our Living-Learning Program on faculty, 
students, and the university mission, if I can be of help. I understand Provost Ross and Vice 
President Keene are engaged in such an effort and I would be happy to assist them if called upon. 
 
I ask the consent of the committees to include these remarks as an attachment to the minutes of 
this session. 
 
Thank you. 


